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Abstract. Creativity is one of the key competences that educational organizations should
foster in their students. Considering the valence of creative ideas and their consequences, this
study examines the relationship between cooperation and competition as aspects of university
climate with students’ positive creativity. A quantitative cross-sectional study was conducted on
asample of 341 Russian students (54.8% — females) using PISA’s measurement of cooperation
and competition and the task from “Test of realistic problem situations,” adapted to measure
positive creativity in a university context. The results showed that there is no significant
relationship between cooperative climate and positive creativity, whereas a competitive climate
contributes to students’ positive creativity. The discussion explores consequences of the
cooperative and competitive climates in a broader perspective as well as the specific
characteristics of everyday positive creativity in a social domain. Overall, the study suggests
that competitive climate can lead to more pronounced positive social creativity, probably as
a defensive strategy.
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Introduction

Creativity, realized in original and useful ideas, solutions, or products (Batey,
2012; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999), is not limited to art or technology only. It can
manifest itself and, moreover, becomes important in almost any field of human life
(Benedek et al., 2021). Depending on the goal of the creative ideas, they can be
categorized as neutral, negative, or positive (Beghetto & Anderson, 2022; Gao et
al., 2022; Kapoor & Khan, 2017; Schei, 2013). Negative or malevolent creative
ideas are intended to oneself or others in an innovative way. In contrast, the intention
or goal to improve the world and its society can be the main factor for considering
a creative idea as positive, although, within the sociocultural context, this goal may
be very subjective (Sternberg & Chowkase, 2021). From this perspective, positive
creativity specifically is an essential skill that should be included in higher education
training.

Lecturers’ curricular commitments and responsibilities can provide the
students with the opportunity to learn how to develop their creativity with wisdom
and how to assess positive outcomes for the betterment of the world (Beghetto &
Anderson, 2022; Sternberg & Karami, 2021). Wang and Deng (2022) explain that
in addition to the type of goal setting, affective traits such as risk-taking, curiosity,
imagination, and complexity (i.e., the development of solutions for complex
problems) are significant factors related to novel positive ideas. Moreover, they
suggest that positive and creative ideas can be learned through analogical reasoning.
Therefore, in order to teach positive creativity, teachers must focus on students’
affective traits. Doing so can help students set goals for identifying important needs
and, thus, be able to enhance their purposes with the creation of novel ideas. This
can be done in multiple ways.

First, different classroom activities like small group discussions, role plays,
scenario-based case studies, and Socratic seminars can be used in order to support
students to generate positive and innovative ideas. Furthermore, understanding the
context of real-world problems is another technique that can help students to
develop positive creative thinking in their learning process (Sternberg & Chowkase,
2021; Sternberg & Karami, 2021). However, it is not only teaching techniques or
teacher—student relationships that matter; from a broader perspective, the
organizational (specifically university) climate also plays a significant role.

The educational organization climate refers to perceptions of the learning
environment. In a more detailed consideration, university (campus) climate
describes an interplay of relationships, norms, values, learning and teaching
practices, perceptions, and expectations shared in a particular academic community
(Maxwell et al., 2017; Thapa et al., 2013; Vaccaro, 2010). It is important to note that
university climate is manageable, as it is a closed environment that can be modified
in order to achieve educational and social goals.

The university climate addresses students’ positive creativity in multiple
ways. First, a positive and intentionally structured climate predicts students’
creativity in general (Burksaitiene, 2018; Gao et al., 2020). Second, a positive
climate is directly related to students’ motivation and affective needs. It helps them
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develop a positive self-concept and attachment to their place of study (Koran,
1989); it also fosters students’ engagement at local activities and supports their
well-being (Lombardi et al., 2019). A positive socially oriented climate may
stimulate students’ autonomous motivation and prosocial and pro-environmental
behavior (Luengo Kanacri et al., 2017; Manzano-Sanchez et al., 2021; Waring et
al., 2016).

All educational organizations strive to establish a positive climate in order to
achieve their goals and foster their students’ skills and competencies, including
positive creativity. However, this can be done in different ways. The school or
university climate is a multidimensional construct that represents different spheres
of students’ experience (Wang & Degol, 2016). Previous research has primarily
focused on four big domains: perceived safety, teaching and learning, community,
and institutional environment (OECD, 2019). This study considers two important
aspects of a community domain of perceived university climate, namely perceived
cooperation and perceived competition. These factors can be particularly influential,
especially considering that teaching on introductory-level courses of the university
highlights and primes individual achievements and discourages collaboration
(Shapiro & Sax, 2011).

Cooperation and competition are two basic ways of interaction in interpersonal
and intergroup relations. Cooperation is characterized by helping and trusting each
other, communicating, and working together to achieve a common goal, while
competition involves the pursuit of primarily individual at the expense of the well-
being and goals of others (De Dreu, 2010). Accordingly, a cooperative climate
refers to situations when a person perceives the relationship within an organization
as cooperative, while the goals and rewards of different people are aligned (Zhao et
al., 2016). On the contrary, a competitive climate exists in organizations where the
relationships are competitive, while the goals and rewards depend on a comparison
of performance against others (Arnold et al., 2000; Brown et al., 1998).

There is a lack of studies considering the effects of cooperative or competitive
university climate on positive creativity. Existing works considered creativity in
general without addressing its valence. Moreover, much of this research has been
conducted in a business context, which differs from the university climate in terms
of power distribution. The results obtained can be called somewhat contradictory:
some of the studies found positive effects of cooperative climate on creativity (Zhu
etal., 2018); others underlined the importance of competitive climate or its elements
over the cooperative climate (Zhao et al., 2016). Therefore, this study aims to
investigate the relationship between university cooperative and competitive climate
and the positive creativity of students. To address this aim and establish a theoretical
foundation, we examine two core components of the positive creativity construct in
relation to cooperation and competition: creativity as the generation of novel and
useful ideas, and benevolent, prosocial intention as a necessary feature of positive
creativity.

A fairly large number of scientific papers consider the relationship of
competition and cooperation with creativity in general. Basically, they found
a positive effect of a cooperation and cooperative climate on creativity, both group
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and individual creativity (Catarino et al., 2019; Clydesdale, 2006; Lu et al., 2019;
Mayseless et al., 2018). In the university environment, cooperation has also been
identified as a significant positive predictor of students’ creativity (Ogrutan et al.,
2019). The positive effects of cooperation on creativity can be explained by an
increase in sensitivity to information coming from others (Johnson & Johnson,
1989). Cooperation stimulates holistic thinking and analysis of conflicting
information (Carnevale & Probst, 1998) and initiates critical thinking leading to
a deeper processing of information (Fung & Howe, 2012). At the same time, mixed
results have been found regarding the relationship between competition and
creativity. On the one hand, participation in competitions or intra-team contests can
promote creativity (Bradler et al., 2016; Prabhu et al., 2020); however, only in
situations where the abilities of rivals are perceived as approximately equal (Gross,
2020). The positive effect of competition is determined by desire for team approval
and the promotion of one’s own ideas (Pearsall & Venkataramani, 2015), as well as
by an intergroup competition, which, in turn, leads to intragroup cooperation (Baer
etal., 2010). Another explanation highlights the motivation to earn rewards or avoid
criticism, which increases engagement and the willingness to learn (Biatkiewicz,
2020; Ge et al., 2020).

On the other hand, a number of studies demonstrate a negative relationship
between competition and creativity (Erat & Gneezy, 2016; Mcglynn et al., 1982).
Competition can hinder creativity due to the fact that it is associated with greater
egocentrism (Johnson & Johnson, 1989) and a reduced willingness to consider
others’ perspectives (Nijstad & De Dreu, 2012). Competition interferes with the
search for compromise with those whose ideas contradict one’s own (Sommet et al.,
2014) and leads to shallower information processing (Carnevale & Probst, 1998;
Forster & Higgins, 2005) and preventive focus (Bittner & Heidemeier, 2013).

A widely accepted premise within the field is that prosocial motivations are
positively correlated with cooperative behavior (Capraro et al., 2014). Several
studies have shown that altruism and affective perspective taking can be stimulated
via cooperative learning (Choi et al., 2011) or even cooperative priming in video
games (Gentile et al., 2009) or instructions (Johnson et al., 1976). Positive effects
of cooperation on benevolent intentions and behavior can be explained by its focus
on achieving common goals, which is associated with a preference for interactions
that are most beneficial for all participants (Fehr & Krajbich, 2014) and promotion
of friendly relationships (Roseth et al., 2008). By contrast, the relationship of
competition with prosociality is often described in negative terms (Duffy &
Cornienko, 2010).

Competition is associated with unethical behavior (Hegarty & Sims, 1978;
Cai et al., 2006) and decreased empathy (Cikara et al., 2014). Participation in
contests leads to reduced subsequent prosociality (Moyal & Ritov, 2020).

Based on the theoretical assumptions above, several conclusions can be
drawn. First, one can expect that cooperation and, consequently, a cooperative
climate both contribute to creative thinking and prosocial intentions. Therefore, we
can hypothesize that the cooperative university climate positively relates to the
positive creativity of students (hypothesis 1). We can’t make a similar assumption
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regarding competition. Indeed, previous studies support the idea of negative
relations between competition and prosocial intentions. However, it seems like
competition can have diverse effects on creativity depending on the situation or the
context. The context of the educational organization, e.g., university, has its own
specificity in comparison to work teams in business organizations. Consequently,
the role of competitive climate should be clarified in the university context. We
state an additional research question on what the relationship between competitive
university climate and students’ creativity is.

Methods

Initially, the sample consisted of 360 respondents; however, 19 of them were
excluded from the final analysis due to a large number of missing answers. The final
sample of the study consisted of 341 respondents — Russian students from 18 to
45 years old (33.7 % of respondents under 20 years old; 87.4 % of respondents
under 30 years old); the average age is 23.37 years. The sample is balanced by
gender (54.8 % of the sample indicated to be women), level of education (57.8 % —
bachelors), and field of study (technical areas of study: 12.6 %, natural sciences:
17 %, humanitarian areas of study: 21.1 %, social sciences: 25.5 %, economic and
legal areas of study: 19.6 %, creative areas of study: 4.1 %). Despite the fact that the
sample included students from more than seventy universities from 42 cities of the
Russian Federation, among them 36.6 % of respondents are students of universities
in Moscow and St. Petersburg.

This quantitative study had a cross-sectional, one-sample design and was
implemented in the form of a socio-psychological survey. A non-probability
convenient sampling technique was used. The survey questionnaire was posted on
the anketolog.ru Internet platform. Completion of the questionnaire began with the
request for informed consent on a form and filtering questions regarding being
a student. Further, the respondents answered the questions about cooperation and
competition climate in their universities. This was followed by the creativity task.
Finally, respondents answered questions about their socio-demographic
characteristics (gender, age, university, field of study, city). The average time it took
respondents to complete the questionnaire was 12 minutes. Provided that the
questionnaire was completed fully, the respondents received a small monetary
reward.

All the instruments used in the study were translated into Russian following
the procedure of forward-backward translation. Subsequently, they were adapted
during the pre-test, which included cognitive interviews with 7 respondents in
accordance with think-aloud technique. The Russian versions of the instruments are
provided in the Appendix.

Perceived cooperative university climate and competitive university climate
were treated as independent variables for further analysis. They were measured
using of OECD’s Programme for International Student Assessment methodology to
assess cooperation and competition as aspects of the school climate (OESD, 2019).
Minor modifications were made (in Russian translation) in order to adapt the items
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to the university context and to improve clarity. Specifically, students were asked to
rate their agreement with a series of statements about their university using a 7-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Sample items included:
“Students feel that they are encouraged to cooperate with others” for the cooperative
climate, and “Students feel that they are being compared with others™ for the
competitive climate. Both scales had a high reliability, so means were calculated for
further analysis (Table 1). In order to state construct validity, we performed
Confirmatory Factor Analysis — model fit was acceptable (CMIN/df = 2.71,
CFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.03), all factor weights were significant
(at p<0.01) and higher then 0.72. Convergent validity was assessed using Sishor’s
Group Cohesion Index (Fetiskin et al., 2005). As expected, the perception of
university community as coherent was positively correlated with cooperative
climate (» = 0.47, p < 0.01) and negatively correlated with competitive climate on
the tendency level (r =-0.12, p = 0.07).

We considered positive creativity as a dependent variable in this study. It was
operationalized through participants’ responses involving positive solutions to
a task measuring social creativity. Social creativity was selected as it contributes to
a more successful adaptation to the social context and the implementation of new
patterns of behavior when solving problems in social interactions (Meshkova &
Enikolopov, 2016). In particular, we adapted one of the tasks from the Test of
realistic problem situations which was a part of a test battery for creative thinking
by M. Runco. Respondents were asked to generate solutions to the following
scenario:

“Imagine that a new student has recently joined your study group. Lately, your
academic workload has been so heavy that you haven’t had any free time to talk to him,
although you would like to. Your friends have told you that he is a very interesting and
creative person. Today, you have some free time between classes, so you go to the
canteen. You see the new student standing alone and reading the menu; he clearly isn’t
busy. This is a great opportunity to introduce yourself, and you want to make a good
impression on him. What would you do?”

The approach used to assess participants’ responses combined a theoretical
understanding of creativity — as the generation of novel and useful ideas — with
the Consensual Assessment Technique (Baer & McKool, 2009). Two independent
raters evaluated each response based on three criteria: originality, relevance, and
positivity of the solution. Each criterion was rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from
1 (the characteristic is not present at all) to 5 (the characteristic is extremely
pronounced). For each of the criteria, a short definition was presented by the
researchers. If several answers were given, each of the answers were assessed, and
then mean score was used in the final protocol. Both raters had expertise in social
psychology and over five years of experience working with students in both formal
settings (e.g. lectures and seminars), as well as informal contexts (e.g. clarifications
during orientation week, trainings of intercultural competence, work on non-
curricular activities in order to stimulate communication among students and their
engagement). Therefore, they can be considered as experts for this particular
assessment task. Inter-rater reliability was high across all three criteria. The final
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positive creativity index was the mean of the three criteria (Table 1). To further
validate this measure, we correlated the positive creativity index with a self-assessed
measure of creativity. Following previous research (Pavlova, 2018), the evaluation
ofthe one’s own ability to generate new ideas was conducted using a single question.
The results of correlation analysis revealed a positive relationship between two
measures (= 0.36, p <0.01).

Data processing was conducted in SPSS (ver. 22). First, confirmatory factor
analysis for university climate scale was conducted, next descriptive statistics,
correlations and reliability coefficients were calculated. Next, in order to answer the
research question about the relationship between the cooperative climate and
competitive climate with positive creativity, linear regression analysis was
performed.

Results

Descriptive statistics analysis (Table 1) showed that the respondents tended to
generate moderately creative solutions (considering that the scale was 1-5).
Applying a t-test for paired samples, we identified significant differences for three
indicators of creativity. Participants provided responses that were significantly more
original than relevant (¢ = 3.82, p < 0.01) or positive (t = 9.72, p < 0.01) answers;
positivity was also less represented than relevance (¢ =7.54, p <0.01). Respondents
assessed both the cooperative and competitive aspects of their university climate as
highly pronounced in their universities. However, the t-test for paired samples had
shown that they perceived the climate of their universities to be more cooperative
than competitive (¢ = 6.24; p < 0.01). Both perceived cooperative and competitive
climates were positively correlated with creativity, though strength of the relationship
was different. Age and gender were not related to any of the studied constructs, so
they were excluded from further analysis after being controlled at this stage.

Based on the results of the multiple linear regression analysis (Table 2), we
made a conclusion about the positive relationship between the perceived competitive
university climate and students’ positive creativity. In contrast, there was no
significant relationship between the perceived cooperative university climate and
students’ positive creativity Although the association was positive, it was weak and
only approached significance (p =.09).

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics, Reliability and Correlations for the Constructs

Constructs M (SD) Reliability 1 1.1 1.2 1.3 2 3
1. Positive creativity 2.72(0.83) 0.89 1 0.88" | 0.89" | 0.89" | 0.23" | 0.48"
1.1. Originality 2.94 (0.99) 0.78 — — 0.74" | 0.71" | 0.20° | 0.43"
1.2. Relevance 2.79(0.91) 0.83 — — — 0.78" | 0.02" | 0.42"
1.3. Positivity 2.55(0.97) 0.70 — — — — 0.20" | 0.45"
2. Cooperative climate 4.83(1.24) 0.87 — — — — — 0.33
3. Competitive climate 4.34 (1.24) 0.79 — — — — — —
Age 23.37 (5.39) — -0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.01 0.01 0.08
Gender 0.55 (0.49) — 0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.03 | —0.03 | -0.06

"~ p<0.05;" —p<0.01
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Reliability was measured differently for different constructs. We used
Cronbach’s alpha for Positive creativity, Cooperative climate and Competitive
climate, while, for Originality, Relevance and Positivity inter-rater reliability was
measured using correlations of ratings of two experts. Gender was coded as 0 (male)
and 1 (female).

Table 2
The Relationship between Cooperative and Competitive Climate with Positive Creativity
Predictors
Outcomes - - — -
Cooperative climate () Competitive climate ()
Positive creativity 0.09 0.46"
R? 0.24
F 54.53"
Cohen’s f2 0.32
" —p<0.01.

Discussion

The current study was aimed at investigating the relationship between the
perceived university climate and the positive creativity of students. The study
revealed no significant relationship between university cooperative climate and
positive creativity (rejecting our hypothesis), while competitive university climate
turned out to be significantly positively associated with students’ positive creativity.

On the one hand, the obtained results contradict findings from previous
studies, at least with regard to the cooperative climate. Indeed, the teams’ cooperative
climate was conducive to the creativity of its members (Zhu et al., 2018). At an
organizational level, the cooperative climate was a positive predictor of knowledge
transfer and creativity (Carmeli et al., 2015; Lee et al., 2021). However, most of
these studies focused on general creativity, rather than on positive creativity, which
also includes a benevolent or prosocial component. One of the mechanisms by
which a cooperative climate may promote specifically positive creativity is through
learning. When individuals see witness others interacting in cooperative and creative
ways, the positive creative goals may become contagious and form further
motivations and behaviors. That idea is in line with the social learning theory of
Bandura (1977). Nonetheless, researchers found that prosocial goals are actually
not “contagious”. After observing prosocial behavior (that is, for sure, closely
associated with a cooperative climate), people do not become more supportive of
prosocial goals (Brohmer et al., 2019).

Moreover, cooperation does not necessarily motivate individuals to display
additional proactivity. In a context of harmonious cooperative climate, students
may perceive that their actions do not require special initiative or originality, given
the already supportive and friendly environment. This phenomenon can be explained
by the social loafing hypothesis (Karau & Williams, 1993). Applied to our context,
we can suppose that when tasks are socially oriented, students within highly
cooperative environments may expect others to assume greater initiative and
responsibility in communication as well.
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As for competition and competitive climate, numerous studies have
highlighted their negative effects on creativity (Erat & Gneezy, 2016; Mcglynn et
al., 1982). At the same time, the competitive climate may contribute both to
creativity and positive prosocial intentions under favorable conditions. For example,
the competitive climate may lead to positive creative solutions when it is perceived
as a stimulus for positive change (Arnold et al., 2000) or when we are speaking
about instrumental helping motives and prosociality based on expectations of
mutuality (David et al., 2021). It is important to consider the specific context and
nature of the task. The university climate—whether cooperative or competitive—
creates distinct psychological and social settings for tackling creative problems.
These differences in the initial conditions may influence the motivation of students
to solve the task and, hence, the level of creativity of the proposed solution.

Therefore, the revealed differences in the relationships of the university
cooperative and competitive climate with positive creativity may be explained,
firstly, with the type of the task. The suggested task in this particular study was
related to social creativity — to approach a newcomer and initiate contact. The
purpose of the same task may be perceived differently in cooperative and competitive
settings. In cooperative settings, the purpose of initiating contact with a newcomer
may represent the general wish to behave friendly and welcoming, which is in line
with the cooperative climate of trust and help in the organization. Conversely in a
competitive environment, there is a need to find potential collaborators, so initiating
contact with newcomers might bring additional benefits, like somebody to unite
with for successful competition with the others. In competitive settings, this creates
motivation to search for the best, most useful solution on how to make an impression
on the newcomer and to be able to establish a potentially successful contact, while
in a cooperative climate, meeting a new person may not have such additional
motivation. Therefore, in a competitive climate, positive social creativity may serve
as a means to fulfill instrumental helping motives.

It is worth mentioning also, that social comparisons, inevitable in a competitive
university climate, make the question of belonging to a certain group especially acute
(Baldwin, 2009; Posselt & Lipson, 2016; Seymour, 2002; Wasburn & Miller, 2004).
Supportive positive communication in a competitive environment encourages a sense
of belonging and helps to resolve the problem of finding one’s own social identity
(Hurtado et al., 2011; Hyde & Gess-Newsome, 2000; Kahveci et al., 2008), especially
among women. This suggests that positive social creativity may be desirable and
serve as an important mechanism of coping with a competitive climate.

Creativity can serve not only as a means of problem-solving but also as a tool
for self-protection. Positive creativity — aimed at helping others and improving the
social environment — may be perceived by students as a mean to demonstrate their
value and uniqueness, thereby protecting their social status and psychological well-
being. Indeed, prosocial orientation has been shown to strengthen the link between
intrinsic motivation and creativity (Grant & Berry, 2011). Additionally, the idea of
protective altruism (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994) suggests in conditions of high
social uncertainty, individuals may display elevated levels of cooperative and
helpful behavior to build a reputation for reliability and foster stable, trusting
relationships. Given its prosocial orientation, positive creativity may help students
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cope with the challenges of a competitive climate by forming alliances rather than
distancing themselves from peers.

To conclude, in cooperative university settings, there is no need to demonstrate
a high positivity level of the proposed solution; it might only contain simple help or
advice. On the contrary, in competitive settings, adding a more serious prosocial
element to the acquaintance (serious help, extensive support, time investments) will
increase the chances to find beneficial contacts for possible future cooperation and,
therefore, increase one’s own competitive ability and to fulfill the need of belonging.
This might explain the positive relationship between a competitive climate and
positive creativity, and no such relationship exists for a cooperative climate.

Another explanation for the observed relationship between the university climate
and positive creativity addresses the difference in perception of the goals of the task
that was set up in different settings. In a competitive climate, people are focused on
achieving individual goals, and their rewards depend on individual performance
(Arnold et al., 2000). When the task is set up in a competitive climate, it is taken as an
individual task — part of the competition. In this case, the search for a creative solution
is aimed at coming up with more creative, more complex ideas that will distinguish
this solution from others. A high positivity level marks the best solutions. In cooperative
settings, the focus is on working together to achieve a common goal (Zhao et al.,
2016). The same task on social creativity, set up in a cooperative climate, may be
viewed as a part of a group task aimed at maintaining a general cooperative climate. In
this case, initiating contact with a newcomer is a way to make him simply join the
cooperative environment, with its atmosphere of trust and support. Therefore, there is
no need for additional individual prosocial initiatives because the cooperative climate
itself creates settings that are prosocial enough. In other words, a cooperative climate
is able to take part of individual responsibility for prosocial initiatives from people,
while in a competitive climate, prosocial activity remains individual responsibility for
positive change directed towards individual goals. This might explain the positive
relationship between a competitive climate and positive creativity and no such
relationship for a cooperative climate.

Finally, a few situations can be considered “purely” competitive or cooperative.
More commonly, we mainly see different combinations of these two. According to
PISA data for 2018, cooperation and competition (as elements of the school climate)
are expressed at almost the same level in Russian schools (OECD, 2019). This can
be especially important in addressing the socio-cultural context of the study. Russian
culture is, in essence, collectivist (Hofstede, 2011), but is acquiring more and more
elements of individualism (Naumov & Puffer, 2000). This leads us to the assumption
that probably we addressed a “not purely competitive” climate but a mix of
competition and cooperation, due to cultural characteristics. Studies show that the
“coopetition” environment is the most effective one in terms of creative idea
generation in comparison with purely cooperative or purely competitive
environments (Zhao et al., 2016). Student assignments, channels of communication,
and the general climate of the university that present the interplay between intragroup
cooperation and intergroup competition would help to find the balance between
individual and group goals and, therefore, turn into an ideal learning platform for
developing the positive creativity of students.
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Although this study has contributed to identifying novel findings and
deepening the understanding of the relationship between university climate —
specifically cooperation and competition — and creativity, it is not without
limitations, which should be addressed in future research.

First, this particular study operationalized positive creativity as benevolent
social creativity in the everyday communication of students. More specifically, the
communication aspect itself was narrowed down to the first contact initiation and
impression management. Generally speaking, that’s rather a limited focus that
considered only “small creativity” (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009), while the positivity
aspect was mainly focused only on the influence on a particular individual, not
society in general. As creativity might be represented in various ways and should be
trained differently for different domains (Baer, 2012), it can be useful in future
studies to consider a more society-oriented side of positive creativity (e.g., in the
form of a contest of some innovative solutions to particular challenges) in relation
to the cooperative and competitive climate of the university.

Next, it is important to acknowledge that the climate of any educational
organization is a multidimensional construct (Wang & Degol, 2016). Previous
studies have already addressed some elements of them, like teaching practices
(Sternberg & Chowkase, 2021; Sternberg & Karami, 2021). This research
contributed to the pool of existing studies, taking into account cooperation and
competition aspects. However, other dimensions, such as perceived safety or the
institutional enviro althoughment, can also be studied as pre-requisites of positive
creativity. Furthermore, we can recommend investigating the system of interrelated
dimensions altogether and checking for their cumulative effects on creativity.

Finally, though the results obtained are significant and the effect size is
moderate (Cohen, 1988), still there are additional factors that should be taken into
consideration in order to explain the variance of positive creativity among students.
As suggested by Lewin’s classic equation the behavior depends both on personality
and environment (Lewin, 1936). Therefore, in future studies, one should extend not
only the operationalization of the climate but also include some individual socio-
psychological factors in a model. Generally speaking, social value orientations,
individual values, or altruism seem to be promising, as they proved to be directly
related to both creativity and prosociality (Dollinger et al., 2007; Lin et al., 2023;
Murphy & Ackermann, 2014; Schwartz, 2010; Yan, 2019), as well as probably
individual attitudes to competition and cooperation.

Conclusion

This study identified a positive relationship between the competitive university
climate and the positive creativity of students. Taking into account the context,
limitations, and interpretation of the study results, we suggest considering the
potential of both cooperation and competition in order to use the benefits of the
university climate for teaching positive creativity to students. Each fulfills students’
affective and motivational needs in different ways and may stimulate creativity in
various ways.
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The practical significance of these findings lies in clarifying the role of
a competitive university climate as a potential resource for fostering positive,
prosocial creativity — in particular, creativity directed toward peers and the broader
student community. A moderate level of competitiveness, typical of university
settings, may not only drive individual achievement but also encourage students to
initiate community-oriented improvements, enhance group adaptability, and
strengthen cohesion. This challenges the conventional view of competition as solely
negative and highlights the importance of intentionally shaping an educational
environment in which constructive competition is thoughtfully combined with
cooperative elements and teaching practices. Such an integrated approach is likely
to be most effective in cultivating positive student creativity.
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APPENDIX
Pycckasi Bepcusi ONPOCHMKA HA KOHKYPEHTHBI/KOONepATUBHBIN KJINMAT

Hunempyxyus: Toxanyiicta, OICHUTE, HACKOIBKO BBl COTNIACHBI C KaXKIBIM U3 IIPHBE-
JICHHBIX HIDKE YTBEPIKICHHH, OMMCHIBAIOIINX arMocdepy W TUIHYHBIC (OPMBI B3anMOJeii-
CTBHS MEXKAY CTY/ICHTaMH B BallleM YHHBEpCHUTETe (Ha (akyasreTre / 00pa3oBaTenbHON Mpo-
rpamme / Kypce). Mcnonp3yiTe caeayomnyro mKany:

1 — CoBepIieHHO He coraceH(Ha)

2 — B 3HaYMTEILHOM CTENEHU HE corlaceH(Ha)

3 — Ckopee He coraceH(Ha)

4 — Hu cornaceH(Ha), HA He coTlIaceH(Ha)

5 — Ckopee cornaceH(Ha)

6 — B 3HaunTeNnbHON CTENEHH corlaceH(Ha)

7 — IlonrOCTHIO cornaceH(Ha)

Konukypenmmnotit knumam:

1. CTyneHTaM B MOEM YHUBEPCHUTETE BAXKHO COPEBHOBATHCS IPYT C IPYTOM.

2. [loxoxe, 9TO CTyAEHTH B MOEM YHHUBEPCUTETE ICHCTBUTEIHHO KOHKYPHUPYIOT MEXITY
coboil.

3. B nHame#l y4eOHOH cpelne MHOTHE CUUTAIOT CONMEPHHYECTBO MEKIY CTYACHTAMU
Ba)KHBIM.

4. CTyaeHTbI 4yBCTBYIOT, UTO [IPETIOAABATENN PETYIIIPHO CPABHUBAIOT UX JIPYT C IPYTOM.
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Koonepamuenuiii knumam:

1. CtyneHTam B MOEM YHHBEPCHUTETE BaKHO COTPYIHHYATH JPYT C IPYTOM.

2. [Toxoxke, 9TO CTYACHTHI ICHCTBUTEIBHO PabOTAIOT BMECTE M TIOMOTAIOT JPYT IPYTY.

3. B Hamieii yueOHOI cpejie MHOTHE CUMTAIOT COTPYJIHUIESCTBO MEXKJTY CTYICHTaAMH BaXK-
HBIM.

4. CryneHTbl 4yBCTBYIOT, YTO B YHHMBEPCHUTETE MX IOOLIPSAIOT K COBMECTHOH pabote
C IPYTHMHU.

3ajanue HA KPeaTUBHOCTH

HNucrpykums pist ydacTHHKOB: [loxanylicta, BEUMATEIbHO IIPOYUTANTE CUTYalLUIO,
OTIMCAHHYIO HIKE, M IOCTapaiiTeck MpeACTaBUTh ceds Ha MecTe e yuacTHHKa. Barma 3amaqa —
OIMHCaTh, YTO OBI BBI CIICIIANIK B TakoW cutyanuu. [locrapaiitech ObITh KOHKPETHBIM(OM) U HC-
KpeHHUM(eil) U mpuayMaTh Kak MOXKHO OoJiblie 0TBETOB. OTBET MOXKET BKJIIOYATh KaK OIHO
JIeicTBHE, TaK U HECKOJIBKO IIAroB. 3716Ch HET «IPABUIILHBIX» MITN «HEMPABUIIbHBIX)» OTBETOB.

Cutyauus: «[Ipencrasere, 4To B Bally YISOHYIO TPYIITy HEIaBHO IEPEBEICS HOBBIH
CTyleHT. B mociemHee Bpemst yueOHast Harpy3ka Oblila TaKOW BRICOKOH, YTO Y Bac He OBLIO CBO-
0OIHOTO BPEMEHH, YTOOBI TOOOIIATHCS ¢ HUM, XOTSI BaM ObI 3TOTO OYEHB XOTENIOCh. BEI citbimia-
I OT ApY3€H, 4TO ATOT CTYAEHT OYeHb MHTEPECHBIN U KpeaTUBHBIN uenoBeK. CerofHs y Bac
HOSIBIJIOCH CBOOOHOE BpeMsl MEK/Ty MTapaMH, U BBI IIOILTH B CTOJIOBYIO. TaM BBl BUANUTE 3TOTO
cryaeHTa. OH CTOUT OJMH, U3y4aeT MEHIO U SIBHO HUKyJa HE TOPONHUTCSA. DTO OTIMYHAS BO3-
MOKHOCTb IT03HAaKOMHUTBCSI C HUM, U BaM Ba)KHO IPOM3BECTH Ha HETO XOpoIlee BIleYaTiIeHHUE.
Kak Ob1 BbI Hauanu pa3roBop?»

HHcrpykums s pacyeToB: HecKombKo HKCIEPTOB HE3aBHCUMO OLICHHUBAIOT OTBETHI
PECIIOH/ICHTOB TI0 TpeM KpuTepusiM. Kaskmas uest OreHHBaeTCsl OTACTBHO, TIOTOM MO KaKIOMY
KPUTEPHIO CUMTACTCS CpenHuid 0asut. [1epBolii KpUTepHii — OPUTHHATBHOCTD PEIICHHUS] — Ha-
CKOJIBKO NPEUIOKEHHOE JIeHiCTBHE HOBOE, HEOOBIYHOE, HECTaHJAPTHOE, OTKIIOHSIOIIEECs OT TH-
MUYHBIX CIIOCOOOB Hauasa OOIeHHs B aHAIOTHYHBIX cuTyarusx. [llkana onenku ot 1 6amia —
«IENCTBHE TIOJHOCTHIO ITAOTOHHOE, OKHMIAEMOE, OOBIIEHHOE» 0 5 OalmoB — «IeHCTBHE
HEO)KUJAHHOE, TBOPYECKOE, COAEPIKUT OPUTMHAJIBHBIE JIEMEHTBHI, HECTAHIAPTHBIM MOAXOI.
Bropoii kputepuii — MONE3HOCTh / YMECTHOCTh PEIICHUS — HACKOJBKO NEUCTBUE MPAKTHIHO,
JIOTHYHO, PEATUCTUYHO U MOXKET CIIOCOOCTBOBATh YCTAHOBJICHUIO U TMOJICPIKAHUIO OOLIEHUS
¢ HOBBIM cTyzienToM? IlIKkasna orenku ot 1 Oanmna — «IelCTBHE MaTOPEeaTuCTUIHO, BPS JIU TIPH-
BENIET K YCICNTHOMY OOIICHUIO» 10 5 0aioB — «IEHCTBHE aJeKBATHO CUTYAIlHH, BEPOSTHO,
MIOMOXKET HayaTh ¥ MOAJEPKaTh KOHTAKT». TpeTHii KpuTepuil — MO3UTUBHOCTH peIlieHHs] — Ha-
CKOJIBKO JICMCTBHE COLMAIbHO OPHEHTHPOBAHO, JOOPOXKEIATENbHO, HAIPaBICHO Ha yCTaHOBIIE-
HHE XOPOIINX OTHOLICHHH, CO3/IaHne KOM(OPTHON aTMOC(epsl, yUeT TyBCTB M HHTEPECOB APY-
roro venoBeka. [llkama omeHku ot 1 Oamia — «JIeicTBHE HEUTpaIbHOE WIIM TIOTCHIMAIBHO
HETIPUATHOE IS PYTOTO M OTHOIICHUID 10 5 0aytoB — «IeiiCTBHE BBIpaXKaeT MHTEPEC, yBaKe-
HHUE, OTKPBITOCTh U CTPEMJICHHE K TEIJIOMY KOHTAKTy U KeJaHUE YAYULIUTh COCTOSIHUE JIPYroro
4enoBeKa». Ecnn yuacTHUK 1aJl HECKOJIBKO OTBETOB, KaX /bl OLICHUBAETCSI OT/ICTIBHO, 3aTEM BbI-
BOJUTCS CpeJHEE 3HAUEHUE 110 KaX oMy KpUTeputo. ITOroBelii MHAEKC IO3UTUBHON KpeaTuBHO-
CTH — 3TO cpeHee apu(METHIECKOE TPEX OICHOK TI0 KaXKJOMY PECIIOH/ICHTY.
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CBsi3b KOONEPaTUBHOIO N KOHKYPEHTHOro
YHUBEPCUTETCKOrro K/imMmaTta C NO3UMTUBHON KPeaTUBHOCTLIO
POCCUMNCKMX CTYAEHTOB

Cons A. bBeppuoc Kaasexac'”, Exarepuna A. Komka'”,
Mapus A. Byasnesa =

HarmonanbsHeIi nccnenoBarenbckuil yansepeuteT «Broicimas [1kona Dxonomukmy», Poccutickas
Dedepayus, Mockea
Embultseva@hse.ru

AnHoTanms. KpeaTHBHOCTh — 0JIHA M3 KITFOUEBBIX KOMIIETEHIIHH, KOTOPYIO 00pa3oBa-
TeJIbHBIE OpPraHU3alMK JJOJDKHBI PAa3BUBATh Y CBOMX CTYJCHTOB. Y UYUTHIBas BAJICHTHOCTh Kpea-
TUBHBIX UJIeH U UX MOCIEACTBUS, B JaHHOM MCCIIEIOBAHUH PACCMOTPEHA B3aUMOCBS3b KOOIIe-
paIyK ¥ KOHKYPEHITUH KaK aCIIEKTOB YHUBEPCUTETCKOTO KIIMMATA C TO3UTHBHON KPEATHBHOCTHIO
CTyZIeHTOB. KonmndecTBeHHOE KPOCC-CEKIIMOHHOE UCCIIeA0BAaHIE OBbIIIO IPOBEIEHO HA BBIOOPKE
u3 341 poccuiickoro crynenra (54,8 % — >KEHIIMHBI) C UCIMOJIB30BAHUEM IIIKAJI KOOTIEPAIIUU
Y KoHKypeHImu 13 PISA u agantupoBaHHOTO 331aHus 13 «TecTa peaTMCTUIHBIX POOIIEMHBIX
CUTYyalui», U3MEHEHHOTO JJIS U3MEpPEHUs TO3UTUBHOW KPEATUBHOCTH B YHHUBEPCHUTETCKOM
KOHTEKCTe. Pe3ynbTarhl Mmoka3ajiu, YTO KOONEPATUBHBIA KIMMAaT HE MMEET 3HAYMMOHM CBS3H
C TIO3BUTHBHOM KPEaTUBHOCTHIO, TOTJA KaK KOHKYPEHTHBIA KIIMMAT CIIOCOOCTBYET €¢ TpOsBIIe-
HU0. B 00CyXxeHrH pe3ynbTaToB paCCMOTPEHBI MTOCIIEACTBUS KOOTIEPATUBHOTO U KOHKYPEHT-

JIMYHOCTb B COBPEMEHHOM OBPA3OBATEJIbHOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE 193


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9572-2289
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5899-9916
mailto:mbultseva@hse.ru
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9572-2289
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6316-3275
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5899-9916

Berrios Callejas S.A. at al. 2025. RUDN Journal of Psychology and Pedagogics, 22(1), 175-194

HOTO YHHBEPCUTETCKOTO KJIUMAaTa B Oosee MUPOKOM KOHTEKCTE, a TAaKXkKe 0COOCHHOCTH TOBCE-
JTHEBHOM NIO3UTUBHON KPEaTUBHOCTH BO B3aUMOJIeHcTBUU. B 11e510M ncciiegoBaHue TOKa3bIBAET,
YTO KOHKYPEHTHBIH KIIMMaT MOKET BECTH K OoJiee BRIPaKCHHON IMO3UTHBHON CONMAIBHOMN Kpe-
aTUBHOCTH, BEPOSTHO, KAaK 3AIIUTHOM CTpaTETUH.

Ki1roueBble cj10Ba: KpeaTUBHOCTb, TIO3UTUBHAS KPEATUBHOCTb, YHUBEPCUTETCKUHN KIIH-
Mart, KooIepalysl, KOHKypEHIL U, CTYIEHTbI By3a

dunancupoBaHue. /lanHas paboTa BBITIONHEHA B paMKax [IporpaMmbl hyHIaMeHTaIb-
HBIX Hay4yHBIX HccnenoBanuit HUY BIID.

BuaromapHocTH. ABTOPBI BBEIPaXKAOT UCKPEHHIOK OJIarofapHoCTh podeccopy Mapky
Panko (Yuuepcuret IOxxHoro OperoHa) 3a mpeaocTaBieHHUE JOCTyNa K MeToiuke Iest of
Realistic Problem Situations. Ero paboTa B 00JaCTH UCCIICIOBAaHHIA KPEAaTUBHOCTH CTaJIa BaX-
HOU TEOPETHUYECKON M METOJOJIOTUYECKO OCHOBOM JIJIsi HACTOSIIETO MCCiIeIoBaHus. MeToau-
Ka, UCIIOJIb30BaHHAasA B JaHHOH pabote, Obuia pa3paboTaHa Ha OCHOBE MPEJOCTABICHHOTO OpH-
THHAIEHOTO HMHCTPYMEHTA M QJalTHPOBaHA K YHHBEPCHTCTCKOMY KOHTEKCTY JUIS OICHKH
MMO3UTHBHOHN KPEaTHBHOCTH B COIIMATILHBIX CUTYAIHSIX.
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