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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 
a sample 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 (Burkšaitienė, 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-Sánchez 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 
et al., 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 
et al., 2010). Another explanation highlights the motivation to earn rewards or avoid 
criticism, which increases engagement and the willingness to learn (Białkiewicz, 
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; 
Förster & 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 (r = 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 
of the 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 (r = 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 (t = 3.82, p < 0.01) or positive (t = 9.72, p < 0.01) answers; 
positivity was also less represented than relevance (t = 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 (t = 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

Outcomes
Predictors

Cooperative climate (β) Competitive climate (β) 

Positive creativity 0.09 0.46**

R2 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
Русская версия опросника на конкурентный/кооперативный климат

Инструкция: Пожалуйста, оцените, насколько вы согласны с каждым из приве-
денных ниже утверждений, описывающих атмосферу и типичные формы взаимодей-
ствия между студентами в вашем университете (на факультете / образовательной про-
грамме / курсе). Используйте следующую шкалу:

1 — Совершенно не согласен(на)
2 — В значительной степени не согласен(на)
3 — Скорее не согласен(на)
4 — Ни согласен(на), ни не согласен(на)
5 — Скорее согласен(на)
6 — В значительной степени согласен(на)
7 — Полностью согласен(на)
Конкурентный климат:
1. Студентам в моем университете важно соревноваться друг с другом. 
2. Похоже, что студенты в моем университете действительно конкурируют между 

собой.
3. В нашей учебной среде многие считают соперничество между студентами 

важным.
4. Студенты чувствуют, что преподаватели регулярно сравнивают их друг с другом.
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Кооперативный климат:
1. Студентам в моем университете важно сотрудничать друг с другом.
2. Похоже, что студенты действительно работают вместе и помогают друг другу.
3. В нашей учебной среде многие считают сотрудничество между студентами важ-

ным.
4. Студенты чувствуют, что в университете их поощряют к совместной работе 

с другими.
Задание на креативность

Инструкция для участников: Пожалуйста, внимательно прочитайте ситуацию, 
описанную ниже, и постарайтесь представить себя на месте её участника. Ваша задача — 
описать, что бы вы сделали в такой ситуации. Постарайтесь быть конкретным(ой) и ис-
кренним(ей) и придумать как можно больше ответов. Ответ может включать как одно 
действие, так и несколько шагов. Здесь нет «правильных» или «неправильных» ответов.

	 Ситуация: «Представьте, что в вашу учебную группу недавно перевёлся новый 
студент. В последнее время учебная нагрузка была такой высокой, что у вас не было сво-
бодного времени, чтобы пообщаться с ним, хотя вам бы этого очень хотелось. Вы слыша-
ли от друзей, что этот студент очень интересный и креативный человек. Сегодня у вас 
появилось свободное время между парами, и вы пошли в столовую. Там вы видите этого 
студента. Он стоит один, изучает меню и явно никуда не торопится. Это отличная воз-
можность познакомиться с ним, и вам важно произвести на него хорошее впечатление. 
Как бы вы начали разговор?»

	 Инструкция для расчетов: Несколько экспертов независимо оценивают ответы 
респондентов по трем критериям. Каждая идея оценивается отдельно, потом по каждому 
критерию считается средний балл. Первый критерий — оригинальность решения — на-
сколько предложенное действие новое, необычное, нестандартное, отклоняющееся от ти-
пичных способов начала общения в аналогичных ситуациях. Шкала оценки от 1 балла — 
«действие полностью шаблонное, ожидаемое, обыденное» до 5 баллов — «действие 
неожиданное, творческое, содержит оригинальные элементы, нестандартный подход». 
Второй критерий — полезность / уместность решения — насколько действие практично, 
логично, реалистично и может способствовать установлению и поддержанию общения 
с новым студентом? Шкала оценки от 1 балла — «действие малореалистично, вряд ли при-
ведет к успешному общению» до 5 баллов — «действие адекватно ситуации, вероятно, 
поможет начать и поддержать контакт». Третий критерий — позитивность решения — на-
сколько действие социально ориентировано, доброжелательно, направлено на установле-
ние хороших отношений, создание комфортной атмосферы, учет чувств и интересов дру-
гого человека. Шкала оценки от 1  балла  — «действие нейтральное или потенциально 
неприятное для другого и отношений» до 5 баллов — «действие выражает интерес, уваже-
ние, открытость и стремление к теплому контакту и желание улучшить состояние другого 
человека». Если участник дал несколько ответов, каждый оценивается отдельно, затем вы-
водится среднее значение по каждому критерию. Итоговый индекс позитивной креативно-
сти — это среднее арифметическое трёх оценок по каждому респонденту. 
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Исследовательская статья

Связь кооперативного и конкурентного 
университетского климата с позитивной креативностью 

российских студентов

Соня А. Берриос Кальехас , Екатерина А. Коджа , 
Мария А. Бульцева ✉

Национальный исследовательский университет «Высшая Школа Экономики», Российская 
Федерация,  Москва
✉mbultseva@hse.ru

Аннотация. Креативность — одна из ключевых компетенций, которую образова-
тельные организации должны развивать у своих студентов. Учитывая валентность креа-
тивных идей и их последствия, в данном исследовании рассмотрена взаимосвязь коопе-
рации и конкуренции как аспектов университетского климата с позитивной креативностью 
студентов. Количественное кросс-секционное исследование было проведено на выборке 
из 341 российского студента (54,8 % — женщины) с использованием шкал кооперации 
и конкуренции из PISA и адаптированного задания из «Теста реалистичных проблемных 
ситуаций», измененного для измерения позитивной креативности в университетском 
контексте. Результаты показали, что кооперативный климат не имеет значимой связи 
с  позитивной креативностью, тогда как конкурентный климат способствует ее проявле-
нию. В обсуждении результатов рассмотрены последствия кооперативного и конкурент-
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ного университетского климата в более широком контексте, а также особенности повсе
дневной позитивной креативности во взаимодействии. В целом исследование показывает, 
что конкурентный климат может вести к более выраженной позитивной социальной кре-
ативности, вероятно, как защитной стратегии.

Ключевые слова: креативность, позитивная креативность, университетский кли-
мат, кооперация, конкуренция, студенты вуза
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