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and Competitive Personality Scale in a

social dilemma context
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1Department of Psychology, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China
2Department of Human Resource Management, Central University of Finance and
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T he present research validated the construct and criterion validities of the Cooperative and Competitive
Personality Scale (CCPS) in a social dilemma context. The results from three studies supported the notion

that cooperativeness and competitiveness are two independent dimensions, challenging the traditional view that

they are two ends of a single continuum. First, confirmatory factor analyses revealed that a two-factor structure
fit the data significantly better than a one-factor structure. Moreover, cooperativeness and competitiveness were
either not significantly correlated (Studies 1 and 3) or only moderately positively correlated (Study 2). Second,

cooperativeness and competitiveness were differentially associated with Schwartz’s Personal Values. These results
further supported the idea that cooperativeness and competitiveness are two distinct constructs. Specifically, the
individuals who were highly cooperative emphasized self-transcendent values (i.e., universalism and benevolence)

more, whereas the individuals who were highly competitive emphasized self-enhancement values (i.e., power and
achievement) more. Finally, the CCPS, which adheres to the trait perspective of personality, was found to be a
useful supplement to more prevalent social motive measures (i.e., social value orientation) in predicting

cooperative behaviors. Specifically, in Study 2, when social value orientation was controlled for, the CCPS
significantly predicted cooperative behaviors in a public goods dilemma (individuals who score higher on
cooperativeness scale contributed more to the public goods). In Study 3, when social value orientation was
controlled for, the CCPS significantly predicted cooperative behaviors in commons dilemmas (individuals who

score higher on cooperativeness scale requested fewer resources from the common resource pool). The practical
implications of the CCPS in conflict resolution, as well as in recruitment and selection settings, are discussed.

Keywords: Cooperativeness; Competitiveness; CCPS; Validity; Social dilemma.

C ette recherche valide le construit et la validité empirique critériée de l’Échelle de personnalité coopérative

et compétitive (Cooperative and Competitive Personality Scale) (CCPS). Les résultats de trois études
soutiennent l’idée que la coopération et la compétition sont deux dimensions indépendantes, mettant ainsi en
doute l’idée qu’il s’agisse des deux extrémités d’un même continuum. Premièrement, l’analyse factorielle
confirmatoire révèle qu’une structure à deux facteurs correspond mieux aux données qu’une structure à facteur

unique. De plus, la coopération et la compétition ne sont pas corrélées significativement (Études 1 et 3) ou ne sont
corrélées positivement que de façon modérée (Étude 2). Deuxièmement, la coopération et la compétition sont
associées de façon différente aux valeurs personnelles de Schwartz. Ces résultats soutiennent aussi l’idée que la

coopération et la compétition sont deux construits distincts. De façon spécifique, les individus qui sont hautement
coopératifs mettent plus l’accent sur les valeurs de transcendance de soi (i.e, l’universalisme et le bénévolat),
tandis que les individus qui sont hautement compétitifs mettent plus l’accent sur les valeurs de dépassement de soi

(i.e, pouvoir et accomplissement). Finalement, le CPPS, qui adhère à l’approche des traits de personnalité, se
révèle un complément utile aux mesures prévalentes de la motivation sociale (i.e, Orientation sur les valeurs
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sociales) pour prédire les comportements coopératifs. Spécifiquement, dans l’étude 2, lorsqu’on contrôle
l’orientation sur les valeurs sociales, le CCPS prédit significativement les comportements coopératifs dans un
dilemme de marchandises publiques (les individus ayant un pointage élevé de coopération contribuent davantage

aux marchandises publiques). Dans l’étude 3, lorsqu’on contrôle l’orientation sur les valeurs sociales, le CCPS
prédit significativement les comportements coopératifs dans les dilemmes communs (les individus ayant un
pointage élevé
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various choices. The three types of motivation
most commonly observed are prosocial, individua-
listic, and competitive motivation (Van Lange,
Otten, De Bruin, & Joireman, 1997).

Prosocial individuals, especially cooperators,
tend to maximize joint outcomes and to promote
equality between the self and the other player
(giving positive weight to the other’s payoff);
individualists, on the other hand, tend to maximize
their own outcomes, regardless of the other’s
outcome (little or no weight given to the other’s
payoff). Competitors tend to maximize the relative
advantage over the other’s outcome (giving
negative weight to the other’s payoff; Messick &
McClintock, 1968). Competitive and individualis-
tic people are often termed ‘‘proself’’ because they
tend to exhibit similar behavioral patterns in many
situations (e.g. De Cremer & Van Lange, 2001).

Although measures of social value orientation
have largely increased our understandings of
human nature, the existing game measurements
have suffered from various criticisms (Bogaert
et al., 2008; Murphy, Ackermann, & Handgraaf,
2011). For instance, using nominal categorization
and forced-choice forms to classify individuals as
either prosocial or proself prevents researchers
from investigating the coexistence of prosocial and
proself motivations in the same individual
(Murphy et al., 2011). Additionally, the measure
has been criticized for being very similar to social
dilemma games in terms of its response structure; a
considerable proportion of the variance explained
by SVO could be accounted for by these shared
structures (Bogaert et al., 2008).

Lastly, as an individual difference in motivation,
it is evident that social value orientation can serve
as a valid predictor of cooperative behaviors in a
social dilemma context. However, little is known
about whether other individual differences, such as
cognitive, affective and behavioral expressions of
one’s cooperative and competitive personality
traits, also play roles in predicting one’s behavior
in a social dilemma. We will investigate this
question in the current research.

BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO THE CCPS

Cooperativeness and competitiveness have been
investigated as personality traits. In a departure
from the tradition of defining personality in terms
of overt behaviors (for a review, see Pervin, 1994),
however, Xie and her colleagues (2006) studied
cooperativeness and competitiveness from a trait
perspective, through which personality traits were
broadly defined as ‘‘stylistic and habitual patterns

of cognition, affect and behavior’’ (Winter, John,
Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998, p. 232). From
this perspective, we should not only examine overt
behavior but also emphasize covert expressions of
a particular trait, such as affective and cognitive
expressions, which all contribute to the predictive
power of the personality trait on behavioral
outcomes across times and situations (Kenrick &
Funder, 1988).
In developing the CCPS, Xie and her colleagues

adopted Mead’s (2002, p. 8) conceptualization,
defining cooperation as ‘‘the act of working
together to one end’’ and competition as ‘‘the act
of seeking or endeavoring to gain what another is
endeavoring to gain at the same time.’’ In other
words, individuals who are highly cooperative are
more likely to collaborate with others, consider
others’ perspectives, and enjoy working with
others. People who are highly competitive, on the
other hand, tend to outperform others, tap their
own potential, and not tolerate failure.
The CCPS was developed based on in-depth

interviews and items adapted from previously
established cooperativeness and competitiveness
scales, such as the Cooperativeness Scale (Lu
& Argyle, 1991), the Cooperative/Competitive
Strategy Scale (Simmons, Wehner, Tucker, &
King, 1988) and the Hypercompetitive Attitude
Scale (Ryckman, Hammer, Kaczor, & Gold,
1990). Exploratory factor analyses showed that
cooperativeness and competitiveness were loaded
on two distinct dimensions and were mildly
positively correlated. An additional confirmatory
factor analysis confirmed the two-dimensional
structure.
The final version of the CCPS includes 23 items

(see the Appendix). The cooperativeness scale
comprises 13 items, which are further represented
by three subdimensions. They tap into individuals’
beliefs (four items, for example: Initiation and
completion of any work is inseparable from the help
and cooperation of team members), feelings (four
items, for example: I enjoy working with other team
members to achieve common success), and beha-
vioral tendencies in terms of cooperation (five
items, for example: At work, I can usually stand in
other team members’ shoes to consider their
interests). The competitiveness scale includes 10
items, such as ‘‘even during teamwork, I still want
to outperform others,’’ which could further be
divided into three subdimensions, including indi-
viduals’ beliefs (three items, for example: I like
competition because it allows me to play my best),
feelings (four items, for example: I cannot stand
being beaten in an argument by other team
members), and behavioral tendencies in terms of
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competition (three items, for example: Even in a
group working towards a common goal, I still want
to outperform others). The items are rated on a
seven-point scale ranging from 1 (‘‘do not agree at
all’’) to 7 (‘‘totally agree’’).1 The scale’s reliability,









The game required participants to make requests
from a monetary reward pool. After three trials of
decision-making, they completed the rest of the
questionnaire booklet, were paid and were
dismissed.

Social value orientation. The social value orien-
tation measure was identical to those of Studies 1
and 2. We again categorized the competitors and
individualists in a single group called ‘‘proself.’’ Of
the 190 participants, 84 were classified as proso-
cials and 80 as proselfs (with 66 individualists and
14 competitors).

Criterion measure. Participants were asked to
imagine that they could request any amount of
money from a monetary reward pool. The pool
would be shared by a certain number of partici-
pants in a sequential manner. The participants





competitiveness measured by the CCPS uniquely
and significantly contributed to the prediction of
cooperative behaviors in a social dilemma, well
beyond what SVO could offer. Additionally, the
CCPS and SVO were found to have distinctive
associations with personal values, which are other
psychological variables related to individuals’
cooperative and competitive behaviors. In parti-
cular, these correlation patterns remained the
same, even after controlling for SVO (Study 2).

Association with personal values

According to Schwartz’s personal value theory
(Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990), values guide our
choices of actions toward desirable end states;
these values serve either individual or collective
interests. Recall that prosocial and proself indivi-
duals, as conceptualized by social value orienta-
tion, should exhibit different personal value
priorities (Gärling, 1999; Joireman & Duell,
2005). Using the triple-dominance measures of
SVO, however, we failed to find any noticeable
differences between the prosocial and proself
participants in five Schwartz’s values (except for
achievement values). On the other hand, the
correlation pattern of the CCPS with Schwartz’s
values was much more meaningful.
Competitiveness was moderately correlated with
the self-enhancement values of achievement and
power, while cooperativeness was moderately
correlated with the self-transcendent values of
benevolence and universalism and mildly corre-
lated with achievement. The results as such
validated, on one hand, the independent view of
cooperativeness and competitiveness; on the other
hand, they confirmed construct validity of the
CCPS, that cooperativeness and competitiveness
are differentially associated with key personal
values that drive different cooperative and compe-
titive behaviors respectively.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
DIRECTIONS

Several limitations of the present study, as well as
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