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ABSTRACT 

To ensure global sustainability, the UN has set 17 sustainable development goals (SDG). With 
the 8th goal, which is described as decent work and economic growth, the UN pursues economic 
growth with economically more efficient production and consumption. Many critics see these aspects 
as conflicting, so that meeting one goal in certain cases does not lead to reach the other goal. This 
paper examines the influence of employees' personalities on their preferences for economic efficiency 
and environmental friendliness in economically strong countries. This study provides a survey of 117 
participants using a fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis. The results show that individuals 
can be categorized into the following personality profiles based on their preferences: Open minded and 
neurotic employee classified to environmental friendly thinking, and extravert employee classified to 
economic efficient thinking. In the theory of coopetition cross-functional and -thinking teams, it could 
be potentially assumed individuals can be brought together to improve reaching both aspects of SDG 
8.4. The major contribution of this study is to provide a conceptual foundation and identify a possible 
way to improve team coopetition on the SDG 8.4 that shows promise for future research. 
Keywords: Big Five, personality traits, competition, cooperation  
JEL codes: D23, Q56, E71 

INTRODUCTION 

The economy has grown steadily over the years. The question is often asked how long 
continuous economic growth is ecologically sustainable. A hypothesis by Kuznets (1955) 
states that economic growth and environmental pollution are directly interdependent in 
a U-shape. This hypothesis, also called Environmental Kuznets curve (EKC), suggests 
that economic growth leads to increasing environmental pollution until they reach a 
turning point, in which the pollution drops while economic growths continue. This 
relationship between economic growth and environmental impact is discussed in several 
publications, remaining very controversial (Almeida et al., 2017; Deininger & Squire, 1998; 
Dong et al., 2018; Kerekes et al., 2018). There is also empirical evidence that some developing 
countries are adopting environmental standards faster than developed countries and even 
exceeding them (Stern, 2004). The main arguments supporting the EKC hypothesis is that 
increasing income shifts people’s preferences towards non-economic aspects, such as a 
cleaner environment. Additionally, the development of a country takes place first via a 
polluting industrial society to a relatively environmentally friendly service society later on. 
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The United Nations also has supporting targets for sustainability and economic 
growth. The Sustainable Development Goal 8 (SDG 8) of the United Nations (2015) 
is about decent work and economic growth. Within the SDG 8, the UN has defined 
several targets, in which, among other things, sustainable economic growth is to be 
ensured. The official aim of the SDG 8.4 is to “… progressively, through 2030, global 
resource efficiency in consumption and production and endeavor to decouple 
economic growth from environmental degradation, in accordance with the 10-Year 
Framework of Programs on Sustainable Consumption and Production, with 
developed countries taking the lead” (United Nations, 2015). Target 8.4 is therefore 
supporting economy growth with sustainable consumption and production. Also 
resource efficiency in consumption and production can decouple economic growth 
from environmental degradation (United Nations, 2015).  

The EKC hypothesis only explains macroeconomic hypotheses in which 
economically strong countries focus on the service sector. The targets of SDG 8.4 
also aim to show that sustainable production is clearly positively correlated with 
economic growth. But what happens in microeconomics if people work in heavy 
polluting industries in countries with high economic power? According to the EKC, 
in contrast to the service society, a conflict often arises between environmental 
impact and organizational benefit. Also, for the SDG 8.4, organizational benefit 
cannot easily be aligned with environmental degradation.  

This paper examines the relationship between environmental impact and 
organizational benefit in relation to employees’ personality in developed countries to 
support the target 8.4 of the SGD8 of the UN. The following research questions will 
be answered: 
 

Q1: Which personality profiles make people more likely to be environmentally 
friendly and which more likely to be those who are aiming at economic efficiency? 
 

Q2: How can teams be created to improve environmental friendliness and economic 
efficiency and at the same time based on the coopetition theory? 
 

The aim here is to identify above all those individuals who pursue predominantly 
environmentally friendly and sustainable production (SDG 8.4) and those individuals 
who pursue the organizational benefit approach, even if production is not sustainable. 
This aim becomes more important as companies’ way of thinking has changed in recent 
years. The goal of a company is often no longer purely economic growth, but also 
corporate social responsibility. The concept of integrating social and environmental 
concerns into the business activities of for-profit companies on a voluntary basis is a 
challenging one and highly discussed (Byrne et al., 1996; Cramer, 2002). The result could 
be used to build interdisciplinary teams that perform better on conflicting goals in 
environmental impact and business performance by mixing both types together.  

MINOR LITERATURE REVIEW 

Big Five Personality Traits 

The Big Five personality traits will be used to assess different personalities. 
Personality traits distinguish individuals from one another and are responsible for 
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patterns of behaviour, feelings and thoughts across different situations (McCrae & 
Costa, 2006). The Big Five model is one of the most well researched and widely 
accepted using the personality traits conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, 
extraversion and openness to new experiences. There are strong arguments that 
personality traits can relate to environmentally friendly thinking and organizational 
benefit thinking. 

Openness to experience encompasses several dimensions such as active aesthetic 
sensitivity, attention to feelings, intellectual curiosity, and questioning authority 
(McCrae & Costa, 1997). Research has shown that these dimensions are significantly 
correlated with each other (McCrae & John, 1992). In some studies, Openness shows 
associations with environmental intentions so as behaviour (Hilbig et al., 2013; Hirsh, 
2010; Markowitz et al., 2012) and pro-environmental motivations (Hirsh & Dolderman, 
2007). While openness leads to more political consumption, extraversion tends on 
the contrary to be negative (Quintelier, 2014). Individuals with high expression on 
extraversion do not show any correlation to environmental concern (Hirsh, 2010). 
They have been characterized by having great number of friends (Kosinski et al., 2014), 
having higher task performance and creativity (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003), having 
high job performance in some cases (e.g. sales), strong leadership skills (Blickle et al., 
2015) and commitment to the organization and normative commitment (Erdheim et 
al., 2006). Similar to extraversion, conscientiousness provides clear correlations to 
professional success. This personality trait describes the degree of self-control, 
accuracy and purposefulness inherent in a person. It correlates very strongly with 
perfectionism facets such as being organized, sense of duty and achievement striving 
(Stoeber et al., 2009). Conscientious individuals are rated better by their supervisors, 
have objectively better output in the workplace, exhibit better team behaviour and 
show high performance (Colbert & Witt, 2009). Conscientiousness correlates with 
emission reduction behaviours (Brick & Lewis, 2016), but is also most strongly linked 
to environmental engagement (Milfont & Sibley, 2012) and environmentally-friendly 
behaviour (Hilbig et al., 2013). Nevertheless, it is still controversial, as some studies 
showed no relationship between conscientiousness and environmental behaviour 
(Markowitz et al., 2012) or environmental concerns (Hirsh, 2010). Hirsh & Dolderman 
(2007) found a significant effect of Agreeableness on pro-environmental motivations. 
Individuals, who score high on agreeable are characterized by altruism and 
helpfulness. High ratings on this personality trait are characterized by adjectives such 
as compassionate, kind, warm, trusting, helpful, cooperative and indulgent. 
Neuroticism includes personality traits such as anxiety, anger, depression and 
insecurity (Milfont & Sibley, 2012). It is related to environmental values (Wiseman & 
Bogner, 2003) and also to environmental concerns (Hirsh, 2010). 

Quintelier (2014) concluded that the personality played a significant role in political 
consumption, such as not buying certain products or preferring goods with fair-trade 
or organic label. Using the 100-item HEXACO personality inventory, Brick & Lewis 
(2016) have proven that personality traits also influence the environmental 
behaviour. A meta-analysis of Judge (2008) showed several relations of organizational 
behaviour and personality. Above all, job motivation, organizational commitment 
and influence play a significant role in entrepreneurial success. Job motivation was 
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measured by different motivational aspects (i.e. goal-setting motivation, self-efficacy, 
expectancy motivation) which correlated negatively with neuroticism and positively 
with conscientiousness (Judge & Ilies, 2002).  

Theory of Coopetition 

The dynamics of cross-functional individuals is also called coopetition, which was 
first adapted by Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1997) from the game theory. They 
suggested that companies should not compete with their competitors, but to 
cooperate with them in order to gain market advantages. On team level, coopetition 
can improve the performance (Ghobadi & D’Ambra, 2012b; Raza-Ullah, 2020; Seran 
et al., 2016; Strese et al., 2016; Thongpapanl et al., 2018; Zhang & Guo, 2019), the 
relationship (Ghobadi & D’Ambra, 2013; Knein et al., 2020; Strese et al., 2016) and 
innovation (Chen et al., 2020; Chiambaretto et al., 2019; Nguyen et al., 2018). Cross-
functional rivalry (i.e. preferences of being environmentally friendly or 
economically efficient) can occur, when people from different departments 
compete with each other, which can reduce the performance (Luo et al., 2006). 
Grouping them together in cross-functional teams can have positive effects on 
creating a solution, which increases the performance of problem solving more than 
homogeneous teams. 

MATERIAL 

To study which personality profiles make people more likely to be environmentally 
friendly and which more likely to be those who are out for entrepreneurial success, 
an online survey was conducted (see Annex). The survey consists of 21 questions, in 
which 3 questions in the survey match each personality trait and 3 questions to each 
environmentally friendly and organizational benefit. We used the survey questions of 
Soto et al. (2017) as their reliability and validity has already been proven. They 
developed a short form of the Big Five personality test called BFI-2-XS, in which 
only 15 questions were used.  

The survey was created on SoSciSurvey to collect the data. All the participants 
took part in the study between 15th March 2021 and the 27th March 2021. Before 
starting the study, all participants had to accept the declaration of consent. The items 
were rotated within the study in order to avoid primacy and recency effects (Deese & 
Kaufman, 1957) or order bias (Blankenship, 1942) of the Big Five items. 

METHODOLOGY 

We jave used the fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis to represent the 
personality traits. The fuzzy-set value of one expresses that the personality trait is 
given, while a value of zero indicates the personality trait is not given. Representing 
the big 5 personalities in fuzzy values enables us to investigate which personality 
profiles make people more likely to be environmentally friendly and which more 
likely to be those who are out for entrepreneurial success. The response options are 
structured on a 6 point Likert scale, so additional calibration according Rangin (2008) 
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is required. In the first step, the mean value of the different item categories 
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness, Neuroticism) was 
calculated. If the value was higher than 3, it was transferred to a fuzzy value of 1, 
while the other values were transferred to 0. The outcome was raised also by a 6-
point Likert scale and transferred identically. With these data we constructed the truth 
table (Table 1). The truth table consists of seven columns for the fuzzy value of each 
level and two additional columns for the outcomes. In total the truth table has 117 
rows, one for each respondent. 

Table 1: Truth table 

O C E A N 
Environmental 

friendly 
Organizational 

benefit 

1 1 0 0 0 1 0 

1 1 1 1 0 0 1 

1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

...             

 
For the analysis of the survey we took the fuzzy-set configurational approach, 

called fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis using fsQCA software 3.0 (Ragin & 
Davey, 2016). Based on the results of the study we calculated a consistency and 
coverage score to measure how reliable the combination results were in the outcome. 
A high consistency value indicates a necessary condition for the outcome while the 
coverage value indicates how often the condition is present for the outcome. To 
check the sufficient condition, we apply the truth-table algorithm to identify 
combinations of our fuzzy values that produce the outcome (in this case it is work 
satisfaction). All possible combinations of fuzzy values are included in the truth table, 
each row presents a combination. In total we have 32 possible combinations (2k with 
k = number of the personalities) (Korjani & Mendel, 2012). In line with a 
recommendation from QCA literature, we did not take cases with very low frequency 
into account (Ordanini et al., 2014). The minimum acceptable frequency of cases was 
set to 4, lower frequency was not considered. 

The truth-table algorithm gives two consistency values. The first one, the raw 
consistency, provides an output how consistent the combination giving us the same 
outcome is, while the second one, the proportional reduction in inconsistency is more 
exacting than the raw consistency due to its elimination of the influence of cases in 
both the outcome and its complement (Park et al., 2017). We rely only on raw 
consistency and set 0.8 as a cut off, which means only combinations at least 0.8 are 
reliable for personality profiles being environmentally friendly or organizational 
benefit friendly (Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). We take the truth table analysis into account 
to check the sufficient condition. 
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RESULTS 

Based on the results of the survey we had a sample of 117 participants. The sample 
size fulfills the requirements for the qualitative comparative analysis as the ratio of 
the variables to the sample size is smaller than 0.2 (Marx, 2010). As respondents from 
the survey are source of the exogenous and the endogenous variable which can cause 
a distortion of the measurement results (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we apply Harman’s 
single factor test to load all items into one common factor. For our data set, the 
strongest single factor explains 31%, which is smaller than 50%. This indicates our 
data set was not affected by common method bias. Firstly, the descriptive data is 
checked (Table 2). 

Table 2: Descriptive data 

Gender in percent Age in percent mean: Highest education in percent 

Male 69.2 < 21 0.8 Secondary school 2.5 

Female 30.8 21 – 30 10.2 Grammar school 8.5 

Other 0.0 31 – 40 23.9 Bachelor 21.3 

  41 – 50 41.8 Master 46.1 

  51 - 60 17 PhD 13.6 

  > 60 5.9 Other 7.7 

 
Table 2 shows the demographic data. The result of this survey shows that mainly 

participants with an age range from 41–50 and with a higher educational level 
(Bachelor, Master) participated in this survey. We also conducted a survey of 
acquaintances, which, however, constitutes the minority of the respondents. The 
results of the fsQCA shows different personality profiles associated with the outcomes. 
The first profile, we call them the “open-minded employee” is open, conscientious and 
agreeable. The second profile, called the “neurotic employee” is conscientious, 
agreeable and neurotic. The third profile, called the “extraverted employee”, is 
conscientious, extraverted and agreeable. The results are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Personality profiles 

                  Profile 
 
Personality  

Environmentally friendly Economic efficiency 

Open-minded 
employee 

Neurotic 
employee 

Extraverted employee 

Openness •   

Conscientiousness • • • 

Extraversion   • 

Agreeableness • • • 

Neuroticism  •  

Frequency 10.3% 15.9% 10.3% 

Raw consistency 0.82 0.82 0.91 
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The raw consistency of the open-minded employee and the neurotic employee is 
very high (> 0.8), while the frequency is quite low (0.103; 0.159). This indicates that 
participants who can be assigned to the open-minded or neurotic employee seem 
consistently environmentally friendly, while the profile “extraverted employee” 
seems to be consistently more organizational benefit friendly. The overall frequency 
is quite low, meaning on average only 11.7% of the sample can be explained by the 
personality profiles. It is noticeable that Conscientiousness and Agreeableness are 
present in all three profiles, while Openness, Neuroticism and Extraversion are 
significant for each profile. 

The results of the truth table algorithm give us three solutions (Table 4). 

Table 4: Consistency and coverage of the personality profiles 

Profile 
Raw 

coverage 
Unique 

coverage 
Consis-
tency 

Solution 
coverage 

Solution 
consistency 

Open-minded 
employee 

0.14 0.14 0.81 
0.36 0.82 

Neurotic employee 0.22 0.22 0.82 

Extraverted 
employee 

0.17 0.17 0.91 0.17 0.91 

 
The first one is the sufficient conditions “Openness”, “Conscientiousness” and 

“Agreeableness”. As mentioned above, we defined this profile as the open-minded 
employee. This profile covers 0.14 with a consistency of 0.81. The second solution 
is the “neurotic employee”, identified due to the sufficient conditions “Neuroticism”, 
“Conscientiousness” and “Agreeableness” with a raw coverage of 0.22 and a 
consistency 0.82. Both together cover 0.36 of the solution and have a together 
consistency of 0.82 explaining the outcome of the participants being environmentally 
friendly. The third solution is the “extraverted employee” with the sufficient 
conditions “Conscientiousness”, “Agreeableness” and “Extraversion”. This profile 
covers 0.17 of the outcomes and 0.91 consistent being organizational benefit friendly.  

DISCUSSION 

The present study aimed to examine the relationships between the Big Five dimensions 
of personality on the preferences of being environmentally friendly or economic 
efficient for more organizational benefit. Our results show that “Openness” and 
“Neuroticism” in combination with “Conscientiousness” and “Agreeableness” are 
highly consistent (0.82) with organizational friendly, while “Extraversion” is highly 
consistent (0.91) with economic efficiency. According to different studies on 
personality profiles, there are tendencies that environmentally friendly and economic 
efficiency can be related to personality. Comparing the personality trait “Openness” 
with the literature, we get similar results. The results support the studies of Dolderman 
& Hirsh (2007) that Openness has an effect on pro-environmental motivations. The 
results also reinforce the studies showing that openness correlates with environmental 
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intentions and behaviour (Hilbig et al., 2013; Hirsh, 2010; Markowitz et al., 2012). 
Environmental factors such as emission reduction and environmental engagement are 
implied in our items, so our study yields results similar to those of Brick et al. (2016) and 
Milfont et al. (2012). For the high consistency of “Neuroticism” on the outcome 
environmentally friendly, we assume high mediation of “Neuroticism” and 
environmental concern might be the cause (Hirsh, 2010).  

Our study shows “Extraversion” is consistent with the preference of being 
economically efficient. Studies showed that extrinsic career success was associated 
with extraversion. Individuals, who are higher on extraversion also received higher 
salaries and more promotion (Seibert & Kraimer, 2001). These relations of extraversion 
are also consistent with earlier studies on career advancement (Judge et al., 1999; 
Melamed, 1995). We assume that the preference of being economically efficient, which 
plays a significant role in career success, correlates with the personality trait 
Extraversion. The results of our study could be used by companies facing the 
decision of preference between environmental friendliness and economic efficiency 
in projects. According to the findings, a theory for practical implications was built. 
For cross-disciplinary projects, often interdisciplinary individuals with different 
mindsets are assembled to work together.  

Based on our findings, the theory of coopetition and the classification of different 
personality profiles are combined in an emerged theory (Figure 1).  

Figure 1: Emerged theory based on the personality profiles 

 
 

The theory uses the proven approach that cross-functional teams with different 
mindsets improve the outcome performance (Ghobadi & D’Ambra, 2012b; Raza-Ullah, 
2020; Seran et al., 2016; Strese et al., 2016; Thongpapanl et al., 2018; Zhang & Guo, 2019), 
innovation (Chen et al., 2020; Chiambaretto et al., 2019; Nguyen et al., 2018) and knowledge 
sharing (Albort-Morant et al., 2018; Ghobadi & D’Ambra, 2012a, 2013) due to their 
collaboration and competition. From this assumption it follows that for projects in 
which sometimes conflicting goals, such as profitability and environment are pursued, 
cross-thinking individuals can be assembled to optimize outcomes such as 
performance, innovation & knowledge sharing within the teams. In cases where 
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conflicting goals between environment and economy play a significant role and an 
optimal intermediate path must be found, the theory of coopetition offers the 
composition of individuals who come from different areas and consequently have 
different mindsets. Our results show that individuals with high personality trait 
expression in openness and neuroticism tend to be more environmentally aware, while 
extraverted individuals focus on the financial aspects. Based on the theory of 
coopetition, it could be potentially assumed that these cross-thinking individuals should 
therefore be brought together as a team. This could increase the performance, 
innovation and knowledge sharing based on the coopetition theory. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our practical implication on the contradicting topics is that it is recommended to create 
cross-thinking teams in order to improve the Sustainable Development Goals 8.4. The 
main aim for these contradicting issues is that the competitors, which have the 
preferences of environmental advantages and economic benefit goals, become partners 
vice versa (Gnyawali & Park, 2011; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). Our findings have given us 
a deeper insight into the extent to which individuals' personalities play a role in their 
preferences. This helps to explain the background and intentions behind the 
preferences that emerge during collaboration between interdisciplinary teams working 
on conflicting issues such as economic efficiency and environmental friendliness.  

This study was characterized by the following limitations. This study can only 
explain the specific context of economic efficiency and environmental friendliness 
on the SDG 8.4 as the items were created on that basis. It was performed with 117 
people. The sample size fulfills the requirements for the fsQCA, nevertheless the 
results can vary greatly with small deviations in their consistency. The outcome was 
conducted by only three items each. To get a better view of the preferences, more 
questions ranging for the outcome should be performed in further research. There is 
also no subdivision of the people. We included people with part-time and full-time 
jobs, as well as temporary managers with temporary jobs. Also, no specification of a 
specific sector (industry, NGO etc.) was done, as this was a generic approach of an 
explorative topic. Additionally, we raised the study in Germany, our results can be 
different in other regions, as different culture might play a role in personality traits 
with the respective outcome.  

Our study points to other possible research directions. First, the distinction of 
survey could be applied to different areas in order to have a closer examination of 
different groups of people. Second, the reason why people are focusing on economic 
efficiency or environmental friendliness should also be asked and evaluated. The 
focus of the study is primarily on the theory of coopetition among cross-thinking 
teams. It is not clear whether these teams perform significantly better in practice. 
Thus, it is necessary to validate the interim results with empirical studies of cross-
thinking teams. Other influences, such as bearing responsibility for projects and the 
environmental impact, could be analyzed further (Kerekes, 2011). Future research 
should also focus on social environment factors, such as social difference, cultural 
areas, beliefs and career priorities.  



Ton: Cross-Functional Team Coopetition to Improve Sdg 8.4 - A Fuzzy-Set Qualitative … 

 10 

REFERENCES 

Albort-Morant, G., Leal-Millán, A., Cepeda-Carrion, G., & Henseler, J. (2018). 
Developing green innovation performance by fostering of organizational know-
ledge and coopetitive relations. Review of Managerial Science, 12(2), 499–517. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0270-z 

Almeida, T. A. das N., Cruz, L., Barata, E., & García-Sánchez, I.-M. (2017). 
Economic growth and environmental impacts: An analysis based on a 
composite index of environmental damage. Ecological Indicators, 76, 119–130. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.12.028 

Blankenship, A. (1942). Psychological Difficulties in Measuring Consumer 
Preference. Journal of Marketing, 6(4_part_2), 66–75.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224294200600420.1 

Blickle, G., Meurs, J. A., Wihler, A., Ewen, C., Merkl, R., & Missfeld, T. (2015). 
Extraversion and job performance: How context relevance and bandwidth 
specificity create a non-linear, positive, and asymptotic relationship. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 87, 80–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.12.009 

Brandenburger, A. M., & Nalebuff, B. J. (1997). Co-Opetition.  
http://www.vlebooks.com/vleweb/product/openreader?id=none&isbn=978
0307790545 

Brick, C., & Lewis, G. J. (2016). Unearthing the “Green” Personality: Core Traits 
Predict Environmentally Friendly Behavior. Environment and Behavior, 48(5), 
635–658. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916514554695 

Byrne, J., Shen, B., & Li, X. (1996). The challenge of sustainability. Energy Policy, 
24(5), 455–462. https://doi.org/10.1016/0301-4215(96)00011-0 

Chen, M., Tang, T. (Ya), Wu, S., & Wang, F. (2020). The double-edged sword of 
coopetition: Differential effects of cross-functional coopetition on product and 
service innovations. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 36(2), 191–202. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-06-2019-0313 

Chiambaretto, P., Massé, D., & Mirc, N. (2019). “All for One and One for All?”—
Knowledge broker roles in managing tensions of internal coopetition: The 
Ubisoft case. Research Policy, 48(3), 584–600.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.10.009 

Colbert, A. E., & Witt, L. A. (2009). The role of goal-focused leadership in enabling the 
expression of conscientiousness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(3), 790–796. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014187 

Cramer, J. (2002). From financial to sustainable profit. Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 9(2), 99–106.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.12 

Deese, J., & Kaufman, R. A. (1957). Serial effects in recall of unorganized and 
sequentially organized verbal material. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
54(3), 180–187. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040536 

Deininger, K., & Squire, L. (1998). New ways of looking at old issues: Inequality and 
growth. Journal of Development Economics, 57(2), 259–287.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3878(98)00099-6 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-017-0270-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2016.12.028
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224294200600420.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.12.009
http://www.vlebooks.com/vleweb/product/openreader?id=none&isbn=9780307790545
http://www.vlebooks.com/vleweb/product/openreader?id=none&isbn=9780307790545
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916514554695
https://doi.org/10.1016/0301-4215(96)00011-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-06-2019-0313
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014187
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0040536
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3878(98)00099-6


Regional and Business Studies Vol 13 No 1 

 11 

Dong, K., Sun, R., Jiang, H., & Zeng, X. (2018). CO2 emissions, economic growth, 
and the environmental Kuznets curve in China: What roles can nuclear energy 
and renewable energy play? Journal of Cleaner Production, 196, 51–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.05.271 

Erdheim, J., Wang, Mo., & Zickar, M. J. (2006). Linking the Big Five personality 
constructs to organizational commitment. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 41(5), 959–970. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.005 

Ghobadi, S., & D’Ambra, J. (2012a). Knowledge sharing in cross‐functional teams: 
A coopetitive model. Journal of Knowledge Management, 16(2), 285–301. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271211218889 

Ghobadi, S., & D’Ambra, J. (2012b). Coopetitive relationships in cross-functional 
software development teams: How to model and measure? Journal of Systems 
and Software, 85(5), 1096–1104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2011.12.027 

Ghobadi, S., & D’Ambra, J. (2013). Modeling High-Quality Knowledge Sharing in 
cross-functional software development teams. Information Processing & 
Management, 49(1), 138–157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2012.07.001 

Gnyawali, D. R., & Park, B.-J. (Robert). (2011). Co-opetition between giants: 
Collaboration with competitors for technological innovation. Research Policy, 
40(5), 650–663. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.01.009 

Hilbig, B. E., Zettler, I., Leist, F., & Heydasch, T. (2013). It takes two: Honesty–
Humility and Agreeableness differentially predict active versus reactive 
cooperation. Personality and Individual Differences, 54(5), 598–603.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.11.008 

Hilbig, B. E., Zettler, I., Moshagen, M., & Heydasch, T. (2013). Tracing the Path 
from Personality—Via Cooperativeness—To Conservation. European Journal 
of Personality, 27(4), 319–327. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1856 

Hirsh, J. B. (2010). Personality and environmental concern. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 30(2), 245–248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.004 

Hirsh, J. B., & Dolderman, D. (2007). Personality predictors of Consumerism and 
Environmentalism: A preliminary study. Personality and Individual Differences, 
43(6), 1583–1593. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.04.015 

Judge, T. A., Higgins, C. A., Thoresen, C. J., & Barrick, M. R. (1999). The Big Five 
Personality Traits, General Mental Ability, and Career Success Across The Life 
Span. Personnel Psychology, 52(3), 621–652.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.1999.tb00174.x 

Judge, T. A., & Ilies, R. (2002). Relationship of personality to performance moti-
vation: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 797–807. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.797 

Judge, T. A., Klinger, R., Simon, L. S., & Yang, I. W. F. (2008). The Contributions 
of Personality to Organizational Behavior and Psychology: Findings, Criticisms, 
and Future Research Directions: Personality and Organizational Behavior. 
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(5), 1982–2000.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00136.x 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.05.271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673271211218889
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2011.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1856
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.04.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00174.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00174.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.797
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00136.x


Ton: Cross-Functional Team Coopetition to Improve Sdg 8.4 - A Fuzzy-Set Qualitative … 

 12 

Kerekes, S. (2011). Contradictions Inherent in the Management of Natural and 
Industrial Disasters. Journal of Environmental Sustainability, 1(1), 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.14448/jes.01.0003 

Kerekes, S., Marjainé Szerényi, Z., & Kocsis, T. (2018). Sustainability, environmental 
economics, welfare. Corvinus University of Budapest.  
https://doi.org/10.14267/cb.2018k05 

Knein, E., Greven, A., Bendig, D., & Brettel, M. (2020). Culture and cross-functional 
coopetition: The interplay of organizational and national culture. Journal of 
International Management, 26(2), 100731.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2019.100731 

Korjani, M. M., & Mendel, J. M. (2012). Fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
(fsQCA): Challenges and applications. 2012 Annual Meeting of the North 
American Fuzzy Information Processing Society (NAFIPS), 1–6. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/NAFIPS.2012.6291026 

Kosinski, M., Bachrach, Y., Kohli, P., Stillwell, D., & Graepel, T. (2014). 
Manifestations of user personality in website choice and behaviour on online 
social networks. Machine Learning, 95(3), 357–380.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-013-5415-y 

Kuznets, S. (1955). Economic Growth and Income Inequality. The American 
Economic Review, 45(1), 1–28. 

Luo, X., Slotegraaf, R. J., & Pan, X. (2006). Cross-Functional “Coopetition”: The 
Simultaneous Role of Cooperation and Competition within Firms. Journal of 
Marketing, 70(2), 67–80. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.70.2.067 

Markowitz, E. M., Goldberg, L. R., Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2012). Profiling the 
“Pro-Environmental Individual”: A Personality Perspective: Personality and 
Pro-Environmental Action. Journal of Personality, 80(1), 81–111.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2011.00721.x 

Marx, A. (2010). Crisp-set qualitative comparative analysis (csQCA) and model 
specification: Benchmarks for future csQCA applications. International Journal 
of Multiple Research Approaches, 4(2), 138–158.  
https://doi.org/10.5172/mra.2010.4.2.138 

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1997). Conceptions and Correlates of Openness to 
Experience. In Handbook of Personality Psychology (pp. 825–847). Elsevier. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012134645-4/50032-9 

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (2006). Personality in adulthood: A five-factor theory 
perspective (2. ed). Guilford Press. 

McCrae, R. R., & John, O. P. (1992). An Introduction to the Five-Factor Model and 
Its Applications. Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175–215.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x 

Melamed, T. (1995). Career Success: The Moderating Effect of Gender. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 47(1), 35–60. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1995.1028 

Milfont, T. L., & Sibley, C. G. (2012). The big five personality traits and 
environmental engagement: Associations at the individual and societal level. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32(2), 187–195.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.12.006 

https://doi.org/10.14448/jes.01.0003
https://doi.org/10.14267/cb.2018k05
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2019.100731
https://doi.org/10.1109/NAFIPS.2012.6291026
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10994-013-5415-y
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.70.2.067
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2011.00721.x
https://doi.org/10.5172/mra.2010.4.2.138
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012134645-4/50032-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1995.1028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.12.006


Regional and Business Studies Vol 13 No 1 

 13 

Nguyen, N. P., Ngo, L. V., Bucic, T., & Phong, N. D. (2018). Cross-functional 
knowledge sharing, coordination and firm performance: The role of cross-
functional competition. Industrial Marketing Management, 71, 123–134. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.014 

Ordanini, A., Parasuraman, A., & Rubera, G. (2014). When the Recipe Is More 
Important Than the Ingredients: A Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) of 
Service Innovation Configurations. Journal of Service Research, 17(2), 134–149. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670513513337 

Park, Y., Sawy, O. E., & Fiss, P. (2017). The Role of Business Intelligence and 
Communication Technologies in Organizational Agility: A Configurational 
Approach. Journal of the Association for Information Systems, 18(9). 
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00467 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common 
method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and 
recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879 

Quintelier, E. (2014). The influence of the Big 5 personality traits on young people’s 
political consumer behavior. Young Consumers, 15(4), 342–352.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/YC-09-2013-00395 

Ragin, C. C. (2008). Redesigning social inquiry: Fuzzy set and beyond. University of 
Chicago Press. 

Ragin, C. C., & Davey, S. (2016). Fuzzy-Set/Qualitative Comparative Analysis 3.0. 
University of California. 

Raza-Ullah, T. (2020). Experiencing the paradox of coopetition: A moderated 
mediation framework explaining the paradoxical tension–performance 
relationship. Long Range Planning, 53(1), 101863.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.12.003 

Raza-Ullah, T., Bengtsson, M., & Kock, S. (2014). The coopetition paradox and 
tension in coopetition at multiple levels. Industrial Marketing Management, 
43(2), 189–198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.11.001 

Rihoux, B., & Ragin, C. (2009). Configurational Comparative Methods: Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis (QCA) and Related Techniques. SAGE Publications, Inc. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452226569 

Rothmann, S., & Coetzer, E. P. (2003). The big five personality dimensions and job 
performance. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 29(1).  
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v29i1.88 

Seibert, S. E., & Kraimer, M. L. (2001). The Five-Factor Model of Personality and 
Career Success. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58(1), 1–21.   
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1757 

Seran, T., Pellegrin-Boucher, E., & Gurau, C. (2016). The management of coopetitive 
tensions within multi-unit organizations. Industrial Marketing Management, 53, 
31–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.009 

Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). Short and extra-short forms of the Big Five 
Inventory–2: The BFI-2-S and BFI-2-XS. Journal of Research in Personality, 
68, 69–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.02.004 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670513513337
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00467
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1108/YC-09-2013-00395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2018.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452226569
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v29i1.88
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1757
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.02.004


Ton: Cross-Functional Team Coopetition to Improve Sdg 8.4 - A Fuzzy-Set Qualitative … 

 14 

Stern, D. I. (2004). The Rise and Fall of the Environmental Kuznets Curve. World 
Development, 32(8), 1419–1439.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2004.03.004 

Stoeber, J., Otto, K., & Dalbert, C. (2009). Perfectionism and the Big Five: 
Conscientiousness predicts longitudinal increases in self-oriented perfectionism. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 47(4), 363–368.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.04.004 

Strese, S., Meuer, M. W., Flatten, T. C., & Brettel, M. (2016). Organizational 
antecedents of cross-functional coopetition: The impact of leadership and 
organizational structure on cross-functional coopetition. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 53, 42–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.006 

Thongpapanl, N., Kaciak, E., & Welsh, D. H. B. (2018). Growing and aging of 
entrepreneurial firms: Implications for job rotation and joint reward. Inter-
national Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 24(6), 1087–1103. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2018-0135 

United Nations (2015). SDG Indicators—Global indicator framework for the 
Sustainable Development Goals and targets of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/ 

Wiseman, M., & Bogner, F. X. (2003). A higher-order model of ecological values and 
its relationship to personality. Personality and Individual Differences, 34(5), 
783–794. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00071-5 

Zhang, L., & Guo, H. (2019). Enabling knowledge diversity to benefit cross-
functional project teams: Joint roles of knowledge leadership and transactive 
memory system. Information & Management, 56(8), 103156. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2019.03.001 

Corresponding author: 

Anh Don TON 
Hungarian University of Agriculture and Life Sciences 
Doctoral School of Management and Organizational Sciences 
H-7400 Kaposvár, Guba Sándor u. 40. 
e-mail: Ton.Anh.Don@phd.uni-szie.hu 
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0139-0007 

© Copyright 2021 by the authors. 

This is an open access article under the terms and conditions of the  
Creative Commons attribution (CC-BY-NC-ND) license 4.0. 
 

 
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2004.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2018-0135
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00071-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2019.03.001
mailto:Ton.Anh.Don@phd.uni-szie.hu
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0139-0007


Regional and Business Studies Vol 13 No 1 

 15 

ANNEX  

Questionnaire 

 Question 

6 point Likert scale  
(1 = I don’t agree; 
6 = I fully agree) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

E I am someone who tends to be quiet             

E I am someone who is dominant, acts as a leader             

E I am someone who is full of energy             

A I am someone who is compassionate, have a soft heart             

A I am sometimes rude to others             

A I am someone who assume the best about people             

C I am someone who tends to be disorganized             

C I am someone who has difficulty getting started on tasks             

C I am someone who is reliable, can always be counted on             

N I am someone who worries a lot.             

N I am someone who tends to feel depressed, blue.             

N I am someone who is emotionally stable, not easily upset             

O I am someone who is fascinated by art, music, or literature             

O I am someone who has little interest in abstract ideas.             

O I am someone who is original, comes up with new ideas             

S 
Optimizing resource efficiency is a key goal for me, even if it means 
reducing profits. 

            

S 
I would not want to work for a company that is not improving its 
sustainable consumption and production. 

            

S 
When it comes to developing or deciding on new processes, the 
environmental factor is crucial for me 

            

B 
Economic growth and entrepreneurial success is the most important 
factor of a company, therefore this goal also stands above all others. 

            

B 
If it is legally compliant and we make more profit as a result, I would 
also access processes that have a negative climate footprint 

            

B 
When it comes to developing or deciding on new processes, cost-
effectiveness is crucial for me 

            

Notes: E Extraversion, A Agreeableness, C Conscientiousness, N Neuroticism, O Openness, 
S Environmental friendliness, B Economic efficiency 
 
Source: Based on Soto et al. (2017) 
 


