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Drawing upon a developmental perspective, we investigated the differences in power acquisition (i.e., rank at work and leader role occupancy in university) between only and non-only children as well as the mediating role of cooperative and competitive orientations and the moderating role of dependency on parents. To test our hypotheses, we conducted two field studies in 155 part-time Master of Business Administration (MBA) students (Study 1) and 375 senior students (Study 2). Results showed that: (1) non-only children were more likely to achieve higher rank at work than only children; (2) only children were less likely than non-only children to acquire power in organizations because they scored lower in cooperative orientation; however, the mediating effect of competitive orientation was not significant; (3) the difference in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children was smaller when dependency on parents was high, whereas it became larger when dependency on parents was low. Our research contributes to the understanding of how family structure influences individual power acquisition.
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INTRODUCTION

Numerous researchers have investigated the antecedents of power acquisition, such as physical characteristics, personalities, needs, and motivations (Keltner et al., 2003; Galinsky et al., 2015). However, few have considered the effect of early family experiences in predicting the capability of gaining power. Indeed, power acquisition is a dynamic process across the lifespan, and the factors that determine an individual’s power may derive from early family life (Andeweg and Berg, 2003). It has been shown that family factors inevitably influence the development of sociability and leadership (Trent and Spitze, 2011; Liu et al., 2019), which are associated with elevated power (Keltner et al., 2003; Reitan and Stenberg, 2019).

One of the most profound early-life experiences is growing up with siblings (Falbo and Polit, 1986; Feng, 2000; Cameron et al., 2013); however, a large number of only children are deprived of such an experience. It is estimated that there were over 220 million only children in mainland China at the end of 2015 (Li et al., 2018); moreover, the number of American women who decided to have only one child doubled from 11% in 1976 to 22% in 2015 (Gibson, 2019). How the unique family experience of being an only child shapes their power acquisition remains unclear. Researchers have found that only children are overrepresented among incumbents in political office (Andeweg and Berg, 2003; Reitan and Stenberg, 2019), whereas others have revealed that only children adapt poorly to social activities (Kitzmann et al., 2002) or have lower self-rated sociability (Falbo and Polit, 1986). Given that the number of single-child families is continuing to increase (Feng, 2020), explorations on the influence of only child status on power acquisition are needed.

We propose that only children may be disadvantaged due to being deprived of sibling interactions (Xiao and Feng, 2010), which would have provided a ‘training ground’ for power struggles later in life (Jiao et al., 1986; Newman and Taylor, 1994; Cameron et al., 2013). The lack of experience in competing and coordinating with siblings may lower their competitive and cooperative orientations (Mander, 1991; Roberts and Blanton, 2001; Sulloway, 2001), which are important factors to enable domination and acquisition of power (Keltner et al., 2008; Galinsky et al., 2015). As suggested by socioanalytic theory, getting along (cooperation) and getting ahead (competition) are two promising and compatible paths for leader emergence and power acquisition (Hogan and Holland, 2003; Marinova et al., 2013). Therefore, we predicted that cooperative and competitive orientations are important mechanisms that explain the differences in power acquisition between only and non-only children.

In addition, from a developmental perspective, child-parental relationships significantly affect the growth and socialization of children (Liu et al., 2010, 2020). We propose that dependency on parents interacts with only child status to influence behavioral orientations. If children are highly dependent on their parents, non-only children may have less autonomy to solve problems through sibling interactions; however, they may compete more with their siblings for resources and attention from parents. Therefore, we hypothesize that as dependency on parents increases, the difference in cooperative orientation between non-only and only children will be smaller, whereas the difference in competitive orientation will be larger.

To summarize, this paper tries to explore the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children and examine the mediating role of cooperative and competitive orientations as well as the moderating role of dependency on parents (Figure 1). We aim to contribute to the field in several ways. First, power acquisition reflects individuals’ social adaptabilities at different life stages (i.e., school years and career stage). By combining the studies on the family backgrounds with power literature from a developmental perspective, our paper provides a deeper understanding of the antecedents of power acquisition. Secondly, this research explores the mediating effects of cooperative and competitive orientations and offers possible explanations for the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children. Although researchers have explored the impact of being an only child on several social activities (Falbo, 2012; Cameron et al., 2013), they paid less attention to the underlying mechanisms. This paper provides a novel explanation for the relationship between only child status and social adaptabilities. Finally, identifying the moderating effect of dependency on parents can help us to understand whether sibling and child-parental relationships interactively influence individual behaviors. Child-parental relations and sibling relations were identified as two key mechanisms to explain the behavioral pattern of the only child (Falbo and Polit, 1986; Reitan and Stenberg, 2019), yet their interactive relationships were rarely considered. We demonstrate that siblings and parents are two sources of socialization and the effect of sibling deprivation (being an only child) is conditioned upon the child-parental relations.
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FIGURE 1. Theoretical model.




THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES


Only Child Status and Power Acquisition

Power refers to the asymmetrical control of valuable resources in social relationships (Magee and Galinsky, 2008; Rucker and Galinsky, 2017). Power acquisition is reflected by an individual’s position in an organizational hierarchy (i.e., rank) and role in the group (i.e., leader role) among others (Galinsky et al., 2015). From a developmental perspective, compared with non-only children, only children lack the experience of interacting with siblings, which may disadvantage them in teamwork situations and the capability of gaining power in group settings.

Sibling interactions provide children with teamwork experience with peers, which helps develop their abilities to work effectively in a team. Non-only children need to resolve conflicts with siblings, distribute resources among siblings, and coordinate with each other to complete group tasks (Hughes et al., 2018). Such experiences aid in their development of communication, coordination, and conflict resolution skills (Mancillas, 2006). Only children who lack these learning experiences in the family environment may be at a disadvantage. For example, studies have found that only children are more aggressive and less popular among classmates and have poorer performance in conflict resolutions (Kitzmann et al., 2002) and poorer interpersonal skills (Downey and Condron, 2008). Furthermore, Cameron et al. (2013) highlighted that parents of non-only children educate their children to share resources with and trust their siblings, whereas these educational experiences are less common in families with only one child.

These differences in growth experiences likely influence an individual’s power acquisition within a group setting. According to the reciprocal influence model of social power (Keltner et al., 2008), power is usually granted to individuals who can push the team to achieve its goals and contribute to the team. Indeed, individuals who are competent at resolving team conflicts, setting good examples, and distributing resources fairly are more likely to obtain power within the team (Aureli and de Waal, 2000). Therefore, non-only children may be more effective working in a team and eventually occupying leadership roles than only children. In addition, non-only children have more opportunities to develop interpersonal influence tactics than only children. Within families, parents usually have high power and control valuable resources, whereas children typically have low power and accept resource allocation (Recchia et al., 2010). Because only children primarily interact with high-power parents, they have fewer opportunities to participate in family decision-making. In contrast, non-only children have numerous opportunities to make decisions together with their siblings who have similar levels of power. Such experiences benefit the development of leadership skills and influence tactics, which will aid in acquiring power in the future (i.e., at school and various career stages). Thus, we proposed:


 Hypothesis 1. Compared with non-only children, only children are less likely to gain power within group settings.





The Mediating Roles of Cooperative and Competitive Orientation

We further propose that, cooperative and competitive orientation will explain the disadvantages of only children in power acquisitions. According to Chen et al. (2011), cooperative and competitive orientations are “stable individual differences regarding people’s beliefs about and attitudes toward the nature of their relationship with others”(p.354). Specifically, cooperative orientation refers to individuals’ view of others as interdependent partners and their willingness to work with others. Competitive orientation refers to individuals’ view of others as means for self-development and to demonstrate self-worth.

Chen et al. (2011) suggested that among Chinese people, cooperative and competitive orientations are two distinct yet not opposing concepts. Traditional Western research often defines cooperation and competition as two ends of one continuum (Deutsch, 1949a,b). However, people living in groups are often involved in mixed-motive situations, whereby a conflict exists within an individual between maximizing individual interest and maximizing collective interest (Chen et al., 2011; Gnyawali and Ryan Charleton, 2018). Consequently, it is possible for individuals to simultaneously cooperate and compete with others. Chen et al. (2011) proposed that Chinese people, who are capable of dialectical thinking, tend to perceive cooperation and competition as coexisting rather than opposing. They found that cooperative and competitive orientations are distinct traits that differentially affect peoples’ cognition and behavior (Chen et al., 2011). Therefore, we treated cooperative and competitive orientations as coexisting rather than mutually exclusive concepts.

According to the socioanalytic theory, getting along (cooperation) and getting ahead (competition) are two fundamental motives within social groups and two promising mechanisms for leader emergence (Hogan and Holland, 2003; Marinova et al., 2013). This is because the pervasive use of work teams in modern organizations requires individuals to simultaneously cooperate and compete with their team members. Due to the interdependent nature of teamwork, members must cooperate with one another to effectively complete tasks and achieve common goals; however, at the individual level, the need to constantly outperform others and improve one’s performance remains strong. Thus, both getting along (cooperation) and getting ahead (competition) contribute to leader emergence and power affordance (Marinova et al., 2013). Integrating these views, we offer both cooperative orientation and competitive orientation as unique mechanisms linking only child status to power acquisition.

First, we propose that only children are less likely to gain power in the group as they have lower cooperative orientation than non-only children. Individuals’ socialization process shapes their cooperative orientation (Knight et al., 1993), and the family growth experience is an important component of socialization (Parke and Buriel, 1998). The experience of mutual assistance, resource sharing, and cooperation between siblings affects an individual’s tendency to cooperate (Van Lange et al., 1997); only children lack this socialization process within the family environment. For example, when playing, siblings negotiate on sharing toys, dividing tasks, and working together to accomplish play goals (Hughes et al., 2018). Therefore, sibling interactions provide an effective training ground for learning to share and collaborate.

Previous studies have found that only children prefer to be alone over participating in team activities (Claudy, 1979), and they rate themselves as less social than non-only children (Falbo and Polit, 1986). In addition, because only children do not need to share resources or cooperate and solve problems with siblings, they lack experience in perspective-taking and are likely to be ego-centric. For instance, when only children are asked to recall their growth experiences, they recall more self-focused memories and fewer collective descriptions (Wang et al., 1998). This is not conducive to interpersonal cooperation during adulthood (Roberts and Blanton, 2001). In contrast, individuals who grow up in a multiple-child family are more likely to believe that people are interdependent (Bender and Chasiotis, 2011) and exhibit more cooperative behaviors in group settings (Madsen and Shapira, 1977; Van Lange et al., 1997), such as helping others, participating in teamwork, and taking charge (Jiao et al., 1986).

Individuals with a high cooperative orientation are willing to communicate with others, which helps them form harmonious interpersonal relationships and gain influence within the group. Furthermore, they are more willing to contribute to team goals and exhibit more organizational citizenship behaviors (Chen et al., 2011), which are beneficial for being recognized by and acquiring power within the group (Anderson et al., 2001; Keltner et al., 2008; Willer, 2009) or being elected as a team leader (Marinova et al., 2013). In practice, cooperative orientation is an important criterion in selection and promotion decisions, and individuals with high cooperativeness are more likely to be promoted than those with low cooperativeness (Judge et al., 2002; Hogan and Holland, 2003). Therefore, we predict that individuals with a high cooperative orientation are more likely to gain power within the group than are those with a low cooperative orientation.

In summary, compared with non-only children, only children lack the experience of interacting with siblings, which may lead to a lower cooperative orientation and in turn, hinder their performance in social groups and weaken their capability to gain power. Therefore, we propose:


 Hypothesis 2. The effect of only child status on power acquisition is mediated by cooperative orientation.



Second, we propose that, only children are less likely to gain power in the group as they have lower competitive orientation than non-only children. Individuals’ competitive orientation is shaped by their growth environment and family life experiences (Van Lange et al., 1997; Booth et al., 2019). From a Darwinian perspective, children are generally in conflict with their siblings over the allocation of parental investment to satisfy the needs of survival and development (Sulloway, 2010). In families with multiple children, parents need to allocate limited energy and resources among their children, and children compete for attention, care, and material input from their parents (Rebar et al., 2020; Wang and Feng, 2021). Children are always sensitive to parental love, affection, and support (Eddleston and Kidwell, 2012).

Sibling rivalry in the family affects an individual’s competitive orientation (Sulloway, 2001). As family size increases, the time and energy that parents invest in each child gradually disperse, and competition over resources becomes fiercer (Lawson and Mace, 2009). Children with siblings realize that in order to obtain sufficient resources, they must beat the competition (Bengtsson et al., 2016). This experience likely underpins their competitive orientation. In contrast, only children obtain parental attention and resources without needing to compete (Sulloway, 2001). Therefore, their inclination to compete is lower (Locke and Latham, 1990). Indeed, Cameron et al. (2013) found that compared with non-only children, only children are less inclined to participate in competitive games.

Individuals with a high competitive orientation tend to maximize outcomes over others (Van Lange, 1999) to obtain rewards, status, or power. For example, individuals’ competitive personality is positively correlated with their need for power (Lu et al., 2013). Children who tend to compete with their siblings are more likely to gain leadership positions in their relationships with friends (Stocker and Dunn, 1990). Moreover, employees with a high competitive orientation are more likely to become team leaders (Marinova et al., 2013).

In summary, compared with non-only children, only children lack the experience of competing with siblings in the family, which may lead to lower competitive orientation and in turn, reduce their possibility of gaining power. Therefore, we propose:


 Hypothesis 3. The effect of only-child status on power acquisition is mediated by competitive orientation.





The Moderating Effect of Dependency on Parents

From a developmental perspective, child-parental interactions are a key factor that affects individual socialization (Parke and Buriel, 1998; Liu and Jiang, 2021). Moreover, sibling interactions and child-parental interactions may interactively influence children’s socialization (Mounts, 2002). Because children’s dependency on their parents is an important reflection of child-parental interactions, the current research examines whether dependency on parents moderates the effect of only child status on cooperative/competitive orientation.

Children who are highly dependent on their parents rely on parents for advice, help, and resources; thus, their orientation to cooperate with siblings to seek solutions may be lower. Studies have found that parental interference during conflict resolutions among children deprives children of the opportunity to solve problems on their own (Bank and Kahn, 1997; Avloniti et al., 2014). Furthermore, the overparenting of adolescents can damage their social adaptation and interpersonal interactions (Liu et al., 2019). These findings suggest that children who are overly dependent on their parents, even those with siblings, are less likely to develop interpersonal and cooperative skills through communicating and negotiating in the family (Ross et al., 1996). Therefore, the difference in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children will be smaller as dependency on parents increases.

In contrast, when dependency on parents is low, non-only children have more opportunities to resolve conflicts with siblings, consider others’ perspectives and interests, and collaborate with siblings to achieve goals (Ross et al., 1996). Under such conditions, non-only children are more likely to develop higher cooperative orientation; thus, differences in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children will be larger. Research on animal families lends support to this prediction. For instance, when no care is provided by parents, larvae evolve to be more cooperative (Rebar et al., 2020). Therefore, we propose:


 Hypothesis 4a. Dependency on parents moderates the effect of only child status on cooperative orientation: when dependency on parents is high, the difference in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children will be smaller; when dependency on parents is low, the difference will be larger.



Drawing on Hypotheses 3 and 4a, we further proposed the following:


 Hypothesis 4b: The indirect effect of only-child status on power acquisition through cooperative orientation will be stronger when dependency on parents is low (vs. high).



We further predicted that dependency on parents moderates the effect of only child status on competitive orientation. When children are highly dependent on parents, the competition over resources and attention from parents becomes fiercer for non-only children (Hudson and Trillmich, 2008), which will further strengthen their competitive orientation. Gibson and Lawson (2011) believe that children’s dependency on parental resources intensifies their competition for resources within the family. Studies on family business also revealed that children who are dependent on their parents for conflict resolution during childhood experience difficulties in resolving conflicts on their own during adulthood, which in turn exacerbates sibling rivalries (Friedman, 1991; Avloniti et al., 2014). Similarly, research on animal families found that if parents provide their offspring with complete care, they evolve to be more competitive over resources that parents supply than those with no care (Rebar et al., 2020).

However, when dependency on parents is low, children are less motivated to compete among siblings for parental resources and attention. In line with this, evolutionary biology studies have found an interactive relationship between brood size and parental food provision; when offspring are dependent on parental food, competition intensifies with the increase in brood size, whereas when offspring are independent, the relationship weakens (Smiseth et al., 2007). Therefore, we predicted that when dependency on parents is high, the difference in competitive orientation between non-only and only children will be larger, whereas when dependency on parents is low, the difference will be smaller. Therefore, we proposed:


 Hypothesis 5a: Dependency on parents moderates the effect of only child status on competitive orientation: when dependency on parents is high, the difference in competitive orientation between non-only and only children will be larger; when dependency on parents is low, the difference will be smaller.



Combining Hypotheses 3 and 5a, we further proposed the following:


 Hypothesis 5b: The indirect effect of only child status on power acquisition through competitive orientation will be stronger when dependency on parents is high (vs. low).





Research Overview

To test our hypotheses, we conducted two field studies by collecting data from 155 part-time MBA students (Study 1) and 375 senior students (Study 2). In Study 1, rank within the organization was used to capture power acquisition in the workplace. In Study 2, leader role occupancy in the university was used to capture power acquisition during one’s schooling years.




STUDY 1


Methods


Sample and Procedure

In Study 1, we collected responses from 155 part-time MBA students from a University in eastern China using a multi-wave research design1. At Time 1, we distributed the survey to 606 MBA students and received 563 responses. Participants provided background information, which included age, sex, tenure, industry, firm size, and only child status. Six months later (Time 2), we asked participants to report their cooperative and competitive orientations and received 460 responses. Eighteen months later (Time 3), participants reported their rank at work, which reflected their power acquisition within the workplace, for which we received 164 responses. We matched the responses from the three waves and received a final total of 155 responses. The response rate was 25.58%.

Of the 155 participants, 47.74% were male. Average age was 32.32 years (SD = 4.10), average employment years was 8.19 years (SD = 3.83), and 61.94% of them were only children. The final sample was not significantly different from the subjects with incomplete data in terms of sex [F(1, 561) = 0.05, p = 0.83], age [t(561) = –0.41, p = 0.69], only child status [F(1, 458) = 0.39, p = 0.53], and rank [t(500) = –1.11, p = 0.27].



Measures

We used a five-point Likert scale for the survey (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). For only child status, participants reported whether or not they are an only child (0 = non-only child; 1 = only child). For cooperative and competitive orientations, we used a 13-item scale developed by Chen et al. (2011). A sample item for cooperative orientation (7 items) was “It is important to coordinate with others at work,” and Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77. A sample item for competitive orientation (6 items) was “I feel somewhat disappointed when others perform better than me,” and Cronbach’s alpha was 0.70. To assess rank, participants were asked to report their rank in their organization out of one of four levels: 1 = non-management, 2 = line management, 3 = middle management, 4 = senior/executive management, which is a common method to measure structural power (Anderson et al., 2008). Sex, age, employment years, firm size, and industry were included as control variables, as they are found to be influential factors for power acquisition (Kent and Moss, 1994; Truninger et al., 2021). Because 56.13% of the participants came from the finance industry, we coded this industry as a dummy variable (0 = others; 1 = finance).




Results


Descriptive Analysis

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables. Only child status was negatively correlated with rank (r = –0.28, p < 0.001), and cooperative orientation (r = –0.26, p = 0.01) but was not significantly correlated with competitive orientation (r = 0.06, p = 0.47). Cooperative orientation was positively correlated with rank (r = 0.31, p < 0.001), whereas the correlation between competitive orientation and rank was not significant (r = 0.00, p = 0.97).


TABLE 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the research variables (Study 1).
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Hypothesis Testing

As shown in Table 2 (Model 2), only child status had a significant negative effect on rank (B = –0.28, t = –2.04, p = 0.04), which supported Hypothesis 1.


TABLE 2. Results of the regression analysis (Study 1).

[image: Table 2]
As shown in Models 4 and 5, only child status had a significant negative effect on cooperative orientation (B = –0.24, t = –2.75, p = 0.007) but not competitive orientation (B = 0.07, t = 0.64, p = 0.53). The parallel mediators model was used to test the mediating effects of cooperative and competitive orientation (Preacher and Hayes, 2004). According to Model 3, cooperative orientation had a significant positive effect on rank (B = 0.27, t = 2.14, p = 0.03), but the effect of competitive orientation on rank was not significant (B = 0.06, t = 0.60, p = 0.55). The indirect effect of only child status on rank through cooperative orientation was negative and significant (a*b = –0.06, 95%CI = [–0.18, –0.01]), whereas that through competitive orientation was not significant (a*b = 0.00, 95% CI = [–0.01, 0.05]). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported but Hypothesis 3 was not supported.



Post hoc Analysis

We created two subgroups for all only children and non-only children. In each of the group, we performed independent t-tests to compare their cooperative/competitive orientation between those who have high power and those who have low power within two subgroups.

Specifically, those who were in a middle or top manager position were classified into the high-power group, and all remaining participants were classified into the low-power group. We found that in the only children group, those with high power (n = 27) reported higher cooperative orientation than those who have low power [n = 69; t(94) = 2.51, p = 0.01]. Similarly, in the group of non-only children, those who have high power (n = 34) reported higher cooperative orientation than those who have low power [n = 25; t(57) = 2.51, p = 0.01]. However, the difference in competitive orientation was not significant for only children [t(94) = –0.95, p = 0.35] or non-only children [t(57) = 0.47, p = 0.64].




Discussion

Study 1 provided direct support for a main effect of only child status on power acquisition, as well as the mediating effect of cooperative orientation. We showed that, only children are less likely to acquire a high level of power than non-only children because they have lower cooperative orientation. However, because MBA students are working adults and thus their dependency on parents are limited, this sample is not appropriate to test the moderating effect of dependency on parents. Besides, cooperative and competitive orientation reflect people’s individual attributes that influence power acquisition, while the process of becoming powerful is also influenced by the motivation. Therefore, we conducted another field study in which we tested the moderating role of dependency on parents and tried to rule out the motivational path by controlling for need for dominance in our statistical model.




STUDY 2


Methods


Sample and Procedure

In Study 2, we collected data from senior students. Participants reported their only child status, cooperative orientation, competitive orientation, dependency on parents, and student leadership status at university. A leader role within student associations reflects power acquisition during schooling years (Guinote, 2017). We distributed surveys to 564 senior students and received 388 responses. After excluding those with incomplete data, we obtained 375 valid responses (valid response rate = 66.49%). Of these participants, 35.73% were male, the average age was 21.31 years (SD = 0.73), and 65.60% were only children.



Measures

A five-point Likert scale was used for the survey (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Only child status, cooperative orientation (α = 0.86), and competitive orientation (α = 0.81) were captured using the same measures as those used in Study 1. To measure dependency on parents, we used a four-item scale developed by Steinberg and Silverberg (1986). A sample item was “I go to my parents for help before trying to solve a problem myself.” Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84. For leader role occupancy, students who assumed leadership positions, such as classroom monitor and student union president, were given a score of 1, whereas those who did not were given a 0.

Sex, age, department (accounting, economics and finance, business administration, or management science), hukou2 (0 = urban; 1 = rural), and family income per month were included as control variables. In addition, because need for dominance is an important motive that influences power acquisition (Fagenson, 1992), this was controlled for in Study 2. A five-item scale adopted from Steers and Braunstein (1976) was used to measure need for dominance. A sample item was “I strive to gain more control over the events around me at work,” and Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.




Results


Descriptive Analysis

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables. Only child status was negatively correlated with cooperative orientation (r = –0.13, p = 0.01), but was not significantly correlated with competitive orientation (r = 0.04, p = 0.46), leader role occupancy (r = –0.03, p = 0.58), or need for dominance (r = –0.01, p = 0.81). Cooperative orientation was positively correlated with leader role occupancy (r = 0.19, p < 0.001), whereas the correlation between competitive orientation and leader role occupancy was not significant (r = 0.03, p = 0.56). Besides, need for dominance is positively related to leader role occupancy (r = 0.19, p < 0.001).


TABLE 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the research variables (Study 2).
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Hypothesis Testing

As shown in Table 4 (Model 7), the effect of only child status on leader role occupancy was not significant (B = –0.25, z = –1.00, p = 0.32); thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.


TABLE 4. Results of the regression analysis (Study 2).
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The parallel mediators model was used to test the mediating effects of cooperative orientation and competitive orientation (Preacher and Hayes, 2004). As shown in Models 10 and 12, only child status had a significant negative effect on cooperative orientation (B = –0.15, t = –2.18, p = 0.03) but not competitive orientation (B = 0.08, t = 1.26, p = 0.21). According to Model 8, cooperative orientation had a significant positive effect on leader role occupancy (B = 0.56, z = 2.77, p = 0.01), but the effect of competitive orientation on leader role occupancy was not significant (B = –0.20, z = –0.93, p = 0.35). The indirect effect of only child status on leader role occupancy through cooperative orientation was negative and significant (a*b = –0.09, 95% CI = [–0.24, –0.01]), whereas that through competitive orientation was not significant (a*b = –0.02, 95% CI = [–0.11, 0.01]). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported and Hypothesis 3 was not supported.

We revealed a significant interaction effect of only child status and dependency on parents on cooperative orientation (Table 4, Model 11; B = 0.32, t = 3.61, p < 0.001) but not on competitive orientation (Table 4, Model 13; B = 0.04, t = 0.48, p = 0.63). As shown in Figure 2, the negative effect of only child status on cooperative orientation became non-significant when dependency on parents was high (B = 0.08, t = 0.86, p = 0.39) but became stronger when dependency on parents was low (B = –0.36, t = –3.99, p < 0.001). Thus, Hypothesis 4a was supported, whereas Hypotheses 5a and 5b were not supported.
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FIGURE 2. Moderating effect of only child status.


We used Preacher et al.’s (2007) method to calculate the point estimate and bias-corrected confidence interval for the moderated mediation effect. The bootstrap results showed that the indirect effect of only child status on leader role occupancy mediated by cooperative orientation was negative and significant (a*b = –0.21, 95% CI = [–0.44, –0.05]) when dependency on parents was low; however, this indirect was not significant (a*b = 0.05, 95% CI = [–0.05, 0.19]) when dependency on parents was high. Hypothesis 4b was thus supported.



Post hoc Analysis

Similar to Study 1, we also created two subgroups for all the only children and non-only children. In each of the group, we performed independent t-tests to compare their cooperative/competitive orientation between those who have high power and those who have low power within two subgroups.

Specifically, those who occupy a leader role in university were classified into the high-power group, and all remaining were classified into the low-power group. We found that in the only children group, those who have high power (n = 128) reported higher cooperative orientation than those who have low power [n = 118; t(244) = 2.36, p = 0.02]. Similarly, in the group of non-only children, those who have high power (n = 71) reported higher cooperative orientation than those who have low power [n = 58; t(127) = 3.19, p = 0.002]. However, the difference in competitive orientation was not significant for only children [t(244) = 0.57, p = 0.49] or non-only children [t(127) = 0.03, p = 0.98].



Discussion

Study 2 offered strong support for our predictions that only children have disadvantages in power acquisition because they have lower cooperative orientation. Furthermore, it showed a moderating effect of dependency on parents on the relationship between only child status and cooperative orientation. Besides, by controlling for need for dominance, we could rule out the alternative explanation that the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children is due to the difference in needs for power.





GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

By collecting data from 155 part-time MBA students (Study 1) and 375 senior students (Study 2), we explored the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children as well as the mechanisms and boundary conditions. Results showed that non-only children were more likely to acquire power than were only children. This is because only children were deprived of sibling interactions in the family environment, which resulted in a lower cooperative orientation. Furthermore, the difference in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children became smaller when dependency on parents was high, whereas the difference became larger when dependency on parents was low.


Theoretical Contributions

This study contributes to the literature in three ways. First, from a developmental perspective, this research links power literature with research on family structure and deepens our understanding of the differences in power acquisition between only and non-only children. Researchers have investigated the social adaptability of only children extensively; however, these studies focused primarily on their social participation, emotional intelligence, and conflict resolution (Falbo, 2012; Downey et al., 2015) and neglected their power acquisition outcomes. Power reflects individuals’ position in the social hierarchy and their control of valuable resources (Anderson and Brion, 2014), which is an important outcome of social adaptation. Investigating the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children expands our understanding of the social adaptation of only children. Furthermore, research on power acquisition has rarely focused on individuals’ family growth experiences during childhood. By adopting a developmental perspective (Liu et al., 2021), we revealed a difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children based on their early growth experiences, which demonstrated that the capability of acquiring power develops throughout an individual’s lifespan.

Second, this research uncovered the mechanism underlying the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children: the mediating effect of cooperative orientation. Our results support the notion that sibling interactions provide critical learning experiences for non-only children (Falbo and Polit, 1986; Wang et al., 1998). Moreover, the absence of siblings results in a lack of cooperation experience in the family environment, which weakens only children’s development of cooperative orientation and in turn, decreases their capability to acquire power. In contrast, the mediating effect of competitive orientation was not significant, which may be because Chinese culture emphasizes collectivism and harmonious relationships, which favors prosocial cooperative behaviors over competitive behaviors (Cox et al., 1991; Marcus and Le, 2013; Gneezy et al., 2016).3 Therefore, individuals who exhibit more cooperative behaviors are more likely to be afforded power than those exhibiting more competitive behaviors (Ramamoorthy and Flood, 2002; Brewer and Chen, 2007; Leibbrandt et al., 2013). Consequently, cooperative orientation can better explain the difference in power acquisition between only and non-only children in the Chinese context.

Finally, this study broadens our understanding of the development of cooperative orientation by combining parental and sibling perspectives (Andeweg and Berg, 2003). Previous studies have predominantly focused on how individual characteristics, such as sex and age, influence the difference between only and non-only children (Trent and Spitze, 2011; Liu and Jiang, 2021). In this research, we found that dependency on parents and only child status interactively influenced individual cooperative orientation, which suggests that child-parental interactions moderate the effects of sibling interactions (Falbo and Polit, 1986; Cameron et al., 2013). Thus, considering both parental influence and sibling interactions may help us to better understand the differences between only and non-only children.



Practical Implications

This research has several practical implications. First, parents of only children should consider their child’s need for peer interactions to develop their cooperative orientation, which will benefit their child’s social adaptation and career success (e.g., being a leader in group settings). To reduce the negative effects due to the lack of sibling interactions, parents may be encouraged to create other teamwork opportunities for their children, such as group activities at school and summer/winter camps.

Secondly, parents should consider the detrimental effect of their child’s parental dependency on their growth and should be encouraged to find a healthy balance between laissez-faire and over interference. Parents should be encouraged to treat their children as friends, try to understand them, avoid dominating communication and decision-making during child-parental interactions, and give them opportunities to solve problems by themselves.

Finally, schools and companies could provide education and training programs for students or employees to improve their social skills. For example, schools may offer courses on how to establish rapport with others, cooperate with others, work in teams, and act as a team leader. Moreover, companies could build a teamwork culture and provide training to develop employees’ teamwork and leadership skills. Such practices will not only benefit individual development but also enhance organizational effectiveness.



Limitations and Future Directions

This study has several limitations. First, the two samples were from China, and the high collectivism in Chinese people (Hofstede, 2001) may contribute to high cooperative orientation and low competitive orientation (Leibbrandt et al., 2013; Kadoya et al., 2018). Indeed, our results showed that the self-reported competitive orientation is lower than cooperative orientation, which implicitly supports the social desirability effect mentioned by Chen et al. (2011). However, our findings showed that even in a context that values collectivism and teamwork, the cooperative orientation of only children was lower than that of non-only children. These findings demonstrated that, cooperative orientation makes a difference between only and non-only children in power acquisition. To further explore the role of cooperative and competitive orientation, we recommend future research to test the hypotheses in a different context, such as in an individualistic culture.

Secondly, our study demonstrated the disadvantages that only children have in terms of power acquisition from the perspective of cooperative orientation. An underlying assumption is that individuals are afforded power for their cooperative behaviors and contributions to the team (Keltner et al., 2008). However, individuals may acquire power within group settings for other reasons, such as organizational politics, impression management, and charisma. Thus, exploration of other perspectives to explain the difference between only and non-only children is needed in future studies.

Thirdly, the main effect of only child status on power acquisition is supported in Study 1 but not in Study 2. This suggested the existence of moderating factors that influence the effect of only child status on power acquisition. The interdependent relationship between individuals and other group members may be one of the factors that contribute to this difference. As employees in organizations, participants in Study 1 are usually more interdependent with their coworkers than are students with their schoolmates or classmates in university (Study 2). Interpersonal skills and influence tactics maybe more important in the highly interdependent context than in the lower interdependent context for individuals to emerge as leaders or acquire power. Therefore, the disadvantage of only children is more salient in the workplace. We recommend future studies to explore this possibility.



Research Conclusion

We revealed that (1) compared with non-only children, only children were disadvantaged in terms of power acquisition; (2) cooperative orientation plays a mediating role between only child status and power acquisition; (3) the difference in cooperative orientation between only and non-only children was smaller when dependency on parents was high, whereas it became larger when dependency on parents was low. These findings have several theoretical and practical implications for research on power acquisition and only children.
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FOOTNOTES

1This study was based on a larger dataset. To reduce the cognitive load of the participants, we divided the data collection process into several parts in which we measured the independent variables, mediators, moderators, and dependent variables at different time points. Thus, we were able to also reduce common method bias. The same procedure was applied in Study 2.

2Hukou is a system of household registration used in mainland China. The registry contains each individual’s basic status information, such as urban or rural residency. In China, urban residents generally have a higher economic status than do rural residents; therefore, their children receive a better education. This is also an important factor that influences power acquisition. Thus, we considered hukou as a control variable.

3Although we did not directly measure whether participants value cooperative behaviors over competitive behaviors, our data provided indirect evidence that it is socially desirable for Chinese people to be cooperative rather than competitive. For example, in Study 1, self-reported cooperative orientation (M = 4.01, SD = 0.55) was higher than competitive orientation (M = 3.38, SD = 0.65), t[154] = 8.78, p < 0.001). Similarly, in Study 2, cooperative orientation (M = 3.47, SD = 0.60) was higher than competitive orientation (M = 3.03, SD = 0.56), t[374] = 11.83, p < 0.001). This implicitly supports the social desirability effect (Chen et al., 2011).


REFERENCES

Anderson, C., and Brion, S. (2014). Perspectives on power in organizations. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 1, 67–97.

Anderson, C., John, O. P., Keltner, D., and Kring, A. M. (2001). Who attains social status? Effects of personality and physical attractiveness in social groups. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 81, 116–132. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.81.1.116

Anderson, C., Spataro, S. E., and Flynn, F. J. (2008). Personality and organizational culture as determinants of influence. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 702–710. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.702

Andeweg, R. B., and Berg, S. B. V. D. (2003). Linking birth order to political leadership: the impact of parents or sibling interaction? Polit. Psychol. 24, 605–623.

Aureli, F., and de Waal, F. (2000). Natural Conflict Resolution. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Avloniti, A., Iatridou, A., Kaloupsis, I., and Vozikis, G. S. (2014). Sibling rivalry: implications for the family business succession process. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 10, 661–678.

Bank, S. P., and Kahn, M. D. (1997). The Sibling Bond. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Bender, M., and Chasiotis, A. (2011). Number of siblings in childhood explains cultural variance in autobiographical memory in Cameroon, People’s Republic of China, and Germany. J. Cross Cult. Psychol. 42, 998–1017.

Bengtsson, M., Raza-Ullah, T., and Vanyushyn, V. (2016). The coopetition paradox and tension: the moderating role of coopetition capability. Ind. Mark. Manag. 53, 19–30. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.11.008

Booth, A., Fan, E., Meng, X., and Zhang, D. (2019). Gender differences in willingness to compete: the role of culture and institutions. Econ. J. 129, 734–764. doi: 10.1111/ecoj.12583

Brewer, M. B., and Chen, Y.-R. (2007). Where (who) are collectives in collectivism? Toward conceptual clarification of individualism and collectivism. Psychol. Rev. 114, 133–151. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.114.1.133

Cameron, L., Erkal, N., Gangadharan, L., and Meng, X. (2013). Little emperors: behavioral impacts of China’s one-child policy. Science 339, 953–957. doi: 10.1126/science.1230221

Chen, X.-P., Xie, X., and Chang, S. (2011). Cooperative and competitive orientation among Chinese people: scale development and validation. Manag. Organ. Rev. 7, 353–379. doi: 10.1111/j.1740-8784.2011.00215.x

Claudy, J. G. (1979). The Consequences of Being an Only Child: An Analysis of Project Talent Data (Final Report). Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research.

Cox, T. H., Lobel, S. A., and McLeod, P. L. (1991). Effects of ethnic group cultural differences on cooperative and competitive behavior on a group task. Acad. Manag. J. 34, 827–847. doi: 10.2307/256391

Deutsch, M. (1949a). An experimental study of the effects of co-operation and competition upon group process. Hum. Relat. 2, 199–231.

Deutsch, M. (1949b). A theory of co-operation and competition. Hum. Relat. 2, 129–152.

Downey, D. B., and Condron, D. J. (2008). Playing well with others in kindergarten: the benefit of siblings at home. J. Marriage Fam. 66, 333–350. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2004.00024.x

Downey, D. B., Condron, D. J., and Yucel, D. (2015). Number of siblings and social skills revisited among American fifth graders. J. Fam. Issues 36, 273–296. doi: 10.1177/0192513x13507569

Eddleston, K. A., and Kidwell, R. E. (2012). Parent–child relationships: planting the seeds of deviant behavior in the family firm. Entrep. Theory Pract. 36, 369–386. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00403.x

Fagenson, E. A. (1992). Mentoring—Who needs it? A comparison of protégés’ and nonprotégés’ needs for power, achievement, affiliation, and autonomy. J. Vocat. Behav. 41, 48–60. doi: 10.1016/0001-8791(92)90038-2

Falbo, T. (2012). Only children: an updated review. J. Individ. Psychol. 68, 38–49.

Falbo, T., and Polit, D. F. (1986). Quantitative review of the only child literature: research evidence and theory development. Psychol. Bull. 100, 176–189. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.100.2.176

Feng, X. T. (2000). The growing up of a new generation:The socialization of Chinese only-child teenagers and its outcome. Soc. Sci. China 6, 118–131.

Feng, X. T. (2020). The only-child problem in ‘post-one-child-policy era’. Zhejiang Acad. J. 5, 64–73. doi: 10.16235/j.cnki.33-1005/c.2020.05.008

Friedman, S. D. (1991). Sibling relationships and intergenerational succession in family firms. Fam. Bus. Rev. 4, 3–20. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-6248.1991.00003.x

Galinsky, A. D., Rucker, D. D., and Magee, J. C. (2015). “Power: past findings, present considerations, and future directions,” in APA Handbook of Personality and Social Psychology: Vol. 3. Interpersonal Relations, eds M. Mikulincer, P. R. Shaver, J. A. Simpson, and J. F. Dovidio (Washington, DC: American Psychological Association), 421–460.

Gibson, C. (2019). The Rise of the Only Child: How America is Coming Around to the Idea of ‘Just one. Washington, DC: The Washinton Post.

Gibson, M. A., and Lawson, D. W. (2011). “Modernization” increases parental investment and sibling resource competition: evidence from a rural development initiative in Ethiopia. Evol. Hum. Behav. 32, 97–105. doi: 10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.10.002

Gneezy, U., Leibbrandt, A., and List, J. A. (2016). Ode to the sea: workplace organizations and norms of cooperation. Econ. J. 126, 1856–1883. doi: 10.1111/ecoj.12209

Gnyawali, D. R., and Ryan Charleton, T. (2018). Nuances in the interplay of competition and cooperation: towards a theory of coopetition. J. Manag. 44, 2511–2534.

Guinote, A. (2017). How power affects people: activating, wanting, and goal seeking. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 68, 353–381. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010416-044153

Hofstede, G. H. (2001). Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions, and Organizations Across Nations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hogan, J., and Holland, B. (2003). Using theory to evaluate personality and job-performance relations: a socioanalytic perspective. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 100–112. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.100

Hudson, R., and Trillmich, F. (2008). Sibling competition and cooperation in mammals: challenges, developments and prospects. Behav. Ecol. Sociobiol. 62, 299–307. doi: 10.1007/s00265-007-0417-z

Hughes, C., McHarg, G., and White, N. (2018). Sibling influences on prosocial behavior. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 20, 96–101. doi: 10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.08.015

Jiao, S., Ji, G., Jing, Q., and Ching, C. (1986). Comparative study of behavioral qualities of only children and sibling children. Child Dev. 57, 357–361. doi: 10.2307/1130591

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., and Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: a qualitative and quantitative review. J. Appl. Psychol. 87, 765–780. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.765

Kadoya, Y., Khan, M. S. R., and Sano, Y. (2018). Effects of China’s one-child policy on group cooperation: survey evidence. J. Asia Pacif. Econ. 23, 327–339. doi: 10.1080/13547860.2017.1409861

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., and Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and inhibition. Psychol. Rev. 110, 265–284. doi: 10.1037/0033-295x.110.2.265

Keltner, D., Van Kleef, G. A., Chen, S., and Kraus, M. W. (2008). A reciprocal influence model of social power: emerging principles and lines of inquiry. Adv. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 40, 151–192. doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(07)00003-2

Kent, R. L., and Moss, S. E. (1994). Effects of sex and gender role on leader emergence. Acad. Manag. J. 37, 1335–1346.

Kitzmann, K. M., Cohen, R., and Lockwood, R. L. (2002). Are only children missing out? Comparison of the peer-related social competence of only children and siblings. J. Soc. Pers. Relationsh. 19, 299–316. doi: 10.1177/0265407502193001

Knight, G. P., Cota, M. K., and Bernal, M. E. (1993). The socialization of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic preferences among Mexican American children: the mediating role of ethnic identity. Hisp. J. Behav. Sci. 15, 291–309. doi: 10.1177/07399863930153001

Lawson, D. W., and Mace, R. (2009). Trade-offs in modern parenting: a longitudinal study of sibling competition for parental care. Evol. Hum. Behav. 30, 170–183. doi: 10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.12.001

Leibbrandt, A., Gneezy, U., and List, J. A. (2013). Rise and fall of competitiveness in individualistic and collectivistic societies. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 110, 9305–9308. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1300431110

Li, H. D., Wang, R., and Ren, Y. J. (2018). The number of only children and the family structure since the one-child policy. Stat. Decis. 34, 99–104. doi: 10.13546/j.cnki.tjyjc.2018.13.022

Liu, R. X., Lin, W., and Chen, Z. Y. (2010). School performance, peer association, psychological and behavioral adjustments: a comparison between Chinese adolescents with and without siblings. J. Adolesc. 33, 411–417. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.07.007

Liu, Y., Chen, S., Bell, C., and Tan, J. (2020). How do power and status differ in predicting unethical decisions? A cross-national comparison of China and Canada. J. Bus. Ethics 167, 745–760. doi: 10.1007/s10551-019-04150-7

Liu, Y. X., and Jiang, Q. B. (2021). Who benefits from being an only child? A study of parent–child relationship among Chinese junior high school students. Front. Psychol. 11:608995. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.608995

Liu, Z., Riggio, R. E., Day, D. V., Zheng, C., Dai, S., and Bian, Y. (2019). Leader development begins at home: overparenting harms adolescent leader emergence. J. Appl. Psychol. 104, 1226–1242. doi: 10.1037/apl0000402

Liu, Z., Venkatesh, S., Murphy, S. E., and Riggio, R. E. (2021). Leader development across the lifespan: a dynamic experiences-grounded approach. Leaders. Q. 32:101382. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101382

Locke, E. A., and Latham, G. P. (1990). A Theory of Goal Setting & Task Performance. Hoboken, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Lu, S., Au, W.-T., Jiang, F., Xie, X., and Yam, P. (2013). Cooperativeness and competitiveness as two distinct constructs: validating the Cooperative and Competitive Personality Scale in a social dilemma context. Int. J. Psychol. 48, 1135–1147. doi: 10.1080/00207594.2012.743666

Madsen, M. C., and Shapira, A. (1977). Cooperation and challenge in four cultures. J. Soc. Psychol. 102, 189–195. doi: 10.1080/00224545.1977.9713264

Magee, J. C., and Galinsky, A. D. (2008). 8 Social hierarchy: the self-reinforcing nature of power and status. Acad. Manag. Ann. 2, 351–398. doi: 10.5465/19416520802211628

Mancillas, A. (2006). Challenging the stereotypes about only children: a review of the literature and implications for practice. J. Couns. Dev. 84, 268–275. doi: 10.1002/j.1556-6678.2006.tb00405.x

Mander, G. (1991). Some thoughts on sibling rivalry and competitiveness. Br. J. Psychother. 7, 368–379. doi: 10.1111/j.1752-0118.1991.tb01142.x

Marcus, J., and Le, H. (2013). Interactive effects of levels of individualism–collectivism on cooperation: a meta-analysis. J. Organ. Behav. 34, 813–834. doi: 10.1002/job.1875

Marinova, S. V., Moon, H., and Kamdar, D. (2013). Getting ahead or getting along? The two-facet conceptualization of conscientiousness and leadership emergence. Organ. Sci. 24, 1257–1276. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1120.0781

Mounts, N. S. (2002). Parental management of adolescent peer relationships in context: the role of parenting style. J. Fam. Psychol. 16, 58–69. doi: 10.1037//0893-3200.16.1.58

Newman, J., and Taylor, A. (1994). Family training for political leadership: birth order of United States state governors and Australian prime ministers. Polit. Psychol. 15, 435–442. doi: 10.2307/3791565

Parke, R. D., and Buriel, R. (1998). “Socialization in the family: ethnic and ecological perspectives,” in Handbook of Child Psychology: Social, Emotional, and Personality Development, 5th Edn, ed. N. Eisenberg (New York, NY: Wiley), 463–552.

Preacher, K. J., and Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behav. Res. Methods Instrum. Comput. 36, 717–731. doi: 10.3758/bf03206553

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., and Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated mediation hypotheses: theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivar. Behav. Res. 42, 185–227. doi: 10.1080/00273170701341316

Ramamoorthy, N., and Flood, P. C. (2002). Employee attitudes and behavioral intentions: a test of the main and moderating effects of individualism-collectivism orientations. Hum. Relat. 55, 1071–1096. doi: 10.1177/0018726702055009020

Rebar, D., Bailey, N. W., Jarrett, B. J., and Kilner, R. M. (2020). An evolutionary switch from sibling rivalry to sibling cooperation, caused by a sustained loss of parental care. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 117, 2544–2550. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1911677117

Recchia, H. E., Ross, H. S., and Vickar, M. (2010). Power and conflict resolution in sibling, parent–child, and spousal negotiations. J. Fam. Psychol. 24, 605–615. doi: 10.1037/a0020871

Reitan, T., and Stenberg, S. -Å (2019). From classroom to conscription. Leadership emergence in childhood and early adulthood. Leaders. Q. 30, 298–319. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.11.006

Roberts, L. C., and Blanton, P. W. (2001). “I always knew mom and dad loved me best”: experiences of only children. J. Individ. Psychol. 57, 125–140.

Ross, H., Martin, J., Perlman, M., Smith, M., Blackmore, E., and Hunter, J. (1996). Autonomy and authority in the resolution of sibling disputes. New Dir. Child Adolesc. Dev. 1996, 71–90. doi: 10.1002/cd.23219967307

Rucker, D. D., and Galinsky, A. D. (2017). Social power and social class: conceptualization, consequences, and current challenges. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 18, 26–30. doi: 10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.028

Smiseth, P. T., Lennox, L., and Moore, A. J. (2007). Interaction between parental care and sibling competition: parents enhance offspring growth and exacerbate sibling competition. Evol. Int. J. Org. Evol. 61, 2331–2339. doi: 10.1111/j.1558-5646.2007.00192.x

Steers, R. M., and Braunstein, D. N. (1976). A behaviorally-based measure of manifest needs in work settings. J. Vocat. Behav. 9, 251–266. doi: 10.1016/0001-8791(76)90083-X

Steinberg, L., and Silverberg, S. B. (1986). The vicissitudes of autonomy in early adolescence. Child Dev. 57, 841–851. doi: 10.2307/1130361

Stocker, C., and Dunn, J. (1990). Sibling relationships in childhood: links with friendships and peer relationships. Br. J. Dev. Psychol. 8, 227–244. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-835X.1990.tb00838.x

Sulloway, F. J. (2001). “Birth order, sibling competition, and human behavior,” in Conceptual Challenges in Evolutionary Psychology, eds R. Dunbar and L. Barret (Oxford: Springer), 39–83.

Sulloway, F. J. (2010). “Why siblings are like Darwin’s finches: birth order, sibling competition, and adaptive divergence within the family,” in The Evolution of Personality and Individual Differences, eds D. M. Buss and P. H. Hawley (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 86–119.

Trent, K., and Spitze, G. (2011). Growing up without siblings and adult sociability behaviors. J. Fam. Issues 32, 1178–1204. doi: 10.1177/0192513x11398945

Truninger, M., Ruderman, M. N., Clerkin, C., Fernandez, K. C., and Cancro, D. (2021). Sounds like a leader: an ascription–actuality approach to examining leader emergence and effectiveness. Leaders. Q. 32, 101420.

Van Lange, P. A. (1999). The pursuit of joint outcomes and equality in outcomes: an integrative model of social value orientation. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 77, 337–349. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.77.2.337

Van Lange, P. A., De Bruin, E., Otten, W., and Joireman, J. A. (1997). Development of prosocial, individualistic, and competitive orientations: theory and preliminary evidence. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 73, 733–746. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.73.4.733

Wang, Q., Leichtman, M. D., and White, S. H. (1998). Childhood memory and self-description in young Chinese adults: the impact of growing up an only child. Cognition 69, 73–103. doi: 10.1016/s0010-0277(98)00061-4

Wang, X. T., and Feng, X. T. (2021). Family resource dilution in expanded families and the empowerment of married only daughters: evidence from the educational investment in children in Urban China. Front. Psychol. 12:610482. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.610482

Willer, R. (2009). Groups reward individual sacrifice: the status solution to the collective action problem. Am. Sociol. Rev. 74, 23–43. doi: 10.1177/000312240907400102

Xiao, F. Q., and Feng, X. T. (2010). Two kinds of perspective and their limitations in China’s one-child study. Soc. Sci. Nanjing 7, 45–52.


Conflict of Interest: HB was employed by Shanghai Bihe Biochemical Technology Co., Ltd.

The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Rong, Han, Dong and Bi. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-t001.jpg
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Sex 0.48 0.50 —

2 Age 32.32 4.10 0.12 —

3 Employment years 8.19 3.83 0.16* 0.75* ~0.10 -

4 Lg (firm size) 2.70 1.07 0.06 —0.11 —0.26™ -

5 Finance industry 0.56 0.50 0.12 —0.37 —o0.16t 0.21* =

6 Only child status 0.62 0.49 —0.02 —o0.16' 0.21* 0i2g 0.19* —

7 Cooperative orientation 4.01 0.55 —0.06 0.30"* 0.02 —0.04 —0.25" —0.26" 0.77)

8 Competitive orientation 3.38 0.65 0.05 ~0.06 0.40 0.09 ~0.05 0.06 —0.07 (0.70)
9 Rank 225 0.93 0.06 0.447 ~0.10 —0.28" —0.327 —0.287 0.31* 0.00

N =155;Tp <0.10, *p < 0.05, *p < 0.01, *p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-t002.jpg
Variable

Sex

Age

Employment years

Lg (firm size)

Finance industry

Only child status
Cooperative orientation
Competitive orientation
F

HZ

Rank
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
0.07 (0.13) 0.06 (0.13) 0.08 (0.13)
0.06 (0.02)* 0.06 (0.02) 0.05 (0.02)*
0.03 (0.03) 0.03 (0.03) 0.03 (0.03)
—0.18 (0.06)* —0.16 (0.06)* —0.17 (0.06)**
—0.28 (0.14)1 —0.25 (0.14)t —0.20 (0.14)
—0.28 (0.14)* —0.22 (0.14)
0.27 (0.13)*
0.06 (0.10)
11.60"* 10:579% 8.68"*
0.28 0.30 0.32

Cooperative orientation

Competitive orientation

Model 4

—0.09 (0.09)
0.04 (0.02)*
—0.00 (0.02)
0.03 (0.04)
—0.14 (0.09)
—0.24 (0.09)*

4.80%*
0.16

Model 5

0.08 (0.11)
—0.03 (0.02)
0.03 (0.02)
0.06 (0.05)
~0.16 (0.12)
0.07 (0.11)

0.98
0.03

N =155;Tp <0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-t003.jpg
Variables

1 Sex

2 Age

3 Hukou

4 Family income

5 Need for dominance

6 Only child status

7 Cooperative orientation
8 Competitive orientation
9 Dependency on parents
10 Leader role occupancy

M
0.36

21.31

0.31
2.40
2.90
0.66
3.47
3.03
2.68
0.53

SD

0.48
0.73
0.46
0.98
0.67
0.48
0.60
0.56
0.69
0.50

1

001+
0.03
0.02
—0.02
0.04
—0.14*
0.03
0.09"
—0.07

N =375 Tp <0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.001.

0.08
—0.01
—0.01
—0.03

0.01
—0.03
—0.11~
—0.03

_0.36"
—0.05
—0.42"
0.04
0.03
—0.02
—0.08

0.13*
0.17*
0.03
0.01
0.06
0.03

©91)

~0.01
0.27"
R
0.20"
019"

6 7 8
—0.13* (0.86)
0.04 0.23* 0.81)
0.05 —0.04 0.30"*
—0.03 0.19* 0.03

(0.84)
—0.08





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-t004.jpg
Variable

Sex

Age

Accounting

Economics and Finance
Business administration
Hukou

Family income

Need for dominance
Only child status
Cooperative orientation
Competitive orientation
Dependency on parents
Only child status x Dependency on parents
—2Log likelihood

R

AR?

Leader role occupancy

Cooperative orientation

Competitive orientation

Model 6

—0.23(0.23)
—0.08 (0.15)
~0.03(0.32)
—0.48 (0.31)
0.21 (0.31)
—0.42 (0.2

—0.08(0.12)
0.62 (0.17)"**

—247.58"

5) T

Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
—-0.22(0.23) —-0.12(0.24) -0.08 (0.24)
—0.08 (0.15) —0.11(0.15) —0.16(0.16)
—0.01(0.32) 0.04 (0.32) 0.04 (0.32)
—0.45(0.31) —0.40(0.31) —0.35(0.31)

0.22 (0.31) 0.28 (0.32) 0.34 (0.32)
—0.53(0.27)t —0.52(0.28) T —0.51 (0.28)
—0.08 (0.12) —0.09(0.12) —0.08 (0.12)
0.62 (0.17)* 0.57 (0.18)* 0.68 (0.19)***
—0.25(0.25) —0.16(0.26) —0.15(0.26)

0.56 (0.20)*  0.46 (0.21)

—0.20(0.22) —0.10(0.22)
—0.65 (0.30)*

0.41 (0.36)

—247.07* —242 92" —240.03"*

Model 10

—0.18 (0.07)*
0.03 (0.04)
—0.08 (0.09)
—0.08 (0.09)
—0.04 (0.09)
—0.00 (0.08)
0.01 (0.03)
0.24 (0.04)
—0.15(0.07)*

0.11%

Model 11

—0.16 (0.06)*

0.02 (0.04)
—0.02 (0.09
—0.07 (0.08
~0.02 (0.09
—0.00 (0.07

0.01(0.03)
0.26 (0.05)**
—0.14 (0.07)*

)
)
)
)

—0.30 (0.07)™
0.32 (0.09)**

0.5
0.04"

Model 12 Model 13
0.07 (0.06)  0.03(0.06)
—0.04 (0.04) —0.02 (0.04)
0.12(0.08)  0.11(0.08)
0.08 (0.08)  0.05(0.08)
0.13(0.08) T 0.11(0.08)
0.08 (0.07)  0.07 (0.07)
—0.01 (0.03) —0.01 (0.03)
0.27 (0.04)** 0.22 (0.04)**
0.08 (0.06)  0.07 (0.06)

0.15 (0.07)

0.04 (0.08)
0.12% 0.16***
004

N =375 Tp <0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Differences in Power Acquisition Between Only and Non-only Children: The Effects of Cooperative Orientation, Competitive Orientation, and Dependency on Parents



		INTRODUCTION



		THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES



		Only Child Status and Power Acquisition



		The Mediating Roles of Cooperative and Competitive Orientation



		The Moderating Effect of Dependency on Parents



		Research Overview







		STUDY 1



		Methods



		Sample and Procedure



		Measures







		Results



		Descriptive Analysis



		Hypothesis Testing



		Post hoc Analysis







		Discussion







		STUDY 2



		Methods



		Sample and Procedure



		Measures







		Results



		Descriptive Analysis



		Hypothesis Testing



		Post hoc Analysis



		Discussion











		GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION



		Theoretical Contributions



		Practical Implications



		Limitations and Future Directions



		Research Conclusion







		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		FOOTNOTES



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-g002.jpg
3.8

a7

3.6

3.9

R R R e S

3.4
2.3
3.2
3.1

High dependency on parents

Non-only children i Only children

Low dependency on parents





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

Differences in Power Acquisition
Between Only and Non-only
Children: The Effects
of Cooperative Orientation,
Competitive Orientation,
and Dependency on Parents






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-778726-g001.jpg
Dependency on parents

Competitive orientation

Only child status

Power acquisition

Cooperative orientation









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





