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Abstract

When sense of power helps or hinders creativity remains an
unresolved question. Drawing upon the approach-inhibition
theory of power and its extensions, we integrate two dif-
ferent predictions into a dual-pathway model, showing the
paradoxical role that sense of power—one’s perceived ability
to influence others—plays in predicting creativity. Specif-
ically, sense of power helps creativity through increased
risk-taking and simultaneously hinders it through reduced
perspective taking. We further propose openness to expe-
rience as a moderator of the countervailing mechanisms,
such that the positive path through risk-taking is stronger
and the negative path through perspective taking is weaker
for individuals with higher (vs. lower) levels of openness.
We test our hypotheses with three multisource and multi-
wave field studies (Study 1: n = 181 part-time MBAs paired
with peers; Study 2: n = 128 sales employees paired with
store managers; Study 3: n = 153 sales employees paired
with store managers). The results support our theoreti-
cal model, showing that sense of power and creativity are
simultaneously connected positively through risk-taking and
negatively through perspective taking, and that the over-

all indirect effect of sense of power on creativity is more
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positive for individuals with higher (vs. lower) levels of

openness to experience.
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approach-inhibition theory, creativity, openness to experience, per-
spective taking, risk-taking, sense of power

1 | INTRODUCTION

There has been a growing realization that creativity, the generation of novel and useful ideas (Amabile et al., 1996),
can be fostered by social relationships (Amabile, 1983; Liao et al., 2010; Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017), and that
social relationships are built around power—the influence that one person has over others through the control of
resources (Emerson, 1962; Galinsky et al., 2006; Ibarra, 1993). This realization has led to burgeoning research on
power and creativity. Some have examined the effect of objective power on creativity, showing that power positively
relates to creativity through mechanisms such as cognitive flexibility and information processing, but only when power
is perceived as stable (Sligte et al., 2011). Others have claimed that what guides individuals is rather their sense of
power—their perceived ability to influence others (Anderson et al., 2012)—because this is more proximal to cognitive
and behavioral reactions than objective power is (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006). Sense of power facilitates creativity
through mechanisms such as affective commitment, creative self-efficacy, and reduced conformity (Galinsky et al.,
2008; Zhou & He, 2020). However, these findings provide a partial picture of the relationship between sense of power
and creativity.

On the one hand, the approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003;
Magee & Smith, 2013) suggest a positive effect of sense of power on creativity, in line with the past findings reported
above. Individuals who feel powerful tend to take action and speak up, and they are also more motivated to pursue
goals, especially challenging ones (Schmid, 2022). At the same time, they are characterized by feelings of safety and
by reduced conformity to social rules, because they feel in control of the environment and of others (Anderson et al.,
2012). The proactivity and disconformity typical of individuals who feel powerful drive them towards activities with
uncertain outcomes (i.e., risk-taking), in turn fostering creativity (Galinsky et al., 2008; Keltner et al., 2003; Smith &
Trope, 2006).

On the other hand, the goal-directed focus enabled by sense of power leads to narrow and self-directed attention,
which means that individuals who feel powerful tend to pay heed to themselves and disregard others (Fiske & Neuberg,
1990; Overbeck & Park, 2006; Pitesa & Thau, 2013; Smith & Trope, 2006). The reduced motivation to collect informa-
tion about others, typical of individuals who feel powerful (Galinsky et al., 2006, 2016; Tost et al., 2012), should reduce
their attention to others’ perspectives (Overbeck & Park, 2006). This, in turn, would impair divergent thinking and
limit creativity (Hoever et al., 2012). Taking these two standpoints together, it appears that the relationship between
sense of power and creativity is rather a complex one, as there are both positive and negative forces underlying this
relationship.

Despite the counteracting forces linking sense of power and creativity, past research has predominantly focused
on the positive one and has failed to integrate these two opposing forces by simultaneously examining countervail-
ing mechanisms. This state of research is problematic, as it paints a partial and biased picture of the effect of sense
of power on creativity. To embrace the complex relationship between sense of power and creativity, in the current
research we draw on the approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions and study both positive and negative
pathways linking sense of power to creativity. In addition, in order to tackle the complexity associated with coun-
tervailing mechanisms it is theoretically important to examine when one or other mechanism is likely to prevail, we
identify a moderator that might make either mechanism prevalent and, consequently, turn the overall indirect effect

of sense of power on creativity more positive or negative.
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In this regard, the approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003;

Magee & Smith, 2013) also guide us in addressing the question of when sense of power helps or hinders creativity by
suggesting an interaction between power and personality in predicting outcomes. Specifically, as individuals engage
with the environment around them, their personalities induce chronic goals that can synergize or misalign with—and,
respectively, strengthen or weaken—the effects of sense of power (Barrick et al., 2013; Magee & Smith, 2013). Looking
for a personality moderator that induces dispositional goals synergizing with the effect of sense of power on one mech-
anism but misaligning with its effect on the other, we identify openness to experience as a prime candidate. Openness
to experience refers to the dispositional tendency to seek unconventional experiences and “encounter a wide vari-
ety of ideas, feelings, and activities” (McCrae & Greenberg, 2014, p. 223). It is theoretically relevant here because
the chronic goals it engenders—seeking unconventional experiences and satisfying curiosity due to an outward ori-
entation (McCrae, 1996)—synergize with what sense of power prompts an individual to do in the positive pathway
(i.e., take risks) and, at the same time, misalign with what sense of power prompts an individual to do in the negative
pathway (i.e., focus on the self). Building on this rationale, we posit that openness to experience would strengthen the
indirect effect of sense of power on creativity via the positive pathway and weaken the indirect effect via the negative
pathway, thus producing an overall more positive indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity.

We test and find consistent support for our hypotheses with three multisource and multi-wave field studies. In
this way, we replicate and integrate existing conceptual insights about the paradoxical effect of sense of power on
creativity and further extend them by identifying openness as a boundary condition. Building on the nuanced theoret-
ical knowledge of the relationship between sense of power and creativity outlined in this research, we provide new
managerial insights into how to tap into the upside while neutralizing the downside of sense of power in relation to

creativity.

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES

Sense of power refers to one’s own perception of the extent to which one is able to influence others (Anderson et al.,
2012; Anderson & Galinsky, 2006), and has been identified as a psychological experience distinct from objective power
(Flynn et al., 2011; Galinsky et al., 2003; Kifer et al., 2013). The approach-inhibition theory of power (Keltner et al.,
2003) suggests that (sense of) power can deeply influence individuals’ action and attention patterns through the
activation of different neurobiological systems. In particular, people who feel powerful are relatively more approach-
oriented, proactive, and agentic, and they direct attention to themselves and to achieving goals that are consistent
with their personal inclinations (Guinote, 2017; Magee & Smith, 2013). Conversely, people who feel powerless are
more inhibited and insecure, and thus they conform more to social norms, focus on the reduction of threats, display
more controlled cognitive processes, and are more attuned to others (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Galinsky et al., 2008).
Indeed, compared with individuals with a high sense of power, those who feel powerless pay more attention to outside
information in order to remedy their perceived lack of control (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Building on these arguments,
next we elaborate about how the proactive agency, disconformity, and lack of attention to outside information that are
engendered by a high sense of power act in opposite ways to influence one’s creativity.

2.1 | Sense of power, risk-taking, and creativity

The approach-inhibition theory of power suggests that people who feel powerful are relatively more approach-
oriented, agentic, and disinhibited (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003), and these tendencies are linked to risk-taking
attitudes and behaviors (Glaser et al., 2016; Levenson, 1990). Indeed, past studies found a positive relationship
between sense of power and creativity (Duguid & Goncalo, 2015). Sense of power was found to reduce the effect of

situational influences, for example, through the generation of less conformist ideas and attitudes, as well as stronger
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resistance to external conformity pressures, thus favoring creativity (Galinsky et al., 2008). Sense of power has also

been linked to higher affective commitment and creative self-efficacy, both factors positively related to creativity
(Zhou & He, 2020).

Building on these past findings and on the approach-inhibition theory of power, we envision a positive indirect
impact of sense of power on creativity via risk-taking. The theory suggests that people with a strong sense of power
are more approach- and reward-oriented, and that their inhibition system is less salient and less activated (Ander-
son & Galinsky, 2006; Inesi, 2010; Lewellyn & Muller-Kahle, 2012); hence, they are more likely to take risks. Sense of
power also triggers feelings of safety and low vulnerability (Anderson et al., 2012), which orient people towards poten-
tial payoffs rather than towards threats and dangers. Sense of power also elicits nonconforming tendencies (Duguid
& Goncalo, 2015; Galinsky et al., 2008). Overall, these arguments suggest that people who feel powerful take more
risks when they make decisions. Risk refers to “the extent to which there is uncertainty about whether potentially
significant and/or disappointing outcomes of a decision will be realized” (Sitkin & Pablo, 1992, p. 10). Risky decisions
involve significant uncertainty regarding expected outcomes and dealing with sets of possible outcomes that include
potentially extreme consequences (Sitkin & Pablo, 1992). Risk-taking therefore involves making decisions and tak-
ing actions that increase the uncertainty and variability of outcomes. While high sense of power favors risk-taking,
people with a low sense of power are more inhibited and focus on reducing threats because they feel vulnerable. As
a result, they tend to avoid risk-taking. Thus, people with a strong sense of power should be more likely than their
low-sense-of-power peers to take risks (Maner et al., 2007).

Risk-taking should then enhance creativity, as suggested by research in organizational contexts (Dewett, 2007)
and other domains (e.g., financial decisions, health, and social relationships; Runco, 2015; Tyagi et al., 2017). Creativity
springs out of unusual, unconventional, or even extreme activities with uncertain outcomes (e.g., activities with high
failure rates; Tyagi et al., 2017). Because creativity often requires experimentation and deviation from norms, employ-
ees must be willing to and actually take risks in order to be creative at work (Amabile et al., 2018). Through risk-taking,

employees expose themselves to new possibilities and hence increase the chance of discovering novel ideas.

Hypothesis 1: Sense of power has a positive indirect relationship with creativity through increased risk-taking.

2.2 | Sense of power, perspective taking, and creativity

A high sense of power fosters not only risk-taking, but also a focus on one’s own ideas, views, and feelings, thus lead-
ing to reduced perspective taking (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Fiske, 1993; Galinsky et al., 2008). Perspective taking
refers to the deliberate and nonjudgmental consideration of and attempt to understand the views, thoughts, feelings,
and motives of others (Hoever et al., 2012; Parker & Axtell, 2001). Although perspective taking has not been directly
examined as a direct antecedent of creativity—let alone as a mechanism linking power and creativity, its relationship
with either power or creativity can be inferred from prior studies. On the one hand, prior studies in the power litera-
ture have suggested that powerful people have “a reduced tendency to comprehend how other people see, think, and
feel” (Galinsky et al., 2006, p. 1068). Sense of power reduces perspective taking because people who feel powerful
pay less attention to others and perceive higher social distance from others (Blader et al., 2016; Fiske, 1993; Galinsky
etal.,2016; Lammers et al., 2008). On the other hand, extant research on perspective taking has suggested that taking
others’ perspectives can unlock the positive effects of factors such as prosocial motivation and team diversity on cre-
ativity (Grant & Berry, 2011; Hoever et al., 2012). As we elaborate below, these two streams of research together point
to a negative pathway linking sense of power and creativity through perspective taking. This negative pathway should
work in parallel with the positive pathway (through risk-taking), together showing the complexity of the relationship
between sense of power and creativity.

Because individuals with a strong sense of power feel in control, they rely relatively more on heuristics and are more
prone to take actions aimed at achieving their goals (Guinote, 2017; Magee & Smith, 2013). In contrast, people with a
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low sense of power, because their inhibition system is activated, feel a lack of control (Fiske & Dépret, 1996; Keltner

et al.,, 2003). Therefore, they make up for their lack of control by paying more attention to others and being attuned
to searching for and processing external information more rationally and diagnostically (Fiske & Dépret, 1996; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Galinsky et al., 2006, 2015). Thus, individuals who feel powerless are relatively more likely to take oth-
ers’ perspectives, because acquiring information about others helps them make up for their perceived powerlessness
(Fiske & Dépret, 1996).

In line with this argument, past research has found that people with a higher sense of power are relatively worse
at perceiving networks and judging others’ emotions (Galinsky et al., 2006; Simpson et al., 2011). They are also more
selective and self-focused in their attention, as well as less concerned about others’ ideas and experiences (Anderson
& Berdahl, 2002; Duguid & Goncalo, 2015; Fiske, 1993; Galinsky et al., 2008); this reduces their perspective taking.
Moreover, findings from neuroscience have suggested that people who are inhibition-oriented—e.g., those with a low
sense of power (Keltner et al., 2003)—tend to process information more carefully and diagnostically (Peterson et al.,
2008). Therefore, people who feel powerless are more likely to consider others’ opinions and perspectives. A review
of the link between power and perspective taking has substantiated a generally negative relationship (Galinsky et al.,
2016).

In line with prior studies (Galinsky et al., 2006, 2008), we conceptualize perspective taking as an information-
seeking behavior (Herrera et al., 2018; Todd et al., 2012). As such, it should relate positively to creativity, because the
ability to be creative stems from the consideration of different perspectives and divergent thinking (McCrae, 1987),
as well as from information searching and coding (Amabile, 1983; Baer, 1998). Indeed, creativity is an inherently social
and collaborative process, and creative production relies on the combination and integration of previously separate
information, ideas, and perspectives (Amabile, 1983; Amabile et al., 2018; Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; Michalko, 2011).
These arguments are also supported by the design thinking literature, according to which taking the perspective of oth-
ersis acritical step in the creative production process (Mayseless et al., 2018; Owen, 2007). Broadening one’s horizons
by attempting to understand others’ perspectives fosters divergent thinking and helps one see things from different
points of view, thus paving the way for the combination of different perspectives. So, when people engage in perspec-
tive taking, they are exposed to a rich array of viewpoints and knowledge on a given topic, and thus they increase their
domain-relevant knowledge (Amabile, 1983). The increased knowledge provides them with the necessary ingredients
to mix diverse viewpoints and recombine them into novel solutions, thereby enhancing their creativity. Furthermore,
the very attempt to take others’ perspectives should boost creativity, because such an attempt means that one has,
to some extent, already unfrozen existing mental frames and opened oneself to divergent and flexible thinking. To
summarize, a high sense of power leads to reduced perspective taking, which in turn impedes creativity by impairing
divergent thinking and reducing the amount of information available.

Hypothesis 2:  Sense of power has a negative indirect relationship with creativity through decreased perspective
taking.

2.3 | Openness to experience as a moderator

Hypotheses 1 and 2 together identify sense of power as a stimulus for behaviors with opposite effects on creativ-
ity: increased risk-taking and reduced perspective taking, the former fostering and the latter impairing creativity. To
further unpack the paradoxical indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity, we look for a factor that
could enhance (or diminish) the likelihood that one’s sense of power (or lack thereof) would be directed towards a cer-
tain behavior (e.g., more risk-taking, less perspective taking), and could eventually steer the effect of sense of power
towards higher (or lower) creativity.

The approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions suggest that the effects of power are contingent

upon individuals’ characteristics, particularly personality traits (Keltner et al., 2003). Indeed, “chronic goals com[ing]
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from stable individual differences (e.g., values, personality traits, self-concept) ... can moderate the effects of power”

(Magee & Smith, 2013, p. 176). Essentially, we theorize that personality-induced chronic goals can steer the effect of
sense of power toward or away from a specific behavior (e.g., more risk-taking, or less perspective taking), depending
on whether the goals are aligned or misaligned with such a behavior. When personality-induced chronic goals align
with what sense of power prompts an individual to do, individuals are more likely to engage in that behavior. In con-
trast, when personality-induced chronic goals are misaligned with the effect of power on a certain behavior, individuals
are less likely to engage in it.

This alignment rationale is akin to other interactionist perspectives. For example, the knowledge activation per-
spective suggests that knowledge is activated when it is aligned with a stimulus (Higgins, 1996), and the trait activation
perspective suggests that traits are activated and unleashed in the presence of congruent contextual stimuli (Judge
& Zapata, 2015; Tett et al., 2021). These interactionist perspectives based on alignment and misalignment are par-
ticularly critical when the main factor has potentially countervailing effects—as is the case with sense of power and
on creativity. For instance, one prior study based on the alignment rationale showed that agreeableness can relate
both positively and negatively to job performance, and one pathway outweighs the other depending on whether the
effect of agreeableness aligns or misaligns with job characteristics such as requirements for social skills or competi-
tiveness (Judge & Zapata, 2015). Building on a similar rationale, in the current research we examined the alignment
and misalignment between the effects of sense of power on behavioral tendencies and personality, as well as how
these moderated effects trickle down to creativity.

This raises the question of which personality trait is theoretically relevant to our model. Openness to experience
is a prime candidate in this regard. By definition, openness captures intellectual curiosity, a broad range of interests,
tolerance for uncertainty, and fascination with new experiences (Feist, 1998; George & Zhou, 2001; McCrae, 1987). It
prompts an approach orientation and propels an individual to be adventurous and achieve personal growth through
the pursuit of new experiences; it elicits intellectual curiosity and prompts the consideration of others’ viewpoints
(Barrick et al., 2013; McCrae, 1987). These chronic goals induced by openness critically steer sense of power towards
or away from a certain direction, primarily because they are at the same time aligned with sense of power in the path-
way linking it to creativity through increased risk-taking and misaligned with sense of power in the pathway linking it

to creativity through reduced perspective taking. We articulate the alignment and misalignment rationale below.

2.3.1 | Openness moderates the positive pathway

Earlier we theorized that individuals who feel powerful tend to take risks because they are approach- and reward-
oriented, and they feel secure and disinhibited. This rationale underlying the main effect of power on risk-taking aligns
with the goals induced by openness. Specifically, high openness induces goals such as seeking adventures and new
experiences, as well as making individuals more tolerant of uncertainty and unconventionality (Barrick et al., 2013;
McCrae, 1987; McCrae & Costa, 1997). This synergizes with the approach orientation induced by a high sense of
power. That is, when individuals are highly open and inherently pursue these goals, they are more likely to act on their
sense of power and take risks, because doing so aligns with their personality-induced dispositional goals. Because
of this alignment, high openness should strengthen the positive effect of sense of power on risk-taking (see Magee
& Smith, 2013). In a nutshell, individuals with a high level of openness are more likely to tap into and act on their
sense of power and engage in trait-consistent risk-taking behavior. In line with Hypothesis 1, this synergetic effect

on risk-taking should in turn trickle down to creativity.

Hypothesis 3: Openness to experience moderates the first stage of the positive indirect relationship between sense
of power and creativity through increased risk-taking, such that the relationship between sense of
power and risk-taking and, in turn, creativity is more positive when openness is higher rather than

lower.
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FIGURE 1 Theoretical model

2.3.2 | Openness moderates the negative pathway

According to Hypothesis 2 individuals who feel powerful are less likely to take others’ perspectives; they instead focus
on their own perspectives and seek little diagnostic information from others. These self-focused tendencies induced
by a high sense of power misalign with the goals induced by openness, such as widening one’s interests, embracing
intellectual curiosity, and seeking new experiences and perspectives (McCrae, 1987). Highly open individuals who are
driven by these goals would be less likely to tap into and act on sense of power by limiting their attention to their own
experiences and perspectives, because doing so would be inconsistent with the goals. When individuals have both a
high level of openness and a strong sense of power, tension exists between directing attention to oneself and express-
ing interest in others. Whereas a high level of sense of power may drive individuals to disregard others’ experiences
and perspectives, if they also have a high level of openness, they are less motivated to do so because such disregard
contradicts their openness-induced chronic goals. Because of this misalignment, we expect openness to weaken the
negative impact of sense of power on perspective taking (see Magee & Smith, 2013). In turn, the mitigating effect
of high openness on the negative sense-of-power-perspective taking relationship would reduce the influence of this

pathway on creativity.

Hypothesis 4: Openness to experience moderates the first stage of the negative indirect relationship between sense
of power and creativity through decreased perspective taking, such that the relationship between
sense of power and perspective taking and, in turn, creativity is less negative when openness is higher

rather than lower.
We present the overall research model in Figure 1. Then we present Study 1, in which we test Hypotheses 1 and
2 regarding the countervailing mechanisms (risk-taking and perspective taking) linking sense of power and creativity.
Next, we present Studies 2 and 3, in which we replicate the mediating effects and further test the moderated mediation

Hypotheses 3 and 4. In line with the current standards of methodological transparency, we make all analyses, codes,
and results available at https://osf.io/96c85/.

3 | STUDY 1
3.1 | Methods
3.1.1 | Sample and procedure

We collected data in 2019 from full-time employees who were taking MBA courses at a university in northern China.

Focal participants who signed the consent form were asked to nominate and provide the contact information of one
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coworker with whom they frequently interacted at work. Participants completed surveys at three time points, with one

month between each wave of data collection. At Time 1, focal participants reported their own sense of power and the
control variables, and the nominated coworkers reported the quality of their relationship with the focal participant.
At Time 2, focal participants reported their perspective taking and risk-taking. At Time 3, the nominated coworkers
rated the focal participants’ creativity at work. All participants were informed that their participation was voluntary,
that their responses were for academic research only and would not be shared with anyone outside the research team,
and that any resulting publication would use aggregated data and no information would enable individual identifica-
tion. Responses from different sources (employees and coworkers) and different times were matched using a roster
provided by the organization; this roster was destroyed after matching the responses.

We distributed surveys to 259 participants and received 224 completed responses at Time 1 and, of those, 207
completed responses at Time 2. From the 207 nominated coworkers, we received 181 responses at Time 3, which
allowed us to create our final sample of dyads. The 181 focal participants in the final sample were, on average,
32.7 years old, 44% were male, and more than 93% had at least a bachelor’s degree, whereas the 181 nominated
coworkers were, on average, 32.15 years old, 47% were male, and more than 84% had at least a bachelor’s degree.
We checked for potential nonrespondent bias and found that Time 2 respondents and nonrespondents did not differ
significantly in their sense of power (t(222) = .36, p =.72), nor were they different in terms of gender (t(222) = -.18,
p = .86), education (t(222) = —1.32, p =.19), organizational tenure (t(214) = -.19, p = .85), rank (t(222) = .09, p = .93),
or coworker-reported relationship quality (t(201) = -.36, p = .72). Similarly, the participants who received a coworker
rating of creativity at Time 3 did not differ from those who did not in terms of risk-taking (t(205) = -.96, p = .34) or
perspective taking (t(205) = -.33,p =.75).

3.1.2 | Measures

We used Chinese scales when available and otherwise followed the standard back-translation procedure (Brislin,
1980) to translate English scales into Chinese: One bilingual assistant translated the scales from English to Man-
darin Chinese and another bilingual assistant back-translated the scales from Mandarin Chinese to English. Both
were unaware of our research question. Then, a third bilingual assistant compared the original English scales with
the back-translated English scale. The third bilingual researcher discussed any discrepancies with the authors to settle
on a proper translation. Participants responded on five-point Likert scales. The full scales (both English and Chinese
versions) are provided in Appendix A.

Sense of power. We measured sense of power with the eight-item scale from Anderson et al. (2012). Respondents
rated the items based on their experiences and feelings at work. A sample item is: “If | want to, | get to make the
decisions.” Cronbach’s alpha was .75.

Risk-taking. Assessments of risk-taking used in past research involve either experimental tasks (Lejuez et al.,
2002), vignettes and negotiations (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006), or measures specific to a particular domain, such as
ethics, recreational activities, financial decisions, health, or sexual behaviors (Blais & Weber, 2006; Dohmen et al.,
2011; Nicholson et al., 2005). However, risk-taking in those domains cannot easily be generalized to workplace con-
texts (Hanoch et al., 2006; Weber, 2010). In view of the inadequacy of prior measures in our context, we developed
a measure that would adequately capture risk-taking in the workplace while avoiding any potential confounding
overlap with creativity. Based on Sitkin and Pablo’s (1992) theoretical framework of risk-taking and the relevant
literature (March & Shapira, 1987; Nicholson et al., 2005), the first two authors generated a total of nine items in
English to capture the attitudinal (i.e., willingness) and behavioral components of risk-taking. The scale was devel-
oped and validated following established practices (Hinkin, 1995, 1998), using data from three independent samples
in the process. Table 1 presents an overview of the samples, including participants, sample size, and the measured

variables.
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TABLE 1 Overview of samples used in the risk-taking scale development process

Sample N Variables Analysis Participants Location

1 312 Risk-taking (initial Phase 1: Item Reduction Full-time employees China
nine-item scale) (EFA)

2 443 Risk-taking (seven-item Phase 2: Psychometric Full-time employees China
scale) Properties (CFA)

3 586 Risk-taking (seven-item Phase 3: Convergent and MTurk (employed adults) USA
scale) Risk-taking Discriminant Validity

(Andrews & Smith, 1996)
Risk-taking (investment
scenario) CWB

Abbreviations: CWB, counterproductive work behaviors.; OCB, organizational citizenship behavior.

Sample 1 included 312 full-time Chinese employees. Respondents participated voluntarily. All measures (rated on
a seven-point Likert scale) were translated into Chinese following Brislin’s (1980) translation and back-translation
procedure. Sample 2 included 443 full-time Chinese employees (61% were male, mean age = 32.97 years, age
SD = 11.78). Participation was voluntary. All measures (rated on a five-point Likert scale) were translated into
Chinese following Brislin’s (1980) translation and back-translation procedure. Sample 3 included 586 US partici-
pants recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk; 61.6% were male, mean age = 35.86 years, age SD = 9.27)
(Buhrmester et al., 2011). We only allowed employed respondents to participate, as we deemed it necessary to
validate our workplace risk-taking items using working adults. All measures were presented in the original English
version.

With Sample 1, we performed an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on the nine original risk-taking items, with princi-
pal axis factoring extraction and using an oblique rotation because we expected the two subscales (willingness to take
risk and risk-taking behaviors) to be correlated (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). A comprehensive
consideration of multiple sources of the information in EFA outputs—including the latent root criterion (i.e., extracting
factors with eigenvalues higher than 1.0), the cumulative amount of variance explained (which should be higher than
60%), and the scree test (Hair et al., 2010)—pointed to the extraction of three factors: two consistent with our expec-
tation, and an additional one featuring two items. Following Hinkin’s (1998) suggestion, we dropped these two items®
because, when we forced the extraction of two factors to represent willingness to take risk and risk-taking behaviors in
line with our theoretical model, the two items originally loading on the third factor had little shared variance with the
other items (extracted communalities were .04 and .05, respectively) and they featured unacceptable factor loadings
(below .4) with both extracted factors, which instead mapped along the remaining items as predicted. We then reran
the EFA with the remaining seven items, and the comprehensive considerations mentioned above (latent root crite-
rion, scree test, total variance explained) pointed to the extraction of two factors (total variance explained = 60.30%).
All seven items clearly loaded on the intended factor and had factor loadings larger than .4, as reported in Table 2. We
therefore retained the seven items.

Using R lavaan, we performed a set of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) for the newly developed scales with
Sample 2. Because willingness to take risk and risk-taking behaviors are two theoretical components constituting an
overall risk-taking construct—the two components were highly correlated in both Sample 2 (r = .59, p < .001) and
Sample 3 (r =.68, p <.001)—we conducted a second-order CFA with willingness to take risk and risk-taking behaviors
as the first-order factors and overall risk-taking as the second-order factor. All items loaded on their intended factor
and all loadings were higher than .6, and the two first-order factors were strongly correlated with the second-order
factor (willingness to take risk: r = .87; risk-taking behaviors: r = .92). The model fit was acceptable (y2(12) = 60.46,
p <.001, CFl =.96, TLI =.93, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .10).2 Moreover, the Cronbach’s alpha of the overall seven-item
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TABLE 2 Exploratory factor analysis results (risk-taking scale validation, sample 1)

Factor loadings

Items 1 2
Risk-taking behaviors

1.l engage in activities with uncertain outcomes. .06 .61
2.l embrace decision goals that are difficult to achieve. .03 .70
3. | pursue activities that could generate extreme outcomes. .08 .60
4.1 engage in riskier activities compared to my colleagues. .28 41

Willingness to take risk

5.1 am willing to take risks in making decisions. 74 .13
6.1 am willing to take risks while performing tasks. .89 .09
7.1 am more willing to take risks than my colleagues. 61 .13

Note: n = 312. In the survey instructions, items were introduced with “In my current job...”

scale was .84, supporting the use of the entire risk-taking scale as a higher-order construct with two subdimensions
(willingness and behaviors). Therefore, we adopted the seven-item risk-taking scale in our analysis.

Next, we examined the nomological network of the newly developed risk-taking scale with Sample 3. To test con-
vergent validity, we used Andrews and Smith’s (1996) three-item scale, which measures risk-taking attitudes in the
context of marketing a new product (a sample item is “I like to play it safe when I'm developing ideas to market
this product”; Cronbach’s o = .80). This scale and our newly developed scale were positively correlated (r = .53,
p < .001) but distinct, as a CFA of the scale items showed that a two-factor model with our scale and theirs fit the
data significantly better than a one-factor model did (Ay2(20) = 211.71, p < .001).

We also assessed risk-taking specifically in a financial decision-making scenario. We instructed the participants
to make investment decisions by answering two questions.? The participants’ answers to the questions were both
positively correlated with our developed scale (r =.17, p <.001 and r = .27, p < .001, respectively), but less strongly
than with the scale by Andrew and Smith (1996). That was expected, because financial risk-taking should not be as
relevant to risk-taking at work as the risk-taking measure for marketing a new product.

To test discriminant validity, we asked participants to rate counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs), which we
measured with a 12-item scale adopted from Bennett and Robinson (2000) (measured on a five-point Likert scale
from never to every day; a sample item is “| came in late without permission”; Cronbach’s a = .92). We expected CWB to
be positively related to risk-taking, because when workers engage in deviant behaviors—e.g., stealing materials from
the organization or not respecting work shifts—they put themselves at risk of receiving reprimands and punishments
(Penney & Spector, 2005). Nonetheless, we did not expect a strong correlation because CWB and risk-taking are dis-
tinct constructs. Results showed that CWB indeed had a small positive correlation with our risk-taking scale (r = .22,
p < .001). A CFA showed that a two-factor model with risk-taking and CWB fit the data significantly better than a
one-factor model did (Ax%(1) = 1863.10, p < .001), supporting the discriminant validity of our risk-taking measure. In
Study 1, we thus measured risk-taking with the newly developed seven-item scale. The scale exhibited great reliability
(Cronbach’s « =.89).

Perspective taking. Respondents reported their perspective taking at work with the four-item scale from Grant
and Berry (2011). Asample item is: “l regularly seek to understand others’ viewpoints.” Cronbach’s alpha was .95.

Creativity. Coworkers rated the focal participants’ creativity at work using the four-item scale from Farmer et al.
(2003). A sample item is “This coworker seeks new ideas and ways to solve problems.” Cronbach’s alpha was .93. Each

nominated coworker was knowledgeable about the focal participant’s daily work and was thus well situated to eval-
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uate the participant’s creativity. Peer-rated creativity has commonly been used as an alternative to or in conjunction

with supervisor-rated creativity (e.g., Amabile et al., 2004; Harris et al., 2014).

Controls. We controlled for basic demographic information, including education and organizational tenure (mea-
sured in months), because these variables affect experience, knowledge, and skills, which in turn influence creativity
(Amabile et al., 1996; Simonton, 2017). We did not control for age because of potential collinearity with organizational
tenure.* We also controlled for gender, because creativity could be more strongly attributed to masculine attributes,
and thus a focal person’s gender may affect others’ ratings of his or her creativity (Proudfoot et al., 2015). Moreover, to
check the predictive validity of sense of power above and beyond objective power, we controlled for the participants’
rank as a measure of objective power in an organization (Gong et al., 2009). To assess objective power consistently
across the whole sample, we asked the participants to report whether they had employees working under them, and
accordingly we computed a binary variable (i.e., whether the participants held or did not hold a supervisory role).
Finally, we controlled for the relationship quality between the participants and their coworker-raters, as reported by
the coworkers (sample item: “How would you describe your relationship with [participant name]?” rated on a scale
from 1 = acquaintance to 5 = very close friend), because the halo effect could cause the quality of that relationship to

influence coworkers’ evaluations of the participants (Allen & Rush, 1998; Landy & Farr, 1980).

3.1.3 | Analytical strategy

One of the authors checked the backgrounds of the MBA participants and ascertained that they were from different
firms, so the data were not nested. We therefore ran linear regressions with R lavaan to simultaneously test the medi-
ations of risk-taking and perspective taking in the relationship between sense of power and coworker-rated creativity.
Using those results, we computed with R semTools 5000-bootstrap 95% confidence intervals (Cls), which we used to
test our mediation hypotheses (Mackinnon et al., 2004). In addition, we checked the total indirect effect through risk-
taking and perspective taking together to check whether either path was dominant. Significance was indicated by the

Cl not containing zero (Liu et al., 2012).

3.2 | Results and discussion

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations among the variables. Table 4 presents
the regression results. As expected, sense of power related positively to risk-taking (b = .40, SE = .11, p < .001) and
negatively to perspective taking (b =-.37,SE =.12,p =.003). Both risk-taking (b =.15, SE =.07, p = .03) and perspective
taking (b = .31, SE = .06, p < .001) were positively related to creativity. The bootstrapping results showed that the
indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity via risk-taking was positive (b = .06, bootstrapped 95%
ClI [.004, .130]), thus supporting Hypothesis 1. The indirect relationship between the sense of power and creativity
via perspective taking was negative (b = —.11, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.211, -.036]), thereby supporting Hypothesis 2.
The total indirect relationship through risk-taking and perspective taking was not significant (b = -.05, bootstrapped
95% CI[-.169,.052]). As a robustness check, we re-tested the models after excluding the control variables and all the
hypothesized relationships remained supported.

The results from Study 1 thus showed support for the countervailing mechanisms—risk-taking and perspective
taking—linking sense of power and creativity. In Study 2 we extend Study 1 by testing the moderated mediation
proposed in Hypotheses 3 and 4 and we cross-check the results of Study 1, which are based on coworker-rated
creativity, by using supervisor-rated creativity. Moreover, we test our hypotheses measuring creativity with a more

context-sensitive measure. We also replicate the mediation relationships by testing them in a sales context.

85UBD| 7 SUOWILLOD) BAITER1D) B|qedljdde au Aq peusenob aie S3[e O '8N J0Sa|NJ Joj Afeig1T8UIIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWRYW0D" A3 | 1M AR1q 1)BU1|UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD pue Swie | 81 88S *[7202/50/80] Lo Aiqiauliuo Ao IMm ‘4O AisieAiun Buoy) BuoH Aq L6621 'sded/TTTT 0T/I0p/L0d A8 | 1M AReiqijeul|uo//Sdny Wwoi papeoiumoq ‘g ‘v20g ‘0LS9krLT



17446570, 2024, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/peps.12557 by Hong Kong University Of, Wiley Online Library on [08/05/2024]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

MAGNI ET AL.

'T00" > d,,, ‘10 >d,, 50" >d, ‘0T >d,

*'SUYIUOW U] PRUNSEI|A e

'G = pUdLIY 950|2 AJDA ‘7 = puaLI) POOS ‘C = pudlJy ‘Z = [|9M Jay/wiy mouy| ‘T = aduejuienboe :Ajijenb diysuoije|ay ‘T = J0siAIadns ‘0 = J0SIAIDANS-UOU HUBY 't = SAOE IO 99.439p S J21sew

‘e = 99.439p s Jojaydeq ‘g = 39|02 Jolun( ‘T = |jooyds Y31y :uoljednpy ‘T = djew ‘Q = 9eway :1apua9) |euo3elp ayj Uo Pajou dJe pue pjod Ul aJe $9|eds a3 JO Sall|Igel|24 3y "T8T = U :SajoN

PERSONNEL
WILEY PSYCHOLOGY

452

€6 20T b€ LT 22T 60° 00— 113 €0~ 040 96°¢€ AAieas) ¢
S6° 173 <% 43 11— L0 90— 80° 9.0 LLE 8upie) 9AI0adsIad '8
68 e VE LT 0T or’ LEC £ cL0 9L'C Supjeysy £
SL €T i OE 113 L0 SO YAl T€¢ Jamod Jo asuas ‘9
- 0’ 90" 80— €0~ LTT e Aljenb diysuonejay '
- LT Y4 (U 514 9¢ Juey 'y
- LT = 60’ 8G€ST LE08 ¢2INU3] [eUONIEZIUESIO 'E
- 0= 090 oce uoljesanp3 ¢
- oS 124 Jspus |
6 8 L 9 S 14 € % T as uesjy

(T Apn3S) Sa131|iqel|24 pue ‘suoie|.40d JapJ0-043z ‘sonsijels aAndLdseg € 37dV.L



17446570, 2024, 2, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/peps.12557 by Hong Kong University Of, Wiley Online Library on [08/05/2024]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

453

.Hoo‘v ni* Ho.v ni ”mo.v n* ”oﬂ.vo:
'G = PUd11} 3SO[D AJIA “ = pUBIIY POOS ‘g = PUBLIY ‘Z = [|9M J3Y/WIY MOU3| ‘T = aduejulenboe
:Ajljenb diysuolje|ay ‘T = Josiaiadns ‘Q = JosIAIadNS-UoU HueyY i = A0]e J0 93483p S,J9)SeW ‘€ = 93483p S,J0[aydeq ‘g = 383|102 Jolun[ ‘T = |ooyds ySiy :uoijednp3 ‘T = djew ‘g = o|eway

1J9pULD) "sasayjualed Ul aJe S9}ewW}Sa S0 PIepue)s {palajuad Ueaw puesd a4om sajqelleA juapuadapul Aleulg-uou (S3uaidi}ja0d uolssalsal paziplepuejsun ale sanjep T8 = U :SaJoN

PEnolocy WILEY

174 T 90’ 80’ €0’ or ot 2
(90) 1€ Supyey andadslad
*kk
(£0) ST 3upie3-isiy
(T1) a4 (T1) LbE (c1) LLe= (T1) 4 Jamod Jo 3suag
(#0) o1 (0 P (0) 4 = = = = Ajenb diysuone|ay
(o1) 20 (T1) 00 (IT) 1T (21) 60— (¢1) o0z- (1) 60 (TT) 1T Huey
(00) 00—  (00) 00—  (00) 00—  (00) 00" (00) 00" (00) 00 (00) 00 2Inus} |euojeziuesio
(80) 60 (80) €T (60) ¥ (60) €0—  (60) ¥0— (80 ,9¢  (e0) LT uolyeonp3
(60) or—  (o1) €o—  (o1) €o—  (I1) yT (IT) vT° (OT) 91" (0T) LT Japus
(09) 19 (£S) L.86T (@) L9 (@9) Loy wy) o gee (99) 6y (ov) L6 1daouau
as | as g 3s | as | as <} as g 3s g
L13pON 9 I3poN S I3pPoiN ¥ 19poN € I9ponN Z I9poN T I3pPoN
Alanean) Supjey aA1dadsiad Sunjer-ysiy
(T Apn3s) syynsaa uoissaldal ediydJesdly  $ 379V.L
3
&
zZ
Q
<
b3




PERSONNEL
** | WILEY PsycHOLOGY MACH

4 | STUDY 2

4.1 | Methods
411 | Sample and procedure

We collected data in 2020 from a branded company that operates more than 200 stores in the eastern and southern
parts of China. The primary business of the company is selling clothing, leather products, bags, and suitcases. All stores
operating under this brand have the same hierarchical structure, with one store manager supervising up to 10 store
employees. All the stores are managed by the headquarters, following standard human resource practices (e.g., sales
rewards) and corporate culture. This organizational structure allowed us to minimize firm- and store-level extraneous
influences.

Supervisors and employees who agreed to participate in our study provided contact information and were sent
questionnaires directly. At Time 1, employees reported their sense of power and demographic information. At Time
2 (approximately 2 months later), employees self-reported perspective taking, risk-taking, openness to experience,’
and leader-member exchange (LMX), and supervisors rated employees’ individual creativity. All participants were
informed that participation was voluntary, that their responses were for academic research only and would not be
shared with anyone outside the research team, and that no information in the publication could identify any spe-
cific individual. We matched responses from different sources and different times through a roster provided by the
organization, which was then destroyed.

We obtained access to 85 stores and distributed questionnaires to all their 204 employees. We received completed
guestionnaires from 161 employees at Time 1. Of these, 133 employees completed the Time 2 questionnaires. Data
from five employees were removed because we did not receive a measure of their creativity rated by direct super-
visors. Therefore, our final sample included 128 employees with matched supervisor ratings of their creativity. The
participants in the final sample were all female, had high school or junior college education, and their average age was
33.35 years old. The supervisors were all female and had the same educational level because they had been internally
promoted from salesperson positions. We checked for non-respondent bias and found that Time 2 respondents and
nonrespondents did not differ in their organizational tenure (t(159) = -.75, p = .45) or sense of power (t(159) = .67,
p = .50). Employees in the final sample and those missing Time 3 supervisor-rated creativity did not differ in their
risk-taking (t(131) = 1.21, p = .23) or perspective taking (t(131) = 1.17,p = .24).

412 | Measures

We used Chinese scales when available and back-translated other scales between English and Chinese (Brislin, 1980).
Participants and supervisors responded on five-point Likert scales. We used the same scales as in Study 1 to measure
the participants’ sense of power (Cronbach’s a = .92), risk-taking (Cronbach’s « = .85), and perspective taking (Cron-
bach’s a = .96). Openness was measured with the 10-item scale from John and Srivastava (1999). A sample item is “I
see myself as someone who is curious about many different things.” Cronbach’s alpha was .87.

As in Study 1, we controlled for the participants’ organizational tenure (measured in years) and the quality of
the supervisor-employee relationships to account for potential biases in supervisor-rated creativity. Relationship
quality was assessed with Scandura and Graen’s (1984) seven-item LMX scale (Cronbach’s a« = .86). Because of the
sample’s characteristics—all female employees with very similar educational levels and the same rank—we did not
include gender, education, or rank as controls.

Creativity. Study 2 was conducted in sales contexts. After in-depth discussions with the company involved, we

deemed it desirable to capture creativity in the sales context in a more nuanced way than existing scales would allow.
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TABLE 5 Exploratory factor analysis results (creativity scale validation)

Items Factor loading
1. Work is creative.? .80
2.Work is original and practical.? 77
3. Work is adaptive and practical.? 61
4. Uses creativity to acquire new customers. .86
5. Uses creativity to maintain the loyalty of current customers. .84
6. Comes up with creative means and channels to sell products. .89
7. Comes up with new and useful methods for promotions and sales. .87
8. Suggests customized and personalized product packages for different customers. .80
9. Suggests novel and practical ways to manage the store inventory. .81
10. Utilizes new and appropriate ways to manage after-sales services. .85

»

Notes: n = 128. In the survey instructions, items were introduced with “This person(’s)...
2From Oldham and Cummings’ (1996) creativity measure.

In line with the extant literature (e.g., Gong et al., 2009), to ensure that we would capture creativity both specifically to
the sales context and generally, we decided to integrate an existing generic creativity scale—the three-item measure
from Oldham and Cummings (1996)—with additional items that would capture creativity specifically in the sales con-
text. As afirst step, the second and third authors performed focus group interviews with employees and supervisors in
three of the company’s stores, asking what they considered to be examples of creativity in their jobs. The focus group
interview led to seven items that were combined with the three existing items to form a 10-item scale.

Using the Study 2 sample, we performed an EFA on the 10-item creativity scale. We used principal axis factoring.
The EFA results suggested one factor with an eigenvalue above 1.0, explaining 69.29% of the variance. The scree plot
line steeply veered and then leveled off after extracting one factor. The factor loadings, reported in Table 5, were all
larger than .6, well above the .4 threshold. Thus, all items were retained within a one-factor structure.

To provide additional evidence to validate the new scale, we recruited an additional sample of salespersons using
a snowball sampling method, and we asked them to rate their own creativity with the 10 items. We contacted 10
salespersons whose work was to sell clothes or home decorations in different companies as an initial data source.
They—and the subsequent participants—were asked to nominate individuals who performed the same type of jobs to
participate in this study. The sample size continuously increased until it reached the recommended standard for fac-
tor analysis (Hinkin, 1998; Hoelter, 1983). There were 216 participants in the snowball sample (75.9% were female,
mean age = 35.04 years, age SD = 9.28). We conducted CFA on this sample to examine whether the 10 items ade-
quately represented one construct. Most fit indices suggested that the single-factor model adequately fit the data
()(2(35) =225.28,p<.001,CFl =.94,TLI =.92,SRMR = .02, RMSEA = .16). We acknowledged that sometimes RMSEA
and CFI give different indications of model fit and a subpar RMSEA in one sample does not preclude the validity of a
scale (Lai & Green, 2016), especially as CFl and SRMR are more informative in the context of CFA (Shi et al., 2022).

The factor loadings of the items were very high—all were above .88. We concluded that the 10 items could be
combined to create an overarching scale to measure creativity in the sales context.

To further validate the 10-item scale and to show its convergence with Farmer et al. (2003) four-item creativity
scale used in Study 1, we recruited two additional samples via Prolific (Palan & Schitter, 2018): one of salespersons
(n = 249, M,ge = 38.18, SD,ge = 11.75, 56% female), and the other of sales supervisors (n = 250, M,ee = 38.37,
SD,ge = 11.11, 50% female). We specifically sampled salespersons to ensure that the scale items would be meaningful
to participants. These participants were asked to rate others’ creativity (a coworker in the case of the salespersons
sample, and a subordinate in the case of the sales supervisors sample). We first tested the validity of the 10-item scale
with CFA. In both sales samples, the one-factor models for the ratings of others’ creativity had an acceptable-to-good
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fit to the data (sales employee sample: y2(35) = 82.97, p <.001, CFl = .97, TLI =.97, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .07; sales
supervisor sample: y2(35) = 59.58, p = .006, CFl =.98, TLI = .97, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .05). These results supported
the validity of our new scale for creativity.

Then, we checked whether the new scale and the four-item scale used in Study 1 exhibited convergent validity. The
two scales were highly correlated in both samples (r = .90, p < .001 in the employee sample and r = .82, p < .001 in
the supervisor sample). Moreover, CFA results in both samples suggested that a one-factor model with all 14 items
(the four items in Study 1 creativity scale plus the ten items in the new creativity scale) had an acceptable fit to the
data (sales employee sample: ¥2(77) = 200.24, p < .001, CFl = .95, TLI = .95, SRMR = .03, RMSEA = .08; sales super-
visor sample: ¥2(77) = 186.58, p < .001, CFl = .94, TLI = .93, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .08), and a two-factor model
(separating the Study 1 scale and the new scale) did not fit significantly better (sales employee sample: Ay?(1)= 2.33,
p = .13; sales supervisor sample: Ay?(1)= 2.34, p = .13). The Fornell and Larcker (1981) test also suggested that the
two scales were not distinct, as in both samples the average variance extracted (.600 and .526, respectively) was lower
than the squared correlation of the two factors (.815 and .677, respectively). These results support the convergent
validity of the two scales. Based on all these results, we measured supervisor-rated employee creativity with the
newly developed and validated 10-item scale in Study 2. The scale exhibited excellent reliability in Study 2 (Cronbach’s
a=.95).

4.1.3 | Analytical strategy

Because our data were nested within stores, we employed the “cluster” and “type = complex” Mplus syntax to analyze
the data (Muthén & Muthén, 2016). In this way, we accounted for the multilevel nature of our data (i.e., employees
nested in stores and thus sharing a supervisor), as the standard errors were adjusted using a sandwich estimator (Liu
et al,, 2015; Rogers, 1993; White, 1980). We simultaneously ran regressions on each of the two mediators with the
control variables and sense of power and on the dependent variable with all predictors to check for mediation. Then,
we added openness and the interaction term as predictors in the simultaneous regressions on each mediator and on
the dependent variable to check the moderated mediation. We grand-mean centered sense of power and openness
to avoid collinearity issues in the estimation of interaction effects (Dalal & Zickar, 2012). To test the hypotheses, we
estimated 5000-bootstrap 95% Cls in the mediation and moderated mediation indices based on the regression results
using R MASS (Preacher & Selig, 2012).

4.2 | Results and discussion

Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations among the variables. The regression
results in Table 7 show that sense of power was positively related to risk-taking (y = .40, SE = .08, p < .001) and nega-
tively related to perspective taking (y = -.30, SE = .10, p = .002). Moreover, both risk-taking (y = .26, SE = .10, p =.01)
and perspective taking (y =.17,SE = .06, p =.007) were positively related to creativity, in line with our theorization. The
bootstrapping analysis showed that the indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity via risk-taking was
positive and significant (y =.10, bootstrapped 95% CI[.018,.212]), supporting Hypothesis 1. The indirect relationship
between sense of power and creativity via perspective taking was negative and significant (y = -.05, bootstrapped 95%
Cl [-.105, -.010]), supporting Hypothesis 2. The total indirect relationship through risk-taking and perspective taking
together was not significant (y = .05, bootstrapped 95% CI [-.048,.162]).

The moderation of openness on the relationship between sense of power and risk-taking was significant (y = .38,

SE = .12, p = .001), and the interaction pattern is depicted in Figure 2a. The relationship between sense of power
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TABLE 6 Descriptive statistics, zero-order correlations, and reliabilities (Study 2)

Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Organizational tenure? 3.24 2.54 -
2.LMX 3.43 054 157 86
3. Sense of power 245 .63 .00 11 .92
4.Openness 3.23 043 02 35 —09 87
5. Risk-taking 2.90 054 .07 167 47 19" 85
6. Perspective taking 3.39 078 177 11 —247 36 09 96
7. Creativity 372 051 .12 10 11 23" 327 297 95

Notes: n = 128. The reliabilities of the scales are in bold and are noted on the diagonal.
Abbreviation: LMX, leader-member exchange.

aMeasured in years.

'p<.10; p<.05; p<.0L;  p<.00L.

and risk-taking was positive both when openness was high (1 SD above mean; y = .59, SE = .10, p < .001) and when
it was low (1 SD below mean; y = .27, SE = .08, p = .001), but it was significantly stronger in the former than in the
latter case. Consistently, the indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity via risk-taking was positive
when openness was high (y = .17, bootstrapped 95% CI [.034, .305]) and marginally positive when openness was low
(y = .08, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.002,.154]). Overall, the moderation of openness in the indirect relationship through
risk-taking was significant (y = .11, bootstrapped 95% CI[.023,.227]), supporting Hypothesis 3.

The moderation of openness on the relationship between sense of power and perspective taking was also signifi-
cant (y = .44, SE = .17, p = .011), and the interaction pattern is depicted in Figure 2b. The relationship between sense
of power and perspective taking was negative when openness was low (y = -.43, SE = .14, p = .002) and nonsignificant
when openness was high (y = -.06, SE = .10, p = .55). The indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity
via perspective taking was marginally negative when openness was low (y = -.12, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.259, .011]
and not significant when openness was high (y = -.02, bootstrapped 95% CI [-.103, .069]). The indirect relationship
was significantly moderated by openness (y = .07, bootstrapped 95% CI [.008,.152]), supporting Hypothesis 4.

The total indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity, including both paths through risk-taking and
perspective taking, was marginally positive when openness was high (y = .15, bootstrapped 95% CI [-.004, .309]) and
not significant when openness was low (y = -.05, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.176, .080]). Openness moderated the total
indirect relationship between the sense of power and creativity through risk-taking and perspective taking together
(y = .18, bootstrapped 95% CI [.069, .333]), suggesting that the total indirect relationship between sense of power
and creativity is more positive when the focal person’s openness to experience is higher (vs. lower). As a robustness
check, we re-tested the models after excluding the control variables and all the hypothesized relationships remained
supported.

The results of Study 2 were in line with our hypotheses and with Study 1: Risk-taking and perspective taking
paradoxically mediated the relationship between sense of power and creativity—the former positively and the lat-
ter negatively—and openness to experience amplified the pathway through risk-taking and weakens the one through
perspective taking, overall making the indirect relationship more positive. In addition, we generalized our findings
to a different organizational context—sales. With Study 3 we further test our hypotheses, and extend our findings
by measuring perspective taking rated by coworkers—rather than by the self—to mitigate concerns about potential

self-reporting biases.
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5 | STUDY 3

5.1 | Methods
5.1.1 | Sample and procedure

For our Study 3, in 2021 we collected data from a branded company in China, the primary business of which is sell-
ing jewelry. All stores operating under this brand are consistently managed by the headquarters, following the same
hierarchical structure, human resources practices (e.g., sales rewards), and corporate culture. Supervisors and employ-
ees who agreed to participate in our study provided their contact information, and we sent questionnaires to them
directly. At Time 1, employees reported their sense of power, openness to experience, and demographic information.
At Time 2 (approximately one month later), employees answered questions regarding their own risk-taking and their
team members’ perspective taking. At Time 3 (1 month after Time 2), employees rated their LMX, while supervisors
rated employees’ individual creativity. All participants were informed that their participation was voluntary, that their
responses were for academic research only and would not be shared with anyone outside the research team, and that
no information in the publication of this research could lead to the identification of any specific individual. We fol-
lowed the same procedure as in the previous studies to match the responses from different sources (employees and
managers), at different times, and with different targets (e.g., team members’ measures of others’ perspective taking).
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We obtained access to 34 stores and distributed questionnaires to all 222 employees at all time points. We received

completed questionnaires from 189 employees at Time 1 and from 175 of those employees at Time 2. Of the lat-
ter, 158 responded at Time 3. Data from one employee were removed because we did not receive any rating of that
employee’s perspective taking by any team member, and data from four additional employees were removed because
we did not receive supervisors’ ratings of their creativity. Therefore, our final sample included 153 employees with
matched supervisor ratings of their creativity and team members’ ratings of their perspective taking. Twenty percent
of the employees were male, their average age was 33.70 years, and 41% had a high school diploma, 36% had a junior
college degree, and 8% had at least a bachelor’s degree. We checked for potential nonrespondent bias and found that
Time 2 respondents and nonrespondents did not differ significantly in terms of gender (t(187) = —0.11, p =.91), orga-
nizational tenure (t(187) = -1.46, p = .15), sense of power (t(187) = -.1.50, p =.14), or openness (t(187) = .04,p = .97),
whereas nonrespondents were marginally more educated than respondents (t(187) = 1.88, p = .06).¢ Moreover, Time
3 respondents and nonrespondents—for the rating of LMX—did not differ in risk-taking (t(173) = .41, p = .68) or other-
rated perspective taking (t(172) = -.67, p =.51), nor did those who received a supervisor rating of creativity and those
who did not (risk-taking: t(173) = 1.45, p = .15; other-rated perspective taking: t(172) = -.75, p = .46).

5.1.2 | Measures and analytical strategy

Employees responded on five-point Likert scales to the items that were used in the previous studies, and supervi-
sors rated employees’ creativity with the same 10-item scale as in Study 2. The scales measuring sense of power
(Cronbach’s a = .80), openness (Cronbach’s a = .91), risk-taking (Cronbach’s « = .78), and supervisor-rated creativ-
ity (Cronbach’s a = .90) exhibited good-to-excellent reliability. We adopted a round-robin approach (Joshi, 2014; Klein
et al., 2004) to measure other-rated perspective taking. Based on the roster, we customized the questionnaires and
asked participants to rate the perspective taking of each of their teammates. For example, in a four-member team,
member A rated the three other team members, B, C, and D; member B rated A, C, and D; and so on. Hence, A received
ratings from B, C, and D; B received ratings from A, C, and D; and so on. Then, the ratings of a focal employee (e.g., A)
provided by teammates (e.g., B, C, and D) were averaged to compute the focal employee’s (e.g., A’s) perspective taking.
With the round-robin dyadic-level raw scores, we examined within-individual interrater agreement (rwg(,-)), the intra-
class correlation (ICC1), and the reliability of the team mean (ICC2). These values, reported and described in Appendix
B, suggested that multiple teammates’ ratings of a focal employee could be aggregated to the focal employee level.
Then, we tested our hypotheses at the employee level, at which point we controlled for participants’ gender, education,
organizational tenure (measured in months), and relationship quality with their supervisor (LMX, Cronbach’s a = .92),
as in previous studies. The analytical strategy was akin to that employed in Study 2.

5.2 | Results and discussion

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations among the variables. The regression
results, presented in Table 9, were consistent with previous studies and the hypotheses: Sense of power was posi-
tively related to risk-taking (y = .34, SE = .07, p < .001) and negatively related to perspective taking (y = -.32, SE = .06,
p <.001), and both risk-taking (y = .45, SE = .09, p < .001) and perspective taking (y = .66, SE = .17, p < .001) were
positively related to creativity. The bootstrapping analysis showed that the indirect relationship between sense of
power and creativity via risk-taking was positive (y = .15, bootstrapped 95% ClI [.078,.238]), supporting Hypothesis 1.
The indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity via perspective taking was negative (y = -.21, boot-
strapped 95% ClI [-.382, -.087]), supporting Hypothesis 2. The overall indirect relationship through risk-taking and
perspective taking together was not significant (y = -.06, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.227,.093]).
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The moderating effect of openness on the relationship between sense of power and risk-taking was significant
(y = .47,SE = .21, p = .023). The simple slopes representing the interaction pattern are shown in Figure 3a. The rela-
tionship between sense of power and risk-taking was positive when openness was high (y = .59, SE = .18, p = .001)
and not significant when openness was low (y = .02, SE =.12, p = .872). Consistently, the indirect relationship between
sense of power and creativity via risk-taking was positive when openness was high (y =.27, bootstrapped 95% CI[.086,
462]) and not significant when openness was low (y = .01, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.112,.129]). The moderating effect
of openness on the indirect relationship through risk-taking was significant (y = .21, bootstrapped 95% CI[.030,.419]),
supporting Hypothesis 3.

The moderating effect of openness on the relationship between sense of power and perspective taking was also
significant (y = .32, SE = .12, p = .008). The simple slopes are shown in Figure 3b. The relationship between sense of
power and perspective taking was negative when openness was low (y = -.55, SE = .09, p < .001) and not significant
when openness was high (y = -.15, SE = .09, p = .10). The indirect relationship between sense of power and creativ-
ity via perspective taking was negative when openness was low (y = -.25, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.412, -.092]) and
not significant when openness was high (y = -.07, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.153,.017]). The indirect relationship was
significantly moderated by openness (y = .20, bootstrapped 95% CI [.048, .416]), supporting Hypothesis 4.

The total indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity, including the two paths through risk-taking
and perspective taking, was positive when openness was high (y = .21, bootstrapped 95% CI [.005, .407]) and nega-
tive when openness was low (y = -.24, bootstrapped 95% Cl [-.435, -.052]). Openness moderated the total indirect
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relationship between sense of power and creativity through risk-taking and perspective taking together (y = .41, 95%

bootstrapped Cl [.161,.730]). This suggests that the indirect relationship between sense of power and creativity was
more positive when the focal person’s openness was high than when it was low. As a robustness check, we re-tested
the models after excluding the control variables and all the hypothesized relationships remained supported.

The results of Study 3, in line with those from previous studies, supported our hypotheses: Sense of power
enhanced individuals’ creativity by increasing their risk-taking, while at the same time reducing it by limiting their
perspective taking. As predicted, openness amplified the positive pathway and weakened the negative one, making
the former dominant over the latter.

6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the current research, we investigated and tested countervailing mechanisms linking sense of power and creativity.
Although the two proposed mechanisms rest on existing theoretical arguments, juxtaposing the negative mecha-
nism (i.e., sense of power reduces creativity by hindering perspective taking) with the positive mechanism (i.e., sense
of power enhances creativity by boosting risk-taking) in a single model allowed us to integrate existing conceptual
insights and to directly expose the double-edged-sword nature of sense of power in predicting creativity (Fleischmann
etal.,2019; Hirshetal.,2011; Lammers et al., 2010). Our theoretical arguments are at the same time embedded in and
extending theories of power (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003; Magee & Smith, 2013).

6.1 | Implications for theory and research

Building on the countervailing mechanisms, we extend the literature by identifying openness as a pivotal boundary
condition that can determine the relative importance of the underlying positive and negative forces linking sense
of power and creativity. The new insight is that high levels of openness increase the relative magnitude of the pos-
itive pathway over the negative pathway. The higher the level of one’s openness, the more likely that the pathway
through risk-taking overshadows—or is not dominated by—the one through perspective taking, thus resulting in sense
of power exerting a more positive impact on creativity overall. This insight provides an explanation for the diver-
gent predictions regarding the relationship between sense of power and creativity embedded in extant theory. In
this way, we elaborate and extend the approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions (Guinote, 2017; Kelt-
ner et al., 2003; Magee & Smith, 2013). Although power theories have hinted that personality might moderate the
effects of power, we have known little about which personality traits would in practice exert this moderating effect by
favoring or hindering approach- and inhibition-oriented actions in a given context. Our research identifies openness
as a prime personality boundary condition of the indirect effects of sense of power on creativity, because it syner-
gizes with power inincentivizing risk-taking—fostering an approach orientation—but misaligns with power in affecting
perspective taking—hampering an inhibition orientation.

A more incremental contribution is that our results point to a paradoxical indirect relationship between sense of
power and creativity. Whereas the two indirect links have been implicitly suggested by past research (Dewett, 2007;
Galinsky et al., 2015; Keltner et al., 2003), we contribute to the literature by testing them simultaneously and assess-
ing their relative strengths, finding them to be of comparable magnitude. This finding responds to the scholarly call to
extend paradox theory from the organizational to the individual level (Waldman et al., 2019) and opens new avenues
for applying a paradox theory lens to the study of sense of power and creativity in organizations. In this way, our
study goes beyond extant research on the indirect link between sense of power and creativity—which has tested
mechanisms going in the same direction (e.g., Zhou & He, 2020)—by testing countervailing mechanisms, thereby

explicitly demonstrating the paradoxical nature of this relationship.
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Finally, our study offers broader implications for research on sense of power in organizational contexts above and

beyond the study of creativity. Indeed, other outcomes may be similarly affected by sense of power through the mech-
anisms we have analyzed. In particular, sense of power may impact workplace outcomes such as job performance and
effectiveness via risk-taking and/or perspective taking in jobs where risk-taking is key—such as in the financial domain
(Kirchler et al., 2018)—and in jobs that require perspective taking—such as customer relations (Parker & Axtell, 2001).
Even more importantly, by highlighting the paradoxical effects of sense of power on relevant organizational outcomes,
we extend approach-inhibition theory and other theories of power and show the previously disregarded dark side of
sense of power. Identifying openness to experience as a lever that might pull one or the other path into the spotlight
further contributes to the literature. For instance, sense of power could be linked to better job performance when
combined with higher levels of openness that mitigate the reduction in perspective taking and amplify the increase in
risk-taking in contexts such as R&D and sales.

6.2 | Implications for practice

Our findings offer useful managerial implications. Managers should be aware of the nuanced relationship between
sense of power and creativity, as a strong sense of power leads to less perspective taking and, in turn, can decrease
creativity. This is particularly important when employees work in teams, as communication and mutual understanding
are key to smooth team functioning. Reducing perspective taking might compromise not only individual creativity,
but also other potential performance outcomes at individual and team levels by exacerbating conflict and impairing
information elaboration. We thus recommend that managers complement the eventual measures they take to enhance
employees’ sense of power with measures aimed at boosting perspective taking, especially in contexts where obtaining
information and perspectives from others is key.

Second, managers should be aware that sense of power has a positive impact on creativity through risk-taking, and
more so when the focal individual has high levels of openness. Thus, managers should ensure that increased risk-taking
is desirable for the organization and is in line with its mission and operations. Enhanced risk-taking can be desirable
among workers who are expected to leverage uncertainty and are allowed to fail, such as those operating in R&D.
However, for other employees, high levels of risk-taking might be undesirable, especially if taking risks does not align
with the organization’s interests or when there are strict standards or routines to follow. In those cases, it is appro-
priate for managers to not excessively bolster employees’ sense of power—and perhaps even to control it—to avoid
encouraging undesirable behaviors. Finally, the effectiveness of working on employees’ sense of power depends on
their openness. Although arousing employees’ sense of power is something that managers can do to influence their
employees’ creativity, managers will reap more benefits by doing so with employees who are high in openness.

6.3 | Limitations and future research directions

Our study has limitations. First, we could not establish causality despite our multi-study, multisource, and multi-wave
research design. For instance, it is possible that being creative at work leads individuals to feel a higher sense of power
because creative accomplishments are known to boost confidence and are linked to higher risk-taking (Tyagi et al.,
2017). We call for experimental designs—possibly field experiments—to provide more direct causal evidence.
Second, samples from two studies were not gender-balanced, with the Study 2 sample entirely composed of
women and the Study 3 sample including only 20% men. Therefore, we encourage future studies to test these rela-
tionships in more diverse samples, including more gender-balanced and male-dominated contexts. Moreover, some
key constructs (i.e., sense of power, risk-taking, and perspective taking) were rated by the same source, posing a

potential issue of common method bias. Even though we adopted temporal separation in all studies (Podsakoff et al.,
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2003), and in Study 3 we additionally used other-rated perspective taking to mitigate this issue, our findings remain

subject to the influence of common method bias.

Third, we conducted our research in a high-power-distance cultural context (Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 2004).
Power is more critical in such contexts, and thus it might exert a stronger influence on work outcomes there than in
low-power-distance contexts (Farh et al., 2007). This means that the hypothesized results—in particular, the effects of
power on relevant behaviors and outcomes—might be stronger in high-power-distance contexts. However, because
we focused on sense of power (rather than on objective power), and the psychological experience of power is a
universal phenomenon, we reason that our theoretical model should be generalizable to other contexts, including
low-power-distance cultures. Nonetheless, future research should examine power distance as a potential boundary
condition.

Our study also offers implications for further research. First, future research may explore other possible mediating
mechanisms. For instance, our theoretical model does not include affective variables. One possible explanation of the
positive relationship between sense of power and creativity found in Study 1 even when controlling for risk-taking
and perspective taking is that sense of power may engender positive affect and in turn enhance creativity (Amabile
et al., 2005; Anderson et al., 2012). Cognitive mechanisms could also operate in parallel with our proposed paths. For
example, people who feel powerful tend to process information more abstractly, which can help their creativity by
enabling them to see previously unseen connections, but they also see things more selectively, which can limit their
creativity by stifling information gathering and processing (Guinote, 2007, 2017; Magee & Smith, 2013).

Finally, we note that openness to experience might moderate the second-stage effects (i.e., from risk-taking and
perspective taking to creativity) as well. We did not hypothesize these relationships because our theoretical frame-
work only guided us to theorize how openness to experience moderates the effect of the sense of power on behaviors,

but we consider the analysis of second-stage moderation effects as an interesting direction for future research.

7 | CONCLUSIONS

With this research, we build on the approach-inhibition theory of power and its extensions to develop an integrated
dual-pathway model linking sense of power and creativity. Both risk-taking and perspective taking mediate the rela-
tionship between sense of power and creativity, but in opposite ways—the former positively and the latter negatively.
Openness amplifies the positive indirect impact of sense of power on creativity via risk-taking, at the same time reduc-
ing its negative indirect impact via perspective taking. We advance research on sense of power and creativity by
identifying openness as a condition that can meaningfully sway the paradoxical impact of sense of power on creativity
in amore desirable direction.
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ENDNOTES

1The items were: “I pursue activities with sure outcomes” and “I avoid pursuing anything considered risky.”

2The single-order, two-factor model also showed a good fit: (y2(13) = 60.46, p < .001, CFl = .96, TLI = .93, SRMR = .04,
RMSEA = .09), but it was not significantly better than the model with risk-taking as a second-order factor.

3The two questions were: (1) “You have to choose how to pay the interest on a loan you got. You can choose whether to pay
a fixed amount or a variable amount per month based on factors beyond your control (e.g., stock exchange movements).
Please select your preferred interest payment scheme among the following: (a) Pay $500 per month; (b) 50% probability
of paying $600 per month and 50% probability of paying $400 per month; (c) 50% probability of paying $750 per month
and 50% probability of paying $250 per month.” (2) “You have $10,000 of savings, and you can decide what to do with this
money. You can either decide to keep it as cash in the bank, or whether to choose one of several investment opportunities.
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Each opportunity comes with the possibility of either gaining or losing money. All investment opportunities have the same
expected value of $10,000 (assume there is no interest rate in the bank nor in the investments). Please select your preferred
investment profile: (a) No investment: Keep $10,000 in the bank; (b) 50% probability of ending up with $12,000 and 50%
probability of ending up with $8,000; (c) 50% probability of ending up with $14,000 and 50% probability of ending up with
$6,000; (d) 50% probability of ending up with $16,000 and 50% probability of ending up with $4,000; (e) 50% probability of
ending up with $18,000 and 50% probability of ending up with $2,000.”

4We found that age and organizational tenure were moderately correlated (r = .30, p < .001); we thank our associate editor
for noting this and pointing to the potential collinearity. Running the analyses including age as a covariate, the significance
patterns remained unchanged.

5 Although first-stage moderators are usually measured at Time 1, we measured openness at Time 2. Because openness
is a stable personality trait with little or no sizeable variations across time (Schwaba et al., 2018), we deemed this to be
appropriate.

6 Given that education was not significantly related to any outcome of interest, this marginal difference should not affect our
findings. Moreover, removing education from the statistical models left significance patterns unchanged.
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APPENDIX A
Scale Items for Key Variables

English Items Chinese Items

Sense of Power (Anderson et al., 2012)

VU AU TEARNAE AR SRSz . 3R i,
A2 KR RIS A AAE

The following statements are about your own experiences
and feelings at work. Please indicate to what extent you
agree with each statement.

1 FAEI LA AT AT

1.1 can get others to listen to what | say.

2.1 can get others to do what | want.
3.1 think | have a great deal of power.
4. If | want to, | get to make the decisions.
5.(R) My wishes do not carry much weight.
6.(R)
7.(R) My ideas and opinions are often ignored.
)

8.(R

Even if | voice them, my views have little sway.

Evenwhen | try, | am not able to get my way.

EHAAR(UDNE /3L 1 A F GRS
3. Fvids H CAMRRRIE .
4 X IR, T BUE
5. (R) AL T A
R) R Feik 1 28 0L, SR VLA AT FH 4 8m )
7. (R) B AL UL 4 2
8. (R) #LFF 3 85 Jy 21, et Io ik A A H 3 ) 7y > U

Al‘i
Ho
(Continues)
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PERSONNEL

Risk-taking (developed for this research)

The following statements are about your work activities
and behaviors, which include but are not limited to
decision making. Please indicate to what extent you
agree with each statement.

1.l engage in activities with uncertain outcomes.
2.l embrace decision goals that are difficult to achieve.

3.1 pursue activities that could generate extreme
outcomes.

4. engage in riskier activities compared to my colleagues.

5.1 am willing to take risks in making decisions.

6.1 am willing to take risks while performing tasks.
7.1 am more willing to take risks than my colleagues.
Perspective Taking (Grant and Berry, 2011)

The following statements are about your work activities
and behaviors, which include but are not limited to
decision making. Please indicate to what extent you
would agree with each statement.

1.1 frequently try to take other people’s perspectives.
2.1 often imagine how other people are feeling.

3. make an effort to see the world through others’ eyes.
4. | regularly seek to understand others’ viewpoints.
Creativity (Farmer et al., 2003) [Study 1]

The following statements are about the colleague’s
(name) workplace behaviors and outcomes. Please
indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.
Comparing to others, this colleague (name)...

.... tries new ideas or methods first.

.... seeks new ideas and ways to solve problems.

1
2
3.... generates ground-breaking ideas related to the field.
4

.... isagood role model for creativity.

psycHoLocy WILEY -

PR 2 U S T AEAE AR RS S A 728, A (AN R T
AR, TR, e 2R b [R5 A g o

1 MR E B35 3
2. e ZAHME LR IR SR H b
3. AT R A A R T 3

4. 5[] H, e M URS: B A9 30
5. FRIETEE WU Z ke o

6. WIEBAEHATIESS I B A

7. F L[] S AU

VAR U ST REAE AR PR S A 5208, A4S (AN R T
TARYRSE . iR i, BT R bR A R

1 Rz U B A A ()
2. e MBI AMIEZ o

3. W N MUNIRAE P

4. FR2 W IR B VLA

VLR AU SC T I VRl (W) B TART T A FSR . i1
Hh, AR AR L bR A AA .
BB TIHA, X B SR ...

Lo FRAEZEIH R ANk

2. SESROBT Y REIR I R i e )
B FE T ARG b ™A T A AR S
4o AR TR IO,

Openness to Experience (John & Srivastava, 1999) [Study 2 and Study 3]

The following statements are about yourself in daily work

and life. Please indicate to what extent you agree with
each statement.
| see myself as someone who...

.. is original, comes up with new ideas.
.. is curious about many different things.

.. isingenious, a deep thinker.

Eal I o

.. has an active imagination.

PUF AU S T EA B O TARMARE o 345 i, 89
ZRPSE LR mE . A TRE O —RIX

1. AAMAIE, BEAL B 120
2. XIARZ FYHERAT U 2T 00
8coceoe DRRITL, EAERE,

4....... HERMEG S,
(Continues)
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PERSONNEL
“ | WILEY psycHOLOGY MACH

5....isinventive. 5 ooonoe HAE S,

6.... values artistic, aesthetic experiences. 6....... LSRN LR

7.(R) ... prefers work that is routine. 7R)..... A T A . FER st BER TAE .

8.... likes to reflect, play with ideas. 8....... AR MR T

9.(R) ... has few artistic interests. 9(R)...... YA HEEAT LN

10.... is sophisticated in art, music, or literature. 10....... XIEAR . Bk, WEESEARG

Creativity (1-3 Oldham and Cummings (1996); 4-10 developed for the context) [Study 2 and Study 3]

The following statements are about the employee’s DU AU T n )k B (W 44) 0 TAEFT AR . 8
(name) workplace behaviors and outcomes. Please H, B 2 KR R E s ik, M TFHAA......

indicate to what extent you agree with each statement.
Comparing to others...

1. This employee’s work is creative. 13X A0 B A TAEA ik 17 .

2. This employee’s work is original and practical. 2. 3N B AR IR A Y FLSE A .

3. This employee’s work is adaptive and practical. 3. 3K A AR SE s s VR Attt/ b i) TAE 5 2K

4. This employee uses creativity to develop new A KA D3As BT, RIF K& o
customers.

5. This employee uses creativity to maintain the loyalty of 5. XK B1E FE 2, R ERR B 5 10 R
current customers.

6. This employee comes up with creative means and 6. X E G A BRI Ik el S R B 7

channels to sell products.

7. This employee comes up with new and useful methods 73X SR PR S A T
for promotion and sales.

8. This employee suggests customized and personalized 8. BN AR I % B A i (A A=
product packages for different customers.

9. This employee suggests novel and practical ways to 9. XAV i GAAR Y A ST IR AR HE T
manage the store inventory.

10. This employee utilizes new and appropriate ways to 10. XK B SR FHHE GG 24 10 2 A B 5 IR 55

manage after-sales services.

Note: (R) denotes reverse-coded items.

APPENDIX B

Aggregation Analysis for Perspective Taking (Study 3)

In Study 3, the focal employee’s perspective taking was rated by teammates. Before averaging the teammates’ ratings
to compute the focal person’s other-rated perspective taking, we checked whether it would be appropriate to aggre-
gate the ratings to the focal individual level. In particular, we found that the mean of the r,,;) values was .92. Although
thirteen cases had an r,q; lower than the recommended level of .70 (James et al., 1984), we followed recommenda-
tions by Chen et al. (2005) and retained all available cases for analysis. Then we ran analyses by deleting cases with
relatively low r,g; on a case-by-case basis and found that all the hypotheses remained supported. Such results sug-
gested high agreements among teammates’ ratings of a focal employee’s perspective taking. The ICC1 value was .75,
suggesting that the ratios of between-focal-employee-variance to total variance were comparable to or exceeded the
recommended standard (James, 1982). The ICC2 value was .95. Given that the average number of raters for each focal
employee is 6.42 (SD = 3.45), these values are fair and acceptable (Bliese, 1998). Taken together, these results justified

the aggregation of (i.e., averaging) teammates’ ratings of the focal employee’s perspective taking.
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