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Having no negotiation power does
not matter as long as you can

think creatively: the
moderating role of age

Kyriaki Fousiani, Kiki Margaretha Maria De Jonge and
Georgios Michelakis

Department of Psychology, University of Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands

Abstract
Purpose – The literature regarding the effect of power on negotiation strategies remains scattered and
inconsistent. This study aims to propose that the effect of power on negotiation strategies is contingent on
contextual variables but also on individual differences among negotiators. Specifically, the authors
hypothesize that creativity moderates the effect of power such that low-power, as compared to high-power
negotiators, use more collaborative and less competitive strategies and further report lower fixed-pie
perception (i.e. perception of a counterpart’s goals and interests as diametrically opposite to one’s own goals
and interests) when they can be creative. Moreover, the authors hypothesize that negotiators’ age buffers the
moderated effect of power.

Design/methodology/approach – The authors conducted two experiments and a cross-sectional field
study. Participants in Studies 1 and 2 played a negotiation game in dyads. Study 1 manipulated power as
status (manager vs employee), whereas Study 2 manipulated power as Best Alternative to a Negotiated
Agreement (i.e. power to exit the negotiation without a deal). Accordingly, participants in Study 2 had strong
vs weak Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement. In both studies, power was manipulated within dyads.
Moreover, in both studies, the authors manipulated creativity (high vs low) between dyads. The chronological
age of negotiators was measured in both studies and served as an additional moderator. Study 3
(preregistered) aimed to replicate the experiment results in the field.

Findings – Study 1 provided partial support for the hypothesis about collaborative strategies. Study 2 fully
supported the hypothesis about the role of power and creativity on FPP and on collaboration (but not on
competition). Study 3 did not support the power by creativity hypothesis. Interestingly, Studies 1 and 2
supported the power � creativity � age interaction hypothesis when predicting collaboration, while Study 3
supported the three-way interaction when predicting competition. Furthermore, Study 2 provided full support
for the three-way interaction hypothesis when predicting FPP, while Study 3 provided partial support for this
hypothesis. Altogether, the three studies largely replicated and complemented each other and revealed the
robustness of the examined effects.
Research limitations/implications – The findings of this research extend the literature on power on
the one hand and negotiation and conflict management on the other and shed light on the inconsistent results
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regarding the role of power in collaboration and competition (De Dreu, 1995; De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004;
Overbeck and Park, 2001; Overbeck et al., 2006). Additionally, this research reconciles the inconsistent
literature on creativity, conflict management and prosocial behavior (Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gino and
Wiltermuth, 2014; Wilson and Thompson, 2014). Finally, the findings touch upon the aging literature as well
and shed light on the role of age on conflict management (for a review, see Beitler et al., 2018) and on the
interconnection between age, power and creativity.
Practical implications – The findings are relevant to organizations characterized by power asymmetries
(e.g. employee/manager) and inform practitioners about the main determinants of collaboration-based
negotiations at work.

Social implications – The findings extend the literature on power on the one hand and negotiation and
conflict management on the other and shed light on the inconsistent results regarding the role of power in
collaboration and competition.

Originality/value – To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first study investigating the
moderating role of creativity in the relationship between negotiation power and negotiation strategies.
Moreover, the moderating role of participant age in such relationships has been, to date, largely
uninvestigated.

Keywords Power, Collaboration-competition, Fixed-pie perception, Creativity, Age, Negotiation,
Conflict management

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Negotiations happen every day; in social interactions, at work and in the political
landscape. It is, therefore, vital not only to the academic field but also to practitioners to
understand which factors influence negotiations. If there is one factor that plays a
catalyst role in the way that negotiators deal with each other, it is power (Schaerer et al.,
2015).

Research has been inconclusive about the effects of power on the strategies that
negotiators use (Schaerer et al., 2020). On the one hand, some scholars suggest that
powerful, as opposed to powerless, negotiators adopt more competitive strategies for the
mere reason that they can afford to be more demanding and less conceding (De Dreu,
1995; De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004; Van Kleef et al., 2006). On the other hand, research
suggests that powerful negotiators are more collaborative than powerless ones because
they feel responsible for the outcomes of their powerless counterparts (Overbeck et al.,
2006; Overbeck and Park, 2001; see also Fousiani and Wisse, 2022). In a recent study that
aimed to illuminate the effects of power on negotiation strategies, Fousiani et al. (2021)
found that powerful negotiators adopt more collaborative strategies as long as their
power is secure and the status quo stable. The authors concluded that whether or not
power influences negotiation strategies in a positive or a negative way is contingent on
contextual variables.

A factor hindering negotiations and leading to impasses is the negotiators’ tendency to
perceive their goals as perfectly oppositional, although in reality, their goals might be
largely compatible. Especially in situations of power imbalance, such cognitive biases and
goal misperceptions are rather common (for a review, see Brett and Thompson, 2016). To
overcome this so-called fixed-pie perception (FPP; Thompson and Hastie, 1990) and to
promote collaboration rather than competition within negotiation, creative and out-of-the
box thinking is required as creativity encourages cognitive fluency (Amabile, 1997) and
sufficient exploration of alternatives (Bazerman et al., 2000). Accordingly, we investigate the
moderating role of creativity in the relationship between power and negotiation strategies.
Importantly, opposite to prior studies in negotiations that focus on creativity as a
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personality trait (for a review, see Wilson and Thompson, 2014), in this study, we
investigate creativity as a contextual factor.

In addition to this, the matter of changing demographics has entered the picture over
the past few years. Evidence shows that by 2030, people aged 65 and older will make up
about 20% of the population, more than twice the number in 2000 (Hedge et al., 2006).
Importantly, according to the socioemotional selectivity theory (Carstensen, 2006), older
adults prioritize emotional over other needs, pay more attention to social relationships
and, therefore, adopt a more prosocial view of power and use their power in a more
altruistic manner as compared to their younger counterparts (Li and Tsang, 2016).
Accordingly, we argue that age will interact with power and creativity in the prediction
of negotiation strategies.

Collaboration versus competition
Negotiation is a mixed-motive situation (Lax and Sebenius, 1986) requiring the combination
of both collaboration and competition to prosper (Mannix et al., 1989; McKersie et al., 1965;
Raiffa, 1982). Collaboration is defined as the open and honest information exchange, and it
involves high concern for both the self and the opponent, which is expressed through
problem-solving attitude (De Dreu, 2004; Goering, 1997; Raiffa et al., 2007; Roloff et al., 2003;
Weingart and Olekalns, 2004). Competition, on the other hand, is defined as the desire to
maximize one’s individual outcomes and is thus characterized by high concern for the self
and low concern for the opponent and it involves the use of antisocial strategies, such as
lying, manipulation, bluffing and threatening (for a review, see also Lewicki et al., 2020).
Although negotiators are better off when they collaborate with each other to reach mutual
agreements, they also feel encouraged to engage in competition as they seek to maximize
their own outcomes (Lax and Sebenius, 1986).

The role of power in negotiations
In the context of negotiation, power has been conceptualized in two distinct ways. On the
one hand, power is seen as contingent upon contextual factors (Kim and Fragale, 2005) and
stems from the quantity and quality of the available alternatives. This type of power is
called Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement (BATNA; Fisher et al., 2011), and it is
rather unstable as negotiators’ alternatives can vary across time. Negotiators with attractive
BATNAs are more likely to use competitive strategies such as threats (Lawler, 1992) or
manipulation (Gruenfeld et al., 2008) to achieve their own goals (Pinkley et al., 1994). In
contrast, negotiators with fewer or less attractive alternatives (no BATNA) are more
dependent on their counterpart (Murnighan et al., 2004; Stevens and Fiske, 2000; Weber
et al., 2004) and are more likely to use collaborative strategies and engage in problem-
solving (Van Kleef et al., 2004, 2006).

On the other hand, power has a social view as well and may stem from personal qualities
of negotiators, such as status (Magee and Galinsky, 2008; for a review, see Brett and
Thompson, 2016). Power as status has been linked to more prosocial tendencies toward
powerless opponents as it is often translated into responsibility to help low status
individuals (Blader and Chen, 2012; Parlamis and Ames, 2010). Yet, the literature on the role
of power as status on negotiation is scarce. To the best of our knowledge, only three studies
have investigated the role of power as status on negotiation strategies and all three yield
contradictory results. For instance, in a series of experiments, VA Kleef et al. (2006) showed
that no matter what type of power negotiators have – be it BATNA or status – high-power
negotiators behave in a less prosocial manner. In contrast, Brewer et al. (2002), in a field
study, found that neither high nor low status individuals use competitive strategies toward
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their counterparts. However, high status individuals were best able to “integrate” their own
interests and goals with those of their counterparts and collaborate, whereas low status
individuals adopted strategies that would either accommodate the other party or would
indicate avoidance of confrontation with the other person. Finally, in two experiments,
Fousiani et al. (2021) found that high status negotiators are more collaborative as long as
their position is secure and pointed out the importance of contextual factors such as the
negotiation topic in negotiators’ conflict management strategies. More specifically, Fousiani
et al. found that high status negotiators are more collaborative when negotiating topics that
are related to certain tasks (task-related topics) as opposed to topics that touch on power
differences (power-related topics), while the opposite pattern of results was found for low
status negotiators. Interestingly, experienced threat mediated these effects.

To reconcile the literature and illuminate the effect of power on people’s negotiating
strategies, instead of investigating the role of power in isolation, we examine how contextual
factors, namely, possibilities for creative thinking, may influence the effect of power on the
type of strategies that negotiators use. Moreover, given the contradictory findings that field
and experimental studies produce, the current study aims at investigating the hypothesized
relationships both via experimental and field research designs.

Themoderating role of creativity
In most negotiations, nonobvious, mutually beneficial solutions often exist. However,
engaging in problem-solving and examining alternatives that potentially lead to good
solutions is possible through creative idea generation (Bazerman, 2009; Thompson, 2015).
Indeed, idea generation is positively related with the number and the quality of negotiators’
alternatives (Hyder et al., 2000). Creativity is therefore seen as a crucial factor of successful
negotiation (for a review, see Wilson and Thompson, 2014). Creativity is broadly defined as
the generation of ideas that are both novel and useful (Amabile, 1996; Litchfield et al., 2015).
Creative idea generation is increased by using four guidelines: no criticism of own or other
people’s ideas, acceptance of uncommon or strange ideas, encouragement to generate
numerous ideas and doing so by connecting and building upon each other’s ideas (Osborn,
1957).

Despite the positive effects of creativity on problem-solving in negotiations, creativity
has been found to have a dark face as well. Gino and Ariely (2012), for instance, found that
participants who were instructed to think creatively behaved more dishonestly because they
were more capable of justifying their dishonest behavior (Gino and Wiltermuth, 2014).
Similarly, Cropley et al. (2010) reported that creativity facilitates antisocial behavior and
promotes unfair outcomes (Cropley, 2016). In the current study, instead of making claims
about the effects of creativity or power in isolation, we claim that the two variables interact
with each other in the prediction of collaboration or competition.

Research has found that powerful people (as opposed to powerless individuals) are less
influenced by external environmental stimuli andmore influenced by their own dispositions.
Even when they are asked to generate creative ideas on a topic, powerful people’s creativity
is not influenced by their environment (i.e. the instructions that they receive) but stems from
their inner thoughts and attitudes. Importantly, powerful peoples’ behavior toward their
opponents originates from their own social value orientation rather than contextual cues.
The opposite holds for powerless people, who are more likely to be influenced by their
environment as they are more attached to it (Galinsky et al., 2008). Similarly, power
influences how people process information about others (Fiske and Dépret, 1996; Neuberg
and Fiske, 1987): Powerless people, who are more dependent on others, pay closer attention
to information about others to make an accurate estimation of their intentions and behaviors
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and to gain control over their own outcomes. Similar results have been obtained in the
context of negotiation (De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004; Van Kleef et al., 2004, 2006).
Accordingly, one would suggest that low-power negotiators, as opposed to high-power
negotiators, would benefit from contextual stimuli that facilitate negotiation, such as
creativity encouragement, and would disadvantage from contextual stimuli that hamper
negotiation, such as creativity hindering. Differently put, low-power, as opposed to high-
power negotiators, would be more motivated to make use of their opportunity to produce
novel ideas while negotiating with their opponents in an attempt to regain control over their
own outcomes. However, when low-power negotiators are provided with limited possibilities
to think creatively and come up with novel ideas, they would experience increased thereat
due to their inability to improve their position, which would prompt them to act more
competitively. On the contrary, high-power negotiators would be less influenced by the
external prompt to think creatively (or not), and they would rely on their own dispositions
while coming up with possible solutions to a disagreement with their counterpart.

Based on the above, we state the following hypotheses:

H1a. Low-power, as opposed to high-power, negotiators will adopt more collaborative
strategies and less competitive strategies when their context encourages
creativity.

H1b. Low-power negotiators, as opposed to high-power negotiators, will be less likely to
use collaborative strategies and more likely to use competitive strategies when
their context hinders creativity.

In the current paper, besides negotiation strategies, we also investigate the moderating role
of creativity on the relationship between power and FPP. Research shows over 40% of
negotiators are unable to see that their interests are compatible with those of their
counterparts and focus on how to achieve their own rather than mutual goals, hence ending
in impasses (Thompson and Hastie, 1990). To the best of our knowledge, there is no research
showing the role of power on negotiator’s FPP. Building on the aforementioned literature on
power, creativity and negotiation strategies, we expect that creativity will influence the
effect of power on FPP. More specifically, we hypothesize that low-power negotiators, as
opposed to high-power negotiators, will perceive their goals as more compatible to those of
their counterparts when the context encourages creativity, and more incompatible when the
context hinders creativity. Given powerful people’s immunity to external stimuli (Galinsky
et al., 2008), creativity is not expected to influence high-power negotiators’ FPP.
Accordingly, we stated the following hypothesis:

H2. Low-power, as opposed to high-power, negotiators will report lower FPP when their
context encourages creativity and higher FPPwhen the context hinders creativity.

Agemoderates the effect of power, as moderated by creativity
Prior literature has identified some traits that are diagnostic of how people use their power.
For instance, collectivists are more likely to view their power as a tool that enables them to
help others (Torelli and Shavitt, 2010). Similarly, having a communal orientation prompts
people to use power more altruistically (Chen et al., 2001). Interestingly, age has also been
found to influence the way that people view and use their power. More specifically, Li and
Tsang (2016) showed that older adults view their power in a more prosocial way as opposed
to their younger counterparts and underlined the critical role of age in the conceptualization
of power. They further showed that the prosocial way in which older adults view their
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power can be explained by their more limited future time perspective, which prompts them
to focus on emotionally meaningful goals (e.g. satisfying relationships) rather than on goals
that are future-oriented (e.g. seeking new challenges; see socioemotional selectivity theory;
Carstensen, 2006). Importantly, a recent study showed that although people, in general, are
averse to putting in effort and value rewards less when more effort needs to be exerted to
obtain said rewards (Chen et al., 2020; Pessiglione et al., 2018; Shenhav et al., 2017), older
adults are more inclined to attempt equally benefiting both themselves and others and exert
more effort in prosocial work than their younger counterparts (Lockwood et al., 2021). This
finding is particularly relevant to our research as it indicates that older negotiators might be
more willing to exert effort and explore alternative solutions when the context allows (e.g.
when they are given the possibility to think creatively).

Taken together, these findings suggest that both contextual variables (i.e. creativity in
the current study) and individual variables (i.e. age) might influence whether or not power
has positive or negative effects on negotiation. We suggest that negotiators are better able to
engage in collaborating behaviors and assist others – while taking care of themselves –

when they actually have the resources to do so rather than when they do not. After all,
power has been associated to “approach” behaviors, that is, active response to problems and
action-taking, whereas powerlessness has been associated to inhibition, action avoidance
and experienced threat (Keltner et al., 2003). Yet, whether powerful negotiators choose to
actually use their resources to further joint outcomes might be contingent on other variables,
such as their age, which prompts them to notice stimuli in their environment that might be
beneficial to negotiation, and the availability of opportunities for creative solutions.

According to the above literature, we hypothesize that age influences the moderated (by
creativity) effect of power on collaborative versus competitive strategies and fixed pie-
perception. More specifically, we suggest that age changes the direction of the moderated
effect of power: age will prompt powerful negotiators to adopt more collaborative strategies
as long as negotiators can think creatively and come up with mutually beneficial solutions.
This is because older negotiators are more willing to go the extra mile and identify solutions
that satisfy all members involved. Similarly, we hypothesize that powerful negotiators will
view their goals as more compatible with those of their counterpart and will thus report less
FPP when they can be creative and are older.

It is noteworthy that the cutoff age that was used in the above literature was relatively
low as, in most cases, participants were workers. Although the cutoff age for an older
worker is usually 50–55 years (Kaufmann et al., 2017; McCarthy et al., 2014; Strini�c et al.,
2021), the cutoff age increases when one investigates the role of age in the broader
population (after retirement). Kappes et al. (2020) investigated the negotiation outcomes of
younger versus older individuals coming from the broader population and found that age
(with older participants being between 65 and 85) had detrimental effects on negotiation.
This finding is reasonable given the performance losses and perspective-taking difficulties
that come with age (Henry et al., 2013). In the current study, we focus on the role of age of
workers and, therefore, the cutoff age that we are using is the one of older workers (i.e. close
to 50 years old).

According to the above literature, we stated the following hypotheses:

H3a. High-power negotiators, as opposed to low-power negotiators, will adopt more
collaborative strategies when their context encourages (rather than hinders)
creativity andwhen they are older.
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H3b. High-power negotiators, as opposed to low-power negotiators, will be less likely to
use competitive strategies when their context encourages (rather than hinders)
creativity andwhen they are older.

H3c. High-power negotiators, as opposed to low-power negotiators, will report lower
FPP when their context encourages (rather than hinders) creativity and when they
are older.

The hypothesized research model is illustrated in Figure 1.

Overview of the studies
We ran two experiments and a field study to test the above hypotheses. Studies 1 and 2 were
experiments and participants played a negotiation game in dyads. Similar to Fousiani et al.
(2021), Study 1 manipulated power of negotiators as status, whereas Study 2 manipulated
power as BATNA (Van Kleef et al., 2006; Fisher et al., 2011). Study 3 was preregistered in
Open Science Framework and tested the hypotheses in the field. In all three studies, solely
employees occupied for at least 20 h/week were eligible for participation. To test our
hypotheses, we ranmoderation analyses usingModel 3 in Process (Hayes, 2018).

Study 1
Method
Participants. A total of 138 employees living in the UK and the USA were recruited (57.2%
male;Mage = 37.70, SD = 8.16) via Prolific Academic in return for £2.50. In total, 57% of the
participants had university education. The study lasted approximately 35min. In total, 89%
of the participants had previously acquired at least a university degree. A sensitivity power
analysis with G*Power revealed that this sample yields 80% power to detect an interaction
with an effect size of f= 0.16.

Experimental design and procedure. Participants formed 69 dyads, whose members were
randomly assigned based on a 2 (power: high/manager vs low/subordinate employee) � 2
(creativity: high vs low) design. Power was manipulated within dyads, whereas creativity
was manipulated between dyads. Participants were presented with certain “negotiation”
topics (i.e. topics of disagreement) that they were required to negotiate about, and were

Figure 1.
Hypothesized
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informed about the situation at hand, namely, that leader and subordinate disagree on the
number of working days per week and on the deadline to deliver a collaborative project (see
online supplementary material [OSF] for the complete description of the negotiation topics).
To discuss and resolve the conflict, participants were allowed to use a real-time chat. To
allow for a real-time interaction, we used SMARTRIQS (Molnar, 2019), a function within the
Qualtrics survey software. Participants’ objective was to achieve the best possible outcome
for themselves while simultaneously reaching an agreement with their counterpart. During
negotiation with their counterpart, participants were instructed to use a payoff schedule
similar to the one of Fousiani et al. (2021). The payoff schedule presented the available
alternatives of negotiation and their corresponding points. The alternatives and the point
allocation differed between the dyad members, and the latter were unaware of
the alternatives and the points of their counterpart. Importantly, based on the points
accompanying the negotiators’ alternatives, negotiators could possibly logroll (i.e. trade
across issues) and reach mutually beneficial outcomes [see online supplementary material
(OSM) for the payoff schedule]. Participants were presented with the payoff schedule
throughout the negotiation with their opponent, and they had access to it while chatting and
sending their ideas and offers to the opponent. Manipulation checks followed upon
completion of the negotiation task. Subsequently, participants filled in the measures, were
debriefed and thanked.
Manipulations
Power. To make the manipulation of power look more realistic, participants were instructed
to complete the sense of power scale (Anderson and Galinsky, 2006), consisting of eight
items (e.g. “I think I have a great deal of power”; 1 = Not at all true, 7 = Absolutely true; a =
0.87). They were informed that they would be assigned to the role of manager (high-power)
or subordinate employee (low-power) based on their answers to this scale. However, we
subsequently assigned participants to managers or subordinates randomly and we
instructed them to immerse into their role as they would negotiate with their opponent from
the perspective of the role they were assigned to.

Creativity. Creativity was manipulated between dyads based on Osborn’s four rules for
creative idea generation (1957), thus assigning a dyad either to the high creativity condition
or the low creativity condition. More specifically, participants in the high creativity
condition were instructed to brainstorm and come up with as many ideas for a possible
solution as they could, welcome strange and unusual ideas, avoid being judgmental and
combine their own ideas for possible solutions with those of their counterpart. On the
contrary, participants in the low creativity condition were instructed to propose one single
solution, and they were further instructed to do a filler task (namely, list the names of
American food-chains that also exist in Europe). Participants had 10min time to write their
ideas and send them to their opponent.

After receiving the ideas of their counterparts, participants in the high creativity
condition were instructed to try to combine their own ideas with those of the opponent and
send their offers to the opponent. Participants in the low creativity condition were merely
instructed to send an offer to their opponent.
Measures
Manipulation checks. One item served as a manipulation check for experienced power:
“I felt that I was in a more powerful position compared to my counterpart” (1 = Not at all
true, 7 = Completely true). Three items served as manipulation checks for creativity: (e.g.
“I was encouraged to think of as many solutions as possible (even very strange ones) and
share themwith my counterpart”; 1 =Not at all true. 7 = Completely true; a = 0.73).
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Collaboration and competition. We used the homonymous subscales of the Dutch Test for
Conflict Handling (De Dreu et al., 2001) for the measurement of competition (four items, e.g.
“while negotiating the topics withmy colleague, I mostly did the following [. . .] [. . .] I pushedmy
own point of view; a = 0.75”) and collaboration (four items: e.g. “[. . .]I stood for my own and
other’s goals and interests”;a =0.78) (1 =Not at all true, 7 =Absolutely true) [1].

Fixed-pie perception. Fixed-pie perception was assessed via a three-item scale inspired
by Liu et al. (2012) (e.g. “To what extent did you feel that your interests were convergent to
the interests of your counterpart?”; 1 = Not at all, 7 = To a great extent). Unexpectedly, the
scale reliability was very low, a = 0.39, and therefore, we did not include this measure in our
analyses.

The complete scales are presented in the OSM.
Clarity of the instructions of the negotiation. Participants filled in a two-item scale

assessing the extent to which they found the instructions of the payoff schedule clear: “Are
these instructions clear to you?” “I find the instructions of the payoff schedule clear” (1 =Not
at All, 7 =A lot; a = 0.90).

Demographics. Participants indicated their age (in years), their gender, their education
and their profession.

Results
Collaboration was negatively correlated with competition r=�0.34, p< 0.001.

Manipulation checks
We analyzed themanipulation checks of power by means of a 2 (power: high vs low)� 2

(creativity: high vs low) univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA). The main effect of the
power manipulation on perceived power of participants proved to be significant F(1,123) =
139.85, p < 0.001, h2 = 0.53. Participants in the high-power condition (managers) indicated
having experienced higher power (M = 5.42, SD = 1.19) as opposed to participants in the
low-power condition (subordinates) (M =1.51, SD = 0.80). The effect of creativity on
perceived power was nonsignificant. Also, the interaction between power and creativity was
nonsignificant (Fs < 1). We also analyzed the manipulation checks of creativity with a
similar ANOVA. The main effect of creativity manipulation on the perceived creativity of
participants was significant F(1,123) = 6.41, p = 0.01, h2 = 0.05. Participants in the high
creativity condition indicated having experienced higher creativity (M = 5.62, SD = 1.24) as
opposed to participants in the low creativity condition (M = 5.06, SD = 1.26). Neither the
main effect of power nor the interaction effect between power and creativity were
significant. We conclude that our manipulations worked as intended.

Hypothesis testing
Both power and creativity were coded as 1 = low, 2 = high. Power (manager/high vs
subordinate/low) was the independent variable, while creativity (high vs low) and age were
the moderators. Clarity of the instructions of the payoff schedule (M = 5.30, SD = 1.14)
served as a control variable.

Effects of power, creativity and age on collaboration. The overall model was significant
R2 = 0.56, F(8,129) = 20.50, p< 0.001. The main effect of power was significant and showed
that high-power negotiators report using more collaborating strategy as compared with low-
power negotiators. The main effect of creativity was also significant and showed that
negotiators in the high creativity condition collaborated more than negotiators in the low
creativity condition. The main effect of age also came out significant and showed that older
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negotiators were more collaborative as compared with their younger counterparts.
Interestingly, the interaction effect of power and creativity on collaboration was also
significant DR2 = 0.02, F(1,129) = 6.47, p = 0.01 and showed that low-power (M = 3.06), as
opposed to high-power negotiators (M = 5.62) collaborate less when in the low creativity
condition (b = 2.56, SE = 1.07, p = 0.02; 95% confidence interval (CI) [0.45; 4.67]) (Figure 2).
However, the mean difference between high and low-power negotiators was not significant
in the high creativity condition (b =�0.14, SE = 0.98, p = 0.25; 95% CI [�3.08; 0.81]). These
findings provide support forH1b but not forH1a.

Moreover, the interaction between power and age was significant DR2 = 0.02, F(1,129) =
6.95, p = 0.009 showing that high-power (M = 5.31) as opposed to low-power (M = 3.97)
negotiators report being more collaborative when they are younger (b = 1.34, SE = 0.65, p =
0.04; 95% CI [0.06; 2.62]). The interaction between creativity and age also proved to be
significant DR2 = 0.03, F(1,129) = 7.46, p = 0.007 and showed that negotiators in the high
creativity (M = 5.32) as opposed to the low creativity (M = 3.87) condition reported being more
collaborative when they were younger (b= 1.44, SE= 0.62, p= 0.02; 95%CI [0.21; 2.67]).

Table 1.
Regression analyses
results on
collaboration
(Study 1)

Predictor B SE T p 95% CI

Constant �9.59 3.49 �2.75 <0.01 �16.50;�2.68
Powera 6.26 2.35 2.66 <0.01 1.60; 10.92
Creativitya 6.32 2.25 2.81 <0.01 1.87; 10.77
Powera� Creativitya �3.70 1.45 �2.54 0.01 �6.58;�0.82
Ageb 0.27 0.09 2.93 <0.01 0.09; 0.45
Powera� Ageb �0.16 0.06 �2.64 <0.01 �0.29;�0.04
Creativitya� Ageb �0.16 0.06 �2.73 <0.01 �0.28;�0.04
Powera� Creativitya x Ageb 0.09 0.04 2.45 0.02 0.02; 0.17
Clarity of the instructions of the payoff schedulec 0.77 0.07 11.88 <0.001 0.64; 0.90

Notes: aPower and creativity were coded as: 1 = low, 2 = high, bAge was measured as a continuous
variable, cClarity of the instructions was measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = not clear at all, 7 = very
clear). Collaboration was rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all true to 7 = absolutely true) Likert scale

Figure 2.
Collaboration as a
function of power of
negotiator and
creativity (Study 1)
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Finally, the interaction effect between power, creativity and age was significant DR2 = 0.02,
F(1,129) = 6.03, p = 0.02 and showed that low-power (M = 5.16) as opposed to high-power
(M = 4.42) negotiators collaborate more when in the low creativity condition but when they
are older (b = �0.75, SE = 0.36, p = 0.04; 95% CI [�1.46; �0.05]). The mean difference
between high and low-power negotiators did not differ in any other conditions. These results
provide partial support forH3a in that they indicate that age buffers the moderated effect of
power (by creativity) on collaboration. See Table 1 for the relevant statistics.

Effects of power, creativity and age on competition. The overall model was not significant
R2 = 0.06, F(8,129) = 0.99, p = 0.44. Accordingly, none of the main or interaction effects came
out significant. These findings do not supportH1b andH3b.

Discussion
Study 1 manipulated power via negotiator’s status (manager vs subordinate employee),
similar to Fousiani et al. (2021) and creativity via the creativity rules of Osborn (1957).
Although we did not state any main effect hypotheses, we found that power, as well as
creativity and age of negotiators each had a positive main effect on the use of collaboration.
Prior research suggests that power as status has a more prosocial and thus collaborative
shade (Overbeck et al., 2006), which might explain the positive effect of power on
collaboration. The positive effect of creativity on collaboration does not come as a surprise
given the linkage between creativity and problem-solving (for a review, see Wilson and
Thompson, 2014). Finally, the positive effect of age on collaboration might be explained by
the prosocial and nonconfrontational attitude of older adults (Davis et al., 2009; Yeung et al.,
2015; for a review, see Beitler et al., 2018).

Most importantly, the power by creativity interaction was significant and showed that
low-power negotiators report lower collaboration when in the low creativity condition,
which provides support for H1b (but not for H1a). Interestingly, the three-way interaction
between power, creativity and age was significant and showed that age buffers
the moderated effect of power (by creativity) on collaboration. Unexpectedly, the results
were not significant for the high creativity condition, and, therefore, this study does not
provide sufficient evidence to support H3a. Finally, none of the effects on competitive
strategy were significant, and thus, H3bwas not supported. Furthermore, the low reliability
of the fixed-pie perception scale did not allow us to testH2 andH3c.

Besides, the power by age interaction was significant and showed that high-power, as
compared with low-power negotiators are more collaborative when they are younger. This
finding is unexpected and at first glance contradicts previous results on the prosocial use of
power by older people (Li and Tsang, 2016). However, it might reveal younger negotiators’
need to engage in problem-solving (i.e. collaboration), possibly for instrumental reasons
(Schenk et al., 2021), when they have sufficient power to do so. Moreover, the creativity by
age interaction was significant and showed that negotiators in the high creativity condition
were more collaborative the younger they were. This result reveals the readiness of younger
adults to use more collaborative strategies when having the possibility to think creatively,
which might stem from the higher cognitive flexibility and cognitive abilities of younger
adults (Hartshorne and Germine, 2015), and might enable them to make better use of their
opportunity to generate creative ideas when in conflict. Future research should further
investigate the interaction between age, creativity and power in the prediction of people’s
attitude and behavior when negotiating with others.

Study 1 operationalized power as status and despite some overlaps between the two
concepts (Magee and Galinsky, 2008), status and power are not identical constructs. Study 2
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addresses this limitation through a similar experimental design where power is manipulated
as BATNA, the most common way of viewing power in negotiations (Fisher et al., 2011).

Study 2
Method
Participants. A total of 160 employees living in the UK were recruited via Prolific Academic.
From those, 154 participants were successfully matched with another participant (49.4%
male;Mage = 36.90, SD = 10.45). Participants were paid £2.5 for a 30-min task. The majority
of participants (62.3%) had previously acquired at least a university degree. A sensitivity
power analysis with G*Power revealed that this sample yields 80% power to detect an
interaction with an effect size of f= 0.15.

Experimental design and procedure. Participants formed 77 dyads, whose members were
randomly assigned based on a 2 (power: strong BATNA vs weak BATNA) � 2 (creativity:
high vs low) design. As in Study 1, power was manipulated within dyads and creativity
between dyads. Participants were instructed to imagine that they are colleagues with their
experimental counterpart and that they needed to resolve two issues on which they
disagreed, namely, the precise period of summer holidays along with the precise duration of
this holiday (see OSM for the complete description of the negotiation topics and the
instructions to participants). Similar to Study 1 participants were presented with a payoff
schedule for each of the two issues, which presented the alternatives that they had as well as
the points that they could earn per alternative provided that they had a deal (see OSM for the
payoff schedule). The negotiation procedure was similar to the one described in Study 1.
Manipulations
Power. Power was manipulated via BATNA, and the instructions to participants were
inspired by Van Kleef et al. (2006). High-power negotiators were informed that in case of no
deal between the two participants, their request would receive priority by their boss, while
the exact opposite was said to the low-power member of the dyad. This means that high-
power participants would end up with more points than their low-power counterparts in
case of no deal. Still, the points in the payoff schedule were such that even the powerful
negotiators could be better off if they tried to find another, mutually agreed solution (see
OSM for the complete instructions on the payoff schedule).

Creativity. Creativity wasmanipulated similar to Study 1.
Measures
Manipulation checks. Four items served as manipulation checks [e.g. I was in a better
negotiation position than my colleague” [2] (1 = Totally Disagree, 7 = Totally Agree); a =
0.90]. Moreover, a four-item scale (1 = Not at all True, 7 = Completely True) was used as
manipulation check for creativity (e.g. “I was encouraged to think creatively during this
negotiation”, a = 0.90). The full scales of the manipulation checks are presented in the OSM.

Collaboration and competition. We used the same scales as in Study 1. Both scales had a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.82.

Fixed-pie perception. We assessed FPPwith two items [“To what extent did you feel that
your colleague’s interests/desires were directly opposite to your own?” and “To what extent
did you feel that your interests/desires in this negotiation were compatible (=aligned/
similar) to those of your colleague?”; 1=Not at all, 7=To a great extent; a= 0.74].

Finally, we measured clarity of the instructions of the negotiation, similar to Study 1
(a = 0.89). The same demographic characteristics, including age, were assessed similar to
Study 1.
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Results
Correlations between study variables are presented in Table 2.

Manipulation checks
The main effect of the power manipulation on perceived power of participants was
significant F(1,150) = 92.51, p < 0.001, h2 = 0.38. Participants in the high-power condition
indicated having experienced higher power (M = 4.29, SD = 0.63) as opposed to participants
in the low-power condition (M = 3.32, SD = 0.62). The main effect of creativity manipulation
on the perceived creativity of participants was significant F(1,150)= 71.78, p < 0.001, h2=
0.32. Participants in the high creativity condition indicated having experienced higher
creativity (M = 4.84, SD = 0.83) as opposed to participants in the low creativity condition
(M = 3.58, SD = 1.01). The effect of creativity on perceived power was nonsignificant. Also,
the interaction between power and creativity was nonsignificant (Fs < 1). Neither the main
effect of power nor the interaction effect between power and creativity on perceived
creativity were significant. Our manipulations worked as intended.

Hypothesis testing
Both power and creativity were coded as 1 = low, 2 = high. Clarity of the instructions of the
payoff schedule (M= 5.00, SD= 0.94) served as control variable.

Effects of power, creativity and age on collaboration. The overall model was significant
R2 = 0.29, F(8,145) = 7.36, p < 0.001. The main effect of power was significant and showed
that high-power negotiators report using more collaboration as compared with their low-
power counterparts. The main effect of creativity was also significant and showed that
negotiators in the high creativity condition collaborated more than negotiators in the low
creativity condition. The main effect of age was also significant and showed that older
negotiators were more collaborative as compared with their younger counterparts. Most
importantly, the interaction effect of power and creativity on collaboration also proved to be
significant DR2 = 0.05, F(1,145) = 9.95, p = 0.002 and showed that low-power (M = 6.56), as
opposed to high-power negotiators (M = 4.56) collaborate more when in the high creativity
condition (b = �2.00, SE = 0.72, p = 0.006; 95% CI [�3.42; �0.58]) (Figure 3). The mean
difference between high and low-power negotiators was not significant in the low creativity
condition (b = 1.43, SE = 0.81, p = 0.08; 95% CI [�0.17; 3.04]). These findings provide full
support forH1a but not forH1b.

Moreover, similar to Study 1, the interaction between power and age was significant
DR2 = 0.03, F(1,145) = 6.40, p = 0.01 showing that high-power (M = 6.02) as opposed to low-
power (M = 4.34) negotiators are more collaborative when they are younger (b = 1.68, SE =
0.65, p = 0.01; 95% CI [0.39; 2.98]). The interaction between creativity and age also came out
significant DR2 = 0.05, F(1,145) = 9.37, p = 0.003 and showed that negotiators in the high

Table 2.
Pearson correlations
coefficients, means

and standard
deviations (Study 2)

Study variables 1 2 3 M (SD)

1. Collaborationa 1 �0.19* �0.52*** 5.42 (1.03)
Competitiona 1 0.33*** 3.30 (1.27)
Fixed-pie perceptionb 1 2.94 (1.46)

Notes: aCollaboration and competition were rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all true to 7 = absolutely
true) Likert scale, bFixed-pie perception was rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all, 7 = to a great extent)
Likert scale, *p< 0.05; ***p< 0.001
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creativity (M = 6.36) as opposed to the low creativity (M = 4.56) condition reported more
collaboration when they were younger (b= 1.80, SE= 0.64, p= 0.006; 95%CI [0.53; 3.06]).

Finally, the interaction effect between power, creativity and age was significant DR2 = 0.05,
F(1,145) = 9.10, p = 0.003 and showed that high-power (M= 5.81) as opposed to low-power (M =
5.26) negotiators collaborate more when in the high creativity condition and when they are older
(b = 0.55, SE = 0.28, p = 0.05; 95% CI [�0.01; 1.10]) (Figure 4). In contrast, low-power (M = 5.68)
as compared with high-power (M = 5.09) negotiators reported collaborating more when in the
high creativity condition and when they were younger (b = �0.58, SE = 0.28, p = 0.04; 95% CI
[�1.13; �0.03]). These results replicate and extend the findings of Study 1 and provide support
forH3a. See Table 3 for the relevant statistics.

Effects of power, creativity and age on competition. The overall model was significant
R2 = 0.14, F(8,145) = 2.96, p = 0.004. However, similar to Study 1, none of the main or
interaction effects came out significant. These findings do not supportH1b andH3b.

Figure 4.
Collaboration as a
function of power of
negotiator, creativity
and age (Study 2)
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Figure 3.
Collaboration as a
function of power of
negotiator and
creativity (Study 2)
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Effects of power, creativity and age on fixed-pie perception. The overall model with FPP as a
dependent variable was significant R2 = 0.12, F(8,145) = 2.52, p = 0.01. The main effect of
power was significant and showed that high-power negotiators report lower FPP as
compared with low-power negotiators. The main effect of creativity was also significant
and showed that negotiators in the high creativity condition report lower FPP than
negotiators in the low creativity condition (see Table 4 for the relevant statistics). The main
effect of age was not significant. Importantly, the interaction effect of power and creativity
was significant DR2 = 0.04, F(1,145) = 6.10, p = 0.01 and showed that low-power (M = 1.86),
as opposed to high-power negotiators (M = 4.38) report lower FPP when in the
high creativity condition (b = 2.52, SE = 1.13, p = 0.03; 95% CI [0.28; 4.75]). The mean
difference between high and low-power negotiators was not significant in the low creativity
condition (b = �1.71, SE = 1.28, p = 0.18; 95% CI [�4.24; 0.81]). These findings provide
support forH2.

Moreover, the interaction between creativity and age was significant DR2 = 0.03, F(1,145) =
4.75, p = 0.03 showing that negotiators in the low creativity condition (M = 3.75) as opposed to
high creativity condition (M = 1.88) tended to report higher FPP when they were younger (b =
�1.88, SE = 1.01, p = 0.07; 95% CI [�3.87; 0.12]). The interaction between power and age was
not significant.

Table 4.
Regression analyses
results on fixed-pie
perception (Study 2)

Predictor B SE t p 95% CI

Constant 13.88 4.61 3.01 <0.01 4.77;�22.99
Powera �5.95 2.81 �2.12 0.04 �11.49;�0.40
Creativityb �5.98 2.69 �2.22 0.03 �11.29;�0.67
Powera� Creativitya 4.23 1.71 2.47 0.01 0.85; 7.62
Ageb �0.21 0.12 �1.82 0.07 �0.45; 0.01
Powera� Ageb �0.14 0.07 1.88 0.06 �0.01; 0.28
Creativitya �Ageb 0.15 0.07 2.18 0.03 0.01; 0.29
Powera � Creativitya� Ageb �0.10 0.05 �2.32 0.02 �0.19;�0.02
Clarity of instructionsc �0.42 0.12 �3.45 <0.001 �0.66;�0.18

Notes: aPower and creativity were was coded as: 1 = low, 2 = high, bAge was measured as a continuous
variable. cClarity of instructions was measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = not clear at all, 7 = very
clear). Fixed-pie perception was rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all, 7 = to a great extent) Likert scale

Table 3.
Regression analyses

results on
collaboration

(Study 2)

Predictor B SE t p 95% CI

Constant �5.49 2.93 �1.88 0.06 �11.27;�0.29
Powera 4.86 1.78 2.73 <0.01 1.35; 8.38
Creativitya 5.46 1.71 3.20 <0.01 2.09; 8.83
Powera� Creativitya �3.43 1.09 �3.15 <0.01 �5.58;�1.28
Ageb 0.20 0.07 2.65 <0.01 0.05; 0.34
Powera� Ageb �0.12 0.05 �2.53 0.01 �0.21;�0.03
Creativitya� Ageb �0.14 0.04 �3.06 <0.01 �0.22;�0.05
Powera� Creativitya� Ageb 0.09 0.03 3.02 <0.01 0.03; 0.14
Clarity of instructionsc 0.55 0.08 7.12 <0.001 0.40; 0.71

Notes: aPower and creativity were coded as: 1 = low, 2 = high, bAge was measured as a continuous
variable, cClarity of instructions was measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = not clear at all, 7 = very
clear). Collaboration was rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all true to 7 = absolutely true) Likert scale
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Finally, the interaction effect between power, creativity and age was significant DR2 = 0.03,
F(1,145) = 5.39, p = 0.02 and showed that high-power (M= 2.47) as opposed to low-power
(M = 3.27) negotiators tend to report lower FPP when in the high creativity condition and
when they are older (b =�0.80, SE= 0.44, p = 0.07; 95% CI [�1.68; 0.07]). See Table 4 for the
relevant statistics. These results provide full support forH3c.

Discussion
Study 2 showed that power, creativity and age positively influence negotiators’ willingness
to collaborate with their opponents. However, the positive main effect of power, in
particular, is somewhat unexpected given that this study manipulated power as BATNA,
which has been found to be positively related with the use of competitive tactics (Magee
et al., 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2006). The inconsistency in the literature, on the role of power in
conflict management strategies that negotiators are using, strengthens our claim that the
role of power is contingent upon contextual variables (Fousiani et al., 2021), and it can
fluctuate when investigated in isolation. Importantly, and in line with H1a, low-power, as
compared with high-power negotiators, reported having used more collaboration when in
the high creativity condition. This finding is consistent with prior research showing that
low-power individuals are more sensitive to environmental stimuli (Galinsky et al., 2008),
pay much attention to contextual cues (Van Kleef et al., 2004, 2006) and shape their attitude
based on them. In contrast, high-power individuals are immune to contextual stimuli
(Galinsky et al., 2008), and therefore, irrespective of whether the context stimulates
creativity their collaborative attitude is not influenced. However, these findings were only
complementary to those of Study 1, as in Study 1, we found that low-power negotiators, as
opposed to high-power negotiators, used less collaborative strategies when creativity was
hindered.

Finally, in line with H3a, high-power negotiators reported having used more
collaborative strategies when they were encouraged to think creatively but were also older.
This result replicates Study 1 and extends prior literature that shows that people’s typical
aversion to putting effort and their tendency to discount rewards by the amount of effort
they are expected to put toward obtaining them (Chen et al., 2020). It appears that this does
not hold for older people, they are willing to go the extra mile to benefit not only themselves
but also others (Lockwood et al., 2021). We further found that low-power negotiators
reported using more collaboration when in the high creativity condition and younger. This
finding might be explained by the instrumental goals of low-power individuals, especially
when they are younger (Schenk et al., 2021), which prompts them to make use of any
opportunity they are offered to think creatively and find mutually beneficial solutions to
conflicts with powerful others.

As in Study 1, none of the main or interaction effects on competitive strategy were
significant, and thus,H3bwas not supported. Overall, we see that in this kind of negotiation
games, where participants come together and play in dyads, self-reported collaboration is
more likely to be influenced than self-reported competition. This result is in line with the
findings of Fousiani et al. (2021), who used a similar experimental design.

Furthermore, we found the main effects of power and creativity on FPP to be significant
and negative, which is in line with, and complements our abovementioned findings that
power and creativity are positively related with the use of collaborative tactics. Most
importantly, we showed that low-power negotiators report seeing the pie as less fixed when
in the high creativity condition, which fully supports H2. This strengthens our claim that
low, as opposed to high-power negotiators make better use of opportunities in their
environment (i.e. creativity) to see their goals with the (powerful) counterpart as more
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compatible than oppositional. After all, it is in the best interest of powerless individuals to
find possible ways to combine their goals with those of the powerful others and think of
possible ways to “extend the pie” given their dependency on their powerful counterparts
(Murnighan et al., 2004; Stevens and Fiske, 2000; Weber et al., 2004). Finally, in line with
H3c, power and creativity interacted with age in the prediction of FPP. More specifically, we
found that high-power, as opposed to low-power negotiators, are less likely to see the pie as
fixed when in the creativity condition and when they are older. This finding extends our
findings on the use of collaboration and strengthens our argument that age of negotiators
buffers themoderated effect of power (by creativity).

Although the interaction effects of power with creativity and age seem to be robust and
replicate across the two studies, a major limitation of Studies 1 and 2 is that they are
experimental and thus lack external validity. Study 3 (preregistered) is a field study aiming
to address this limitation.

Study 3
Method
Participants. A total of 226 employees living in the UK were recruited via Prolific (40.7%
male; Mage = 39.39, SD = 10.39). The study lasted 10–12min approximately, and
respondents were paid £0.70. for their participation. Nearly half of the respondents had
successfully completed their bachelor studies (42%). Eligible participants were previously
involved in conflict with a coworker and had to negotiate with them. A sensitivity power
analysis with G*Power revealed that this sample yields 80% power to detect an effect size of
r= 0.11.

Procedure. Participants were requested to mentally revisit a disagreement in the
workplace that they were called to negotiate and resolve. Participants were given time to
roughly describe the nature of disagreement and consequent to that, they were assessed on a
series of measures pertaining to the nature of the disagreement, its aftermath, and their
general approach toward conflicts.
Measures
Relative power. Relative power was assessed with the nine-item scale of Van Kleef et al.
(2006) (e.g. “Who do you think had the strongest position in the negotiation?”; 1 = Definitely
the Other Person, 7 =Definitely Myself) a= 0.91.

Creativity. Creativity was measured with an adjusted, 10-item version of the
Organizational Encouragement subscale of the KEYS scale (Amabile, 1995; Amabile et al.,
1996)[3]. A sample item was: “While discussing possible solutions to this disagreement/
conflict [. . .] I was free to think of new ideas on how to deal with the conflict/disagreement at
hand” (1 =Not at all, 7 =To a great extent; a = 0.96).

The full list of scales and their corresponding items can be found in the OSM.
Collaboration and competition. We used the same scales as in Studies 1 and 2.

Competition had a reliability of a = 0.79 and collaboration had a reliability of a = 0.75.
Fixed-pie perception. FPP wasmeasured with the same scale as in Study 2 (a = 0.64).
The same demographic characteristics as in Studies 1 and 2 were measured.

Results
We first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to ensure that our variables were distinct
from one another. In the analysis, we included relative power, creativity, collaboration,
competition and FPP. The model fit was acceptable [x2= 1,139.97, degrees of freedom (df ) =
367, p< 0.001; root mean square error of approximation index (RMSEA) = 0.097; confidence
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interval (CI) [0.09; 0.10]; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.85; standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) = 0.06].

Correlations between study variables are presented in Table 5.

Hypothesis testing
Effects of power, creativity and age on collaboration. The overall model was significant R2 =
0.31, F(7,218) = 14.10, p < 0.001. However, none of the main or interaction effects came out
significant. These findings do not supportH1a, H1b andH3a.

Effects of power, creativity and age on competition. The overall model was significantR2 =
0.06, F(7,218) = 2.09, p = 0.04. None of the main effects were significant. Unexpectedly, the power
by creativity interaction was not significant either. However, the power by age interaction came
out significant (b =�0.02, SE = 0.008, t =�2.70, p< 0.01; 95% CI [�0.04;�0.006]), DR2 = 0.03,
F(1,218) = 6.35, p = 0.002 and showed that power of negotiators had a negative effect on forcing
when negotiatorswere older (b=�0.29, SE= 0.12, p= 0.01; 95%CI [�0.52;�0.06]).

Most importantly, similar to Studies 1 and 2, the interaction effect between power,
creativity and age was significant (b = �0.01, SE = 0.004, t = �2.75, p = 0.007; 95% CI
[�0.02; �0.003]), DR2 = 0.03, F(1,218) = 7.54, p = 0.007 and showed that the effect of power
on competition is negative when negotiators are creative and older (b = �0.55, SE = 0.18,
p = 0.002; 95% CI [�0.90;�0.20]) (Figure 5). In contrast, the effect of power on competition is

Figure 5.
Competition as a
function of power of
negotiator, creativity
and age (Study 3)
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Table 5.
Pearson correlations
coefficients, means
and standard
deviations (Study 3)

Study variables 1 2 3 4 5 M (SD)

1. Powera 1 0.41*** 0.33*** �0.06 0.11 4.10 (1.31)
Creativityb 1 0.54*** �0.07 0.21*** 3.56 (1.58)
Collaborationc 1 0.03 0.32*** 4.52 (1.22)
Competitionc 1 0.22** 4.73 (1.23)
Fixed-pieb 1 4.18 (0.86)

Notes: aPower was rated on a seven-point (1 = definitely the other person to 7 = definitely myself) Likert
scale, bCreativity and fixed-pie perception were rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all, 7 = to a great extent)
Likert scale. Collaboration and competition were rated on a seven-point (1 = not at all true, 7 = absolutely
true) Likert scale; **p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001
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positive when negotiators are creative but younger (b = 0.33, SE = 0.16, p = 0.04; 95% CI
[0.01; 0.66]). These results extend the findings of Studies 1 and 2 and provide support for
H3b.

Effects of power, creativity and age on fixed-pie perception. The overall model was
significant R2 = 0.10, F(7,218) = 3.59, p = 0.001. The main effect of power was not
significant. The main effect of creativity was significant and positive (b = 0.11, SE = 0.04,
t = 2.99, p = 0.003; CI [0.04; 0.19]). The main effect of age was also significant and positive
(b = 0.02, SE = 0.006, t = 2.62, p = 0.01; CI [0.004; 0.03]). Unexpectedly, the interaction effect
of power and creativity on FPP was not significant. H2 was, therefore, not supported.
Moreover, no other two-way interactions came out significant. However, similar to Study 2,
the interaction effect between power, creativity and age was significant (b = �0.01, SE =
0.003, t = �3.16, p = 0.002; 95% CI [�0.01; �0.003]), DR2 = 0.04, F(1,218) = 9.37, p = 0.003
and showed that the effect of power on FPP is positive when negotiators are older but less
creative (b = 0.21, SE = 0.08, p = 0.01; 95% CI [0.05; 0.38]). The effect of power was not
significant for the high creativity slopes. These results provide partial support forH3c.

Discussion
Study 3 aimed to replicate the results of Studies 1 and 2 in the field. Unexpectedly, and
opposite to Studies 1 and 2, the power by creativity interaction was not significant for any of
the outcome variables. These results did not support H1a, H1b and H2. However, we did
find support for H3b since the interaction between power, creativity and age proved to be
significant when predicting competitive strategies. Indeed, in line with our predictions, we
showed that relative power has a negative effect on competition when negotiators are
creative and older. These findings, although do not replicate the findings of Studies 1 and 2
(where the effect of power, as moderated by creativity and age, was significant when
predicting collaboration rather than competition), complement the results we obtained in
Studies 1 and 2. We further found that relative power has a positive effect on competition
under high levels of creativity when individuals are younger, which reveals the important
role of age as a buffer in the interactive effects between power and creativity. It is possible
that powerful individuals, when being able to think and act creatively, act in a less beneficial
for others manner and thus exert more dominating strategies in their social interactions with
others. This finding is in line with prior research pointing to some of the potential dark sides
of creativity, namely, that creativity can also result in dishonesty and cheating behavior
(Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gino and Wiltermuth, 2014). However, it should be mentioned that
this finding is inconsistent with what we observed in Study 2, which might be due to the
different methods we used across the studies.

Finally, we found partial support for H3c and showed that relative power of older
individuals has a positive effect on FPP under low levels of creativity. This finding actually
features creativity as an important variable that might be able to change the effect of power
(as moderated by age) in the prediction of negotiation-related outcomes. Taken together,
these results show that in order for power to be beneficial in negotiations and conflict
situations, power should be combined with increased opportunities for creative thinking/
acting but also with older age of the involved members. It is noteworthy that opposite to
Study 2, the main effect of creativity on FPP was positive, which again points to the dark
sides of creativity in certain situations (Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gino and Wiltermuth, 2014).
The positive effect of age on FPP is rather unexpected and opposite to the literature which
has consistently shown that older individuals are more prosocial and less confrontational
(for a review, see Beitler et al., 2018). Yet, prior research using a higher age cutoff (i.e.
recruiting retired older individuals/nonworking population) had found that older adults
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lacked perspective taking and were more likely to achieve poorer outcomes in negotiations
(Kappes et al., 2020). Future research should further investigate the interactive effects of
power, creativity and age on negotiation and conflict. In the General Discussion, we provide
clearer suggestions for future research.

General discussion
Power plays a decisive role in negotiations (Schaerer et al., 2015). Despite ample research on
the role of power in negotiators’ strategies, the literature on the matter remains inconsistent
and the findings inconclusive (De Dreu, 1995; De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004; Overbeck et al.,
2006). To illuminate the literature, the current study investigated the effect of power on
collaboration and competition in negotiations, but also on the FPP of negotiators, not in
isolation but as moderated by creativity and age of negotiators. First, we hypothesized that
power of negotiators would interact with creativity – conceived as a contextual factor – such
that low rather than high-power negotiators would perceive less incompatibility between
their goals and the goals of their powerful counterpart when creativity was encouraged
rather than hindered. Moreover, low-power negotiators were expected to be more
collaborative and less competitive as compared with high-power negotiators when given the
opportunity to think creatively rather than when creative thinking was discouraged. We
tested our hypotheses in two experiments where we manipulated negotiators’ creativity and
power as status (Study 1) and as BATNA (Study 2), and in a field study (Study 3). Study 1,
although it failed to test the hypothesis on FPP, did provide partial support for our
hypothesis about collaborative strategies. Study 2 fully supported our hypothesis about the
role of power and creativity on FPP and on collaboration (but not on competition). Study 3
did not support the power by creativity hypothesis. Our findings are consistent with
previous research suggesting that powerless people are more motivated to explore clues that
would enable them to understand their opponent (De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004).

The second goal of this contribution was to investigate the moderating role of
negotiators’ age in the power by creativity interaction. Older as opposed to younger adults
view their power in a more prosocial manner (Li and Tsang, 2016). Besides, older individuals
are more willing to exert effort to benefit themselves and others (Lockwood et al., 2021). This
last finding might reveal the readiness of older negotiators to use any possibility to think
creatively – whenever they are given such possibility – in a way that allows mutually
beneficial solutions. Accordingly, we hypothesized that age would buffer the moderated
effect of power on FPP and on collaboration and competition of negotiators. We specifically
hypothesized that high-power, as opposed to low-power negotiators would report lower FPP
and competition and more collaboration when they are highly creative and older. Study 2
provided full support for our hypothesis on FPP, while Study 3 provided partial support for
this hypothesis. Studies 1 and 2 supported our hypothesis on collaboration, while Study 3
supported our hypothesis on competition. Altogether, our three studies largely replicated
and complemented each other and revealed the robustness of the examined effects.

Yet, we also observed inconsistencies in our results across the three studies; for
example, in Study 1, we found support for the hypothesis that low-power negotiators
engage in less collaborative strategies when their creativity is hindered. However, in
Study 2, we found that low-power negotiators engage in more collaborative strategies
when encouraged to think creatively. Although complementary, these results do not
replicate across Studies 1 and 2. Importantly, Study 3 failed to replicate the above results
in the field. Similarly, the moderating effects of age were not always consistent across the
three studies. The inconsistent patterns are in line with our argumentation that there
have been inconclusive findings regarding the literature on power and collaboration
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versus competition (De Dreu, 1995; De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004; Overbeck et al., 2006).
Future research might investigate the role of other contextual or personality variables
that might influence the role of power in negotiation. For instance, neuroticism,
agreeableness and extraversion, which have been found to influence negotiation
strategies (Ma, 2005), are closely related to the experience and perception of power
(Karkoulian et al., 2009) and might ,therefore, influence the negotiation strategies of
powerful versus powerless individuals to use in negotiations. Furthermore, the stability
of the status quo, and therefore, the sense of power stability, is a relevant contextual
variable that has been found to influence powerful and powerless individuals’ behavior
(Fousiani et al., 2021; Wisse et al., 2019). We suggest that future research investigates
how stability versus instability of power position influences the effect of power in
negotiations.

Strengths and limitations of the study
This contribution has several strengths. One of the strengths is the combination of both
experimental and field studies. Another strength is that across the three studies, we
operationalize power as status (Study 1), BATNA (i.e. negotiation power; Study 2), and as
relative power (Study 3) and we replicate the observed findings across studies. Similarly, we
manipulated creativity according to the Osborn (1957) rules (Studies 1 and 2), but we also
measured it (Study 3). Finally, for the assessment of the core variables, we used well-
established and previously published scales.

Despite these strengths, this study has a number of limitations as well. For instance, the
sample size of Study 1 was small, and the reliability of the FPP scale was low. Moreover, in
all the three studies, we relied on self-reported data. Although actual behavior of negotiators
in the experiments (Studies 1 and 2) could have been coded, the information that we were
able to code was not sufficient to make conclusions about negotiators’ behavior. Future
research should include behavioral measures to assess competition and collaboration of
negotiators. In a similar vein, for a behavioral assessment of FPP, future research should use
the fixed-pie perception measure established by Thompson (1991) asking participants to
estimate the counterpart’s payoffs for the integrative issues. Additionally, this study did not
examine the negotiation outcomes of participants but only focused on the negotiation
strategies they used. Finally, we did not include any mediating variables, and thus, our
findings are mute when it comes to explanatory mechanisms that underlie the examined
effects. Hence, this contribution should be seen as a useful first step toward a more fine-
grained understanding of the relationship between power and negotiators’ reactions.

Theoretical and practical implications
As regard the theoretical implications, the findings of this research extend the literature on
power on the one hand and negotiation and conflict management on the other, and shed light
on the inconsistent results regarding the role of power in collaboration and competition (De
Dreu, 1995; De Dreu and Van Kleef, 2004; Overbeck and Park, 2001; Overbeck et al., 2006).
Additionally, this research reconciles the inconsistent literature on creativity, conflict
management and prosocial behavior (Gino and Ariely, 2012; Gino and Wiltermuth, 2014;
Wilson and Thompson, 2014). Finally, our findings touch upon the aging literature as well
and shed light on the role of age on conflict management (for a review, see Beitler et al., 2018)
and on the interconnection between age, power and creativity.

As far as the practical implications are concerned, the current findings might be relevant
to organizations characterized by power asymmetries (e.g. employee/manager) and might
inform practitioners about the main determinants of collaboration-based negotiations at
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work. For instance, organizations might take into consideration the role of creativity in
collaboration and provide employees with more opportunities for creative thinking when in
conflict with coworkers. Moreover, practitioners should consider employees’ age during
conflicts, as age seems to influence the way that powerful members use opportunities for
creative thinking. More specifically, our findings suggest that older managers would be
better negotiation representatives, especially when they have the freedom to generate novel
ideas to tackle the issues at hand. Finally, these findings can be useful to the broader society
as disagreements and conflicts are inherent in all kinds of relations, be it interpersonal,
intragroup or intergroup.

Conclusion
The current research suggests that the role of power in negotiations is contingent upon
contextual variables and should not be examined in isolation. More specifically, opportunities for
creative thinking during negotiation influence the effect of power on fixed-pie-perception,
collaboration and competition. Finally, age of negotiators buffers themoderated effect of power in
negotiation.

Notes

1. Besides collaboration and competition, in all three studies, we additionally measured
compromising, accommodation and avoiding as these strategies are also included in the DUTCH
scale. Given that the focus of the current contribution is on collaboration and competition, we do
not report the results on these measures in the manuscript. However, these additional data are
included in the publicly available data sets on OSF.

2. One item of the originally four-item scale was deleted due to low consistency with the other
items.

3. Items from KEYS are reprinted, for research purposes only, with the permission of Teresa M.
Amabile, PhD. We adjusted the original items of the organizational encouragement subscale to
the specifics of this study after acquiring written permission.
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Appendix

Study 1
Instructions, negotiation topics and manipulations

High power. Please have a look at the two topics (in the below) that you will negotiate with your
subordinate.

Topic 1: “working hours per week.” In the company you are working at, a standard
working week is 36 h. You, leader, want your subordinate to work fewer hours per day but more days
per week. Your subordinate disagrees. Your subordinate wants to work more hours per day but fewer
days per week.

Topic 2: “deadlines of deliverable.” You need to set the deadlines for the deliverables of a
project on which both of you (you and your subordinate) have been working jointly. You disagree
with one another on the deadlines that are set for the deliverables. You, leader, want to submit the
project deliverables earlier, whereas your subordinate wants to submit later.

Your goal is to find a solution with your subordinate that would satisfy both, you and your
subordinate, as much as possible. In other words, you are invited to negotiate with the goal to achieve
joint outcomes.

Low power. Please have a look at the two topics (in the below) that you will negotiate with your
leader.

Topic 1: “working hours per week.” In the company you are working at, a standard
working week is 36 h. You, subordinate, prefer to work more hours per day but fewer days per week.
Your leader disagrees. Your leader wants you to work fewer hours per day but more days per week.

Topic 2: “deadlines of deliverables.” You need to set the deadlines for the deliverables of a
project on which both of you (you and your leader) have been working jointly. You disagree with one
another on the deadlines that are set for the deliverables. You, subordinate, want to submit the
project deliverables later, whereas your leader wants to submit earlier.

Your goal is to find a solution with your leader that would satisfy both, you and your leader, as
much as possible. In other words, you are invited to negotiate with the goal to achieve joint outcomes.

High creativity.We believe it is important for negotiators to first brainstorm and generate creative
ideas for the solution of a disagreement and then discuss the ideas with their counterparts. For this
reason, we ask you to follow our suggestions:

Take some time to think of possible ideas and type them down below.
� Please try to come up with as many ideas, solutions or suggestions as you can think of

concerning the disagreement at hand.
� All ideas are allowed, even very strange or nonfeasible ideas. Actually, usually the

wildest or strangest ideas are the most creative ideas. Please type all your ideas,
solutions or suggestions here. Keep in mind that what you write in the following box are
only your ideas and will not be sent to your leader/subordinate.

You have 5min for this. After 5min, you are automatically referred to the next page. Then, you can
chat with your leader/subordinate to discuss the issue.

Low creativity. Please try to come up with a possible solution concerning the disagreement at
hand. Please type your proposed solution here. Keep in mind that what you write in the following box
is only your proposed solution and will not be sent to your leader/subordinate.

(Filler task): After you are done with this task, we would like to ask you to do something
different: “Please think of as many American food-chains as possible that exist in Europe.” You can
type the names of the food chains in the same box with your proposed solution (the names of the food
chains should follow your proposed solution).
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You have 5min for this. After 5min, you are automatically referred to the next page. Then, you
can chat with your leader/subordinate to discuss the issue.

Payoff schedule. As you will see in the payoff schedule, there are seven different options. Discuss
with your counterpart and try to jointly choose one of the seven options of the payoff schedule. How
to use the payoff schedule:

� You reach an agreement only if both of you, the leader and the subordinate, agree on the
same option (example: you have both agreed on option 5 on the payoff schedule).

� The option that you have mutually agreed upon informs you about the points that you
have earned or lost (As you will see, there are options with negative points as well,
meaning that you lose points if those options are selected).

� If you select a different option from your counterpart (example: the leader selects option
5 and the subordinate selects option 3 on the topic), you do not reach an agreement and
you both earn 0 points on this topic.

The payoff schedule of your counterpart is different from yours. Also, although the points that you
earn will not be converted into money, please take the payoff schedule as seriously as possible. Please
go to the next page to start the chat with your leader/subordinate. Then you will be asked to indicate
the number of the selected option in the box that will follow. After 3min in the chat, you are
automatically referred to the next page.

Leader’s (High-power negotiator’s) payoff schedule and allocated points.
Subordinate’s (low power negotiator’s) payoff schedule and allocated points.
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Manipulation checks
Power
In this negotiation. . .

I felt that I was in a more powerful position compared to my counterpart.
(1 = Not at all true, 7 = Completely true).

Creativity
In this negotiation. . .

� I generated many creative ideas regarding how to address the issues at hand.
� I was encouraged to think of as many solutions as possible (even very strange ones) and

share them with my counterpart.
� I was encouraged to combine the solutions that I generated with the solutions that my

counterpart proposed to me.
(1 = Not at all true, 7 = Completely true).

Measures
Sense of power scale
(Anderson and Galinsky, 2006)

How would you characterize yourself?
� I can get people to listen to what I say.
� My wishes do not carry much weight. (R)
� I can get others to do what I want.
� Even if I voice them, my views have little sway. (R)
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� I think I have a great deal of power.
� My ideas and opinions are often ignored. (R)
� Even when I try, I am not able to get my way. (R)
� If I want to, I get to make the decisions.

(1 = Not at all true, 7 = Absolutely true).

Competition and Collaboration – The Dutch test for conflict handling
(De Dreu et al., 2001)

While negotiating the topics with my colleague, I mostly did the following:
Competition (forcing).

� I pushed my own point of view.
� I searched for gains.
� I fought for a good outcome for myself.
� I did everything to win
Collaboration (problem-solving).

� I examined issues until I found a solution that really satisfied the other party and me.
� I stood for my own and other’s goals and interests.
� I examined ideas from both sides to find a mutually optimal solution.
� I worked out a solution that served my own as well as other’s interests as good as

possible.
(1 = Not at all true, 7 = Absolutely true).

Fixed-pie perception
(adapted version from Liu et al., 2012)

While negotiating the two topics
� To what extent did you feel that your counterpart’s interests were directly opposite to

your own?
� To what extent was making a deal with your counterpart feasible in your opinion? (R)
� To what extent did you feel that your interests were compatible to the interests of your

counterpart?
(1 = not at all, 7 = to a grant extent).

Study 2
Instructions and negotiation topics
Imagine that you are working for a company and it’s time to plan your summer holiday absence!

Holiday policy. In your company, the holiday period is between 1st of July and 15th of September
while the duration of employees’ holidays ranges between 9 and 14 days (14 days in a row is the
maximum one can get).

Your problem:
Topic 1. The problem is that both you and a colleague of yours would like to go on holiday exactly
at the same period, namely, during the 1st and 2nd week of July. This is a problem because your boss
cannot approve your leave even if it slightly overlaps with the leave of another colleague.
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Topic 2. Moreover, both you and your colleague wish to take a leave for 14 days at once.
However, your boss cannot grant 14 days of holidays to both of you simultaneously as this would
cause delays in several projects. You can only take 14 days of holiday if your colleague accepts to
take fewer days off. Otherwise, you will have to take fewer days off.

In the following step, you are invited to negotiate with your colleague and see whether you can
reach an agreement.

You reach an agreement only if both of you agree on the exact period of your summer holidays
and on the exact duration of your holidays.

Manipulations
High power
Important to know before you start negotiating: In the unfortunate event that you do not reach an
agreement with your colleague, your boss will have to decide for the both of you.

Your boss is willing to prioritize your request over your colleague’s on the basis that you have a
large family and you cannot be very flexible regarding holidays. In that case, neither your colleague
nor you will get a leave exactly when you want it and for your preferred duration.

Thus, even though your boss’s decision will be, to some extent, adjusted to your preferences,
which is a big advantage for you, you might be better off if you negotiate and try to reach an
agreement with your colleague.

Low power
Important to know before you start negotiating: In the unfortunate event that you do not reach an
agreement with your colleague, your boss will have to decide for the both of you.

Your boss is willing to prioritize your colleague’s request over yours on the basis that your
colleague has a large family and is rather inflexible regarding holidays. In that case, neither your
colleague nor you will get a leave exactly when you want it and for your preferred duration.

However, your boss’s decision will be, to some extent, adjusted to your colleague’s preferences.
This is a big disadvantage for you. Therefore, you might be better off if you negotiate and try to
reach an agreement with your colleague.

High creativity
We believe it is important for you, negotiators, to first brainstorm and think of many possible ideas
before discussing the issues with your counterparts.

The issue is: “Both me and my colleague want to have holidays during the same period (1st and
2nd week of July) and for as long as possible (14 days in a row). This is not possible for both of us.”
Please think of many possible ideas on how to resolve both topics of disagreement (time and duration
of absence) and write your ideas down. For this: Try to come up with as many ideas, solutions or
suggestions as you can think of. This increases the chances that you think of creative ideas to solve
both issues. Aim to think out-of-the-box: try to come up with new, wild or seemingly unfeasible ideas.
Such original ideas are actually very helpful to solve negotiation issues! No idea is too strange or
weird at this point, let all your ideas flow to come to new ideas. Do not criticize your own ideas. Try
to combine your ideas and build on them to come to new ones. Keep in mind that what you write will
not be sent to your colleague.

You have up to 6min for this task. After 6min, you are automatically referred to the next page.
After 5min, the “next” button will appear and you can manually proceed to the next page, where you
will chat with your colleague. During the chat, you will be able to see the ideas you’ve written down.
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Low creativity
Please try to come up with one possible solution concerning the disagreement with your colleague on
both topics (time and duration of holidays) and write it down below.

After you are done with this task, we would like to ask you to do something different: Please,
think of as many American food-chains as possible that exist in Europe and type the names of the
food-chains in the same box with your proposed solution (the names of the food chains should follow
your proposed solution). Keep in mind that what you write will not be sent to your colleague.

You have up to 6min for this. After 6min, you are automatically referred to the next page. After
5min, the “next” button will appear, and you can manually proceed to the next page; if you want to,
you will chat with your colleague.

Payoff schedule
In real life, it is not always possible to implement our ideas or proposed solutions. Instead, we are
often presented with fixed alternatives, and we are invited to choose among them. Therefore, to
simulate this real-life issue, we will now present you with certain options that you can see in the
payoff schedule below. Imagine that these are the alternatives that your boss proposes. You have to
discuss with your colleague and agree on one single option per topic!

Instructions on how to use the payoff schedule: Each option of the payoff slip corresponds to
earned points. Your goal is to earn as many points as possible while arriving at a consensus on both
negotiation topics. The points in your colleague’s payoff schedule might differ from yours; however, it
is still possible to find options that fulfill both colleagues’ wishes. Essentially, you will first discuss the
options with your colleague and agree on one of them. After that, you are asked to enter the number
from the payoff schedule that corresponds to the option that you and your colleague jointly selected.

After 3min in the chat, you are automatically referred to the next page. Please take some time to read the
payoff schedule very carefully so that you know howmany points each alternative per topic might give you.

High power payoff schedule and allocation of points.
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Low power payoff schedule and allocation of points.

Manipulation checks
Power
Based on my boss’s intentions about how to deal with the holiday issue

� I was in an advantageous position compared to my colleague.
� I was in a better negotiation position than my colleague.
� My colleague was in a better negotiation position than me.
� My colleague was in a disadvantaged position compared to me.

(1 = Totally disagree, 7 = Totally agree).

Creativity
During the negotiation.

� I was encouraged to think creatively during this negotiation.
� I was encouraged to combine the solutions that I generated with the solutions that my

colleague proposed to me.
� I was encouraged to come up with even strange and unusual ideas while thinking of

possible solutions.
� I was encouraged to think “out of the box” while generating ideas for possible solutions.
(1 = Not at all true, 7 = Completely true).
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Study 3
General information
Even in the best collaborations, it is possible that people get into conflicts with others or disagree
with how things should be done [. . .] Think of a conflict (i.e. strong disagreement on an important
issue) you have had (or you still have) with another person at your work over the past sixmonths.

The conflict should preferably be work-related, and it should be between you and a colleague,
your supervisor/manager or a subordinate employee (i.e. someone who holds an inferior position than
yours).

The conflict/disagreement that you think of, must be a conflict that required some sort of
negotiation between you and the other person (e.g. you had to discuss about it and come up with
possible solutions). Please focus on this very conflict while filling in this questionnaire. . .

In the following page, we are requesting answers regarding the specifics of the conflict. The
conflict, I will focus on while answering the questions to follow, involves me and a subordinate
employee/colleague/my supervisor/other (please indicate).

Measures
Relative power
(Van Kleef et al., 2006)

While negotiating this issue (e.g. while discussing or arguing about this issue)
� Who do you think had the strongest position in the negotiation?
� Who do you feel had most influence on the course of the negotiation?
� Who do you feel had the most power in the negotiation?
� Who do you think had the best basis to negotiate?
� Who do you feel had the best negotiation position?
� Who do you feel was most in control of the situation?
� Who do you feel was the most powerful person in the negotiation?
� Who do you think was most dependent on the other during the negotiation?
� Who do you feel needed the other most during the negotiation?

(1 = Definitely the other person, 7 = Definitely myself).

Creativity
Organizational encouragement subscale of the KEYS scale (Amabile, 1995; Amabile et al., 1996)*

While discussing possible solutions to this disagreement/conflict:
� I was encouraged to solve the problem at hand by thinking creatively (out-of-the-box).
� I was free to think of new ideas on how to deal with the conflict/disagreement at hand.
� I was free to develop creative ideas on how to solve the issue at hand.
� I was allowed to “take risks” (to come up with unusual ideas) when thinking of possible

solutions to this disagreement/conflict.
� I was expected to think of creative solutions to the conflict/disagreement at hand.
� I was encouraged to come up with creative ideas on how to deal with this issue.
� I was free to express unusual ideas on how to solve the conflict or disagreement at hand

without the fear of being called stupid.
� I felt recognized for coming up with creative ideas when trying to find a solution to the

disagreement at hand.
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� I felt rewarded for thinking of creative ideas when trying to solve this conflict/
disagreement.

� I had a free flow of ideas.
(1 = Not at all, 7 = To a great extent).

©1987, 2009 Teresa M. Amabile, PhD and Center for Creative Leadership. All Rights Reserved.
*Items from KEYS are reprinted, for research purposes only, with the permission of Teresa M.

Amabile, PhD. We adjusted the original items of the organizational encouragement subscale to the
specifics of this study after acquiring written permission.
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