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CHAPTER 3
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ABSTRACT 

Prior research has shown that formal power – a type of formal social structure – can make 
individuals more creative, but that groups of individuals with high power fail to achieve high 
creative performance. It is also well established that informal social structures influence creative 
performance in the workplace. However, we know much less about the conditions under which 
interactions between formal and informal social structures shape creative performance 
in the workplace. Focusing on dyads and their creative performance, we address this gap 
by looking at the interplay between formal power (a)symmetry (i.e., interactions between 
individuals of the same or different ranks) and Simmelian friendship ties (i.e., ties embedded 
in friendship cliques). Two network studies conducted in a biopharmaceutical company and a 
market research organization revealed that dyadic creative performance is higher in power 
asymmetric dyads than in power symmetric dyads and that Simmelian friendship ties reduce 
the difference in creative performance between the two types of dyads. Our work advances 
research on social network and creativity by showing that friendship cliques work as a strong 
situation that fosters dyadic creative performance, especially for power symmetric dyads that 
tend to face more collaborative challenges. We contribute to the literature on power and on 
creativity by studying the impact of power asymmetry on dyadic creative performance. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Since innovation is an essential source of competitive advantage it is important for organizations 
to stimulate their employees’ creativity, defined as the production of novel and useful ideas 
(Zhou & Hoever, 2014). It is well established that employees’ social environment influences 
their creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996; Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017). 
The social environment is characterized by formal social structures – i.e., systems of formally 
assigned relationships such as formal hierarchical arrangements (Gulati & Puranam, 2009; 
Keum & See, 2017; McEvily, Soda, & Tortoriello, 2014) – and informal social structures, the patterns 
of interpersonal relations that emerge (Cattani & Ferriani, 2008; Gómez-Solórzano, Tortoriello, 
& Soda, 2019). While both types of social structures co-exist in the workplace, when explaining 
creative performance most research has focused on one or the other (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 
2015; Keum & See, 2017; Sosa, 2011; Tortoriello, McEvily, & Krackhardt, 2015) with the exception 
of research into boundary-spanning ties which integrates both (Dokko, Kane, & Tortoriello, 
2014; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010). This is problematic as the interplay between formal and 
informal social structures may lead to unexpected outcomes given the influence each type of 
social structure has on actors’ access to resources, affect, and behaviors (McEvily et al., 2014; 
Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017). A recent call to bridge the “missing link” between formal and 
informal social structures (McEvily et al., 2014) has led to increased attention to this problem 
(e.g., Maoret, Tortoriello, & Iubatti, 2020). This paper contributes to this issue by attempting to 
further elucidate creative performance in the workplace as a result of the interplay between 
formal power asymmetry and Simmelian friendship ties in dyadic interactions. 
	 Regarding formal social structures, we focus on formal power asymmetry in dyads 
(hereafter power asymmetry) because formal power is a pervasive feature of social 
organization in the workplace where employees tend to occupy different ranks in a formal 
hierarchy (Diefenbach & Sillince, 2011; Yap, Madan, & Puranam, 2022). We study the effect of 
power asymmetry on dyads’ creative performance because any pattern of social interaction 
can be broken down into exchanges between two people (Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012) yet 
little is known about the impact of formal power on dyads’ creative performance and studies 
at other levels of analysis do not provide answers. While power has a positive individual-level 
effect on creativity (Ibarra, 1993; Sligte et al., 2011), this effect does not aggregate linearly; at 
the collective level, interactions between powerful individuals spark conflict and hurt creativity 
(Hildreth & Anderson, 2016). To resolve this tension, we propose that, compared to power 
symmetry, power asymmetry impacts dyads’ creative performance because it facilitates 
conflict resolution (Greer & van Kleef, 2010) and fosters positive affect (Tiedens & Fragale, 
2003; Tiedens, Unzueta, & Young, 2007), two key antecedents of creative performance (Isen et 
al., 1985; Taggar, 2002). 
	 Regarding informal social structures, we study the moderating effect of Simmelian 
friendship ties, which refer to a pair of friends who share a common third friend. We focus on 
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Simmelian ties because prior research has shown that Simmelian friendship ties influence 
conflict resolution and positive affect (Colbert, Bono, & Purvanova, 2016; Krackhardt, 1998; 
Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018), the antecedents of creativity amenable to power asymmetry. 
However, unlike other informal social structures, embeddedness in triadic structures was 
argued to fundamentally change the social dynamics of dyads (Simmel, 1950). While in 
the absence of Simmelian ties, members of a dyadic relationship are freer to retain their 
individuality, in the presence of common friends they become subject to the norms of this 
larger group (Krackhardt, 1999). Although Simmelian ties have been found to promote 
creative performance due to the social dynamics and stability they engender (Tortoriello 
& Krackhardt, 2010; Wu & Chang, 2013), they can also harm creative performance when 
individuals face incompatible behavioral expectations from instrumental and affective groups 
(Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019). For dyadic creative performance, the normative influence of 
affective groups, therefore, may be more pronounced in case of power symmetry. It may not 
necessarily act synergistically with the instrumental formal arrangement of power asymmetry. 
	 Empirically, we conducted two network studies, one in a biopharmaceutical company 
(Study 1; n = 458 dyadic relationships) and one in a market research organization (Study 2; n 
= 650 dyadic relationships) to examine the effects these social structures and their interplay 
have on dyadic creative performance. We find that power asymmetric dyads achieve higher 
creative performance than power symmetric dyads. However, the difference in achieved 
creative performance is reduced when power (a)symmetric dyads are embedded in Simmelian 
friendship ties. Simmelian friendship ties appear to be more beneficial for power symmetric 
dyads, who likely benefit from the communal mechanisms these triadic structures bring to 
the social interactions. Surprisingly, Simmelian friendship ties were found to also benefit the 
creative performance of power asymmetric dyads indicating that power asymmetry and 
Simmelian friendship ties are complementary. This suggests that the performance of ties 
embedded in formal and informal arrangements with seemingly incompatible normative 
expectations may not always be harmed but may sometimes benefit from the multiplicity of 
norms they can rely on to guide behaviors.
	 Our work makes three contributions. First, insights into how formal power and Simmelian 
friendship ties interact to shape dyadic creative performance answer a relatively recent call 
to integrate formal and informal social structures to explain performance in the workplace 
(Hunter, Bentzen, & Taug, 2020; Maoret et al., 2020; McEvily et al., 2014). To the best of our 
knowledge these structures have only been studied separately (Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019; 
Sligte et al., 2011; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010; Wu, Chang, & Sha, 2016). By studying their 
interaction, we show that Simmelian friendship ties ameliorate the creative performance 
of power symmetric dyads and, surprisingly, also of power asymmetric dyads. Second, we 
provide further evidence that the social environment is a key predictor of differences in the 
creative performance of dyads which is a promising, yet highly underexplored unit of analysis 
for creativity research (Zhou & Hoever, 2014). The nascent literature on dyadic creative 
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performance has mostly focused on explaining the creative benefits of dyads vs larger groups 
(Bellis & Verganti, 2020; McGrath, 2015; Nijstad et al., 2003; Rouse, 2020) and has been less 
concerned with differences between dyads (Fliaster & Schloderer, 2010). Finally, we contribute 
to the literature exploring the effects power has on creativity, which has mainly focused on 
individual creativity (Gervais et al., 2013; Sligte et al., 2011) or has contrasted the effect power 
has on joint creativity of groups composed of individuals with the same igh level of power 
(Hildreth & Anderson, 2016). 

3.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.2.1 Power Asymmetry and Dyadic Creative Performance
Creativity refers to the production of novel and useful ideas in any domain (Amabile, 1996). 
Following prior research, we define dyadic creative performance as “the creative contribution 
of the dyad as an entity to an organization’s creative outcome” (Fliaster & Schloderer, 2010, p. 
1516). We expect that formal power asymmetry, i.e., a difference in formal rank, is an important 
feature of social relationships that leads to higher levels of dyadic creative performance for 
the following reasons.
	 First, people’s behaviors are largely driven by social cues from the context in which they 
are situated (Mischel, 1977; Rhodes et al., 2020). Power asymmetry in the workplace functions 
as a strong situation, meaning that this situation provides clear signals about what is expected 
(Cooper & Withey, 2009; Mischel, 1977), because it provides role clarity, or cues in terms of 
lines of direction and deference (Kwaadsteniet & van Dijk, 2010; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003). 
Individuals lower in formal rank are expected to respond more submissively to those of higher 
rank (Anderson & Brown, 2010; Magee & Galinsky, 2008) and prior research has shown that 
individuals with lower rank defer to those with a higher rank in dyadic interactions and, because 
of this deference, voluntary cooperation increases (Galinsky et al., 2012; Kwaadsteniet & van 
Dijk, 2010; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003). 
	 Second, in order to achieve high levels of dyadic creative performance, the dyad’s 
members should engage in effective conflict resolution whereby perceived incompatibilities 
between two or more parties are resolved in mutually satisfying ways (Greer & van Kleef, 
2010). Conflicts tend to impair creative performance because they decrease dyad’s members 
ability to perceive, process and evaluate information effectively (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; 
de Wit, Jehn, & Scheepers, 2013; Farh et al., 2010) and elicit negative emotions (Jehn, Greer, 
Levine, & Szulanski, 2008; Yang & Mossholder, 2004). Moreover, while moderate levels of task 
conflicts can benefit creative performance at early stages of projects (Farh et al., 2010), even 
this type of conflicts can easily escalate and co-occur with other types of conflicts that harm 
creative performance (de Wit et al., 2013; Yang & Mossholder, 2004). Effective conflict resolution 
is therefore of great importance for dyadic creative performance since it allows individuals to 
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share and recombine information needed for the development of creative ideas (Chen, Liu, & 
Tjosvold, 2005; Jehn et al., 2008; Tjosvold, Wong, & Feng Chen, 2014).
	 Power asymmetry promotes more effective conflict resolution than power symmetry 
(Galinsky et al., 2012; Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Sondak & Bazerman, 1991). Power asymmetry 
allows members of a dyad to act in accordance to their role in the hierarchy and helps them 
to prioritize their goals, desires, and actions, which ameliorates conflict resolution by reducing 
competitive behaviors (Galinsky et al., 2012; Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Wiltermuth, Tiedens, 
& Neale, 2015). In addition, prior research has emphasized that in order to resolve conflict 
effectively it is important that the involved parties engage in open discussions where they 
can present their viewpoints, needs and desires and thereby reach to a common agreement 
(Behfar, Peterson, Mannix, & Trochim, 2008; Tjosvold et al., 2014). Regarding this, empirical 
work has shown that power asymmetry (vs power symmetry) in dyadic interactions lead to 
effective information exchange leading dyads to better joint outcomes (Wiltermuth et al., 2015). 
In essence, dominance complementarity allows dyads’ members to present their viewpoints 
and desires as in these conversational dynamics each dyadic member fulfills different roles 
where dominant members generally state their desires and submissive members generally 
ask questions to figure out ways to satisfy their own desires (Wiltermuth et al., 2015). Taken 
together, these behavioral patterns found in dyadic interactions with power asymmetry (Greer 
& van Kleef, 2010; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003; Wiltermuth et al., 2015) and the general tendency 
to defer to individuals with higher rank (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003) 
make it easier to resolve conflicts effectively compared to power symmetry where competitive 
behaviors are more likely (Galinsky et al., 2012; Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Wiltermuth et al., 2015).
	 Third, we expect higher dyadic creative performance in power asymmetric dyads 
compared to power symmetric ones because of positive affect. Like effective conflict resolution, 
positive affect allows dyads to exchange and recombine resources, such as information, in 
novel ways (Campbell, 1960; Isen et al., 1985; Mednick, 1962; Simonton, 2010). There is extensive 
research on the relationship between emotions and creativity that shows that having positive 
emotions expands one’s ability to make associations between unrelated pieces of information, 
among other cognitive benefits (Baas et al., 2008; Isen et al., 1987). Having positive interactions 
also increases one’s motivation to collaborate and engage in information exchanges, which are 
essential for generating creative ideas and elaborating them further (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 
2017; Sosa, 2011). 
	 Power asymmetry, compared to power symmetry, in dyadic interactions has been found 
to lead to higher levels of comfort and more enjoyable experiences (Tiedens & Fragale, 
2003; Tiedens et al., 2007). This empirical work has argued that, in dyadic social interactions, 
individuals experience hierarchy as more enjoyable given its behavioral complementarity in 
terms of dominance inducing submissiveness and vice versa (Dryer & Horowitz, 1997; Tiedens 
& Fragale, 2003; Tiedens et al., 2007). Tiedens and colleagues (2007) further explain that 
dyads’ members engage in dominance complementary because people unconsciously desire 
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hierarchical differentiation and positive interactions, especially in social interactions where 
hierarchy is evidently beneficial such as when accomplishing tasks or projects with another 
person. Not only is dominance complementarity source of positive affect, hierarchy has 
also been argued and found to fulfil psychological needs, such as self-efficacy, that promote 
positive affect (Friesen, Kay, Eibach, & Galinsky, 2014; Zlatev, Halevy, & Tiedens, 2016). Friesen 
and colleagues (2014) explain that hierarchies, compared to equality, convey more structure 
or predictable patterns of behaviors to social actors, which helps them experience a higher 
sense of control and minimize negative affect such as feelings of anxiety that accompany 
unpredictable situations. 
	 Taken together, these arguments suggest that power asymmetric dyads, relative to power 
symmetric dyads, experience more effective conflict resolution and more positive affect in their 
social interactions given the orderly behavioral complementarity. We therefore expect that 
power asymmetric dyads, relative to power symmetric dyads, achieve higher levels of creative 
performance. This leads us to hypothesize:

H1. Power asymmetric dyads achieve greater creative performance than power symmetric 
dyads.

3.2.2 The Moderating Effect of Simmelian Friendship Ties
We have argued that power asymmetry, relative to power symmetry, is positively related to 
dyadic creative performance because it benefits effective conflict resolution and positive 
affect. This suggests that other structural characteristics that influence conflict resolution and 
positive affect should moderate the effect of power asymmetry on dyadic creative performance. 
In the workplace, power (a)symmetric dyads do not exist in isolation but are embedded in 
larger networks of relationships that may influence employees’ behaviors through interfering 
social cues (Krackhardt, 1999; Mischel, 1977; Rhodes et al., 2020). We draw on social network 
theories related to triadic structures and expressive ties to argue that Simmelian friendship 
ties moderate the effect of power (a)symmetry on dyadic creative performance because of 
their influence on conflict resolution and positive affect. 
	 Inspired by Simmel’s (1950) theory of triadic structures, Krackhardt (1998, p. 24) defined 
Simmelian ties as follows: “Two people are Simmelian tied to one another if they are reciprocally 
and strongly tied to each other and if they are each reciprocally and strongly tied to at least 
one third party in common”. A Simmelian tie can then be defined as a tie embedded in a 
clique as a clique denotes a subset of three or more actors in which everyone is connected 
to each other (Krackhardt, 1999). We investigate Simmelian ties because Simmel posited that 
the presence of even one third party changes everything about a dyadic relationship: while 
members of a dyadic relationship are freer to retain their individuality, Simmelian friendship 
ties make them members of a group to which the norms of this larger group apply. 
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	 According to Krackhardt (1999), Simmelian ties lead to moderated conflicts, reduced 
individuality, and reduced bargaining power. The first consequence is of particular importance 
for dyadic creative performance as Simmel explained that conflicts are more effectively 
managed and resolved when dyads’ members are part of a triad vs solely members of a dyadic 
relationship (Krackhardt, 1999; Simmel, 1950). When third parties are invested in a focal dyadic 
relationship they can serve as mediators who can reformulate and present the concerns of 
the other parties leading them to consensus (Krackhardt, 1998, 1999). Conflict resolution can 
even occur with more passive interventions toward dyads’ members such as dyadic members 
being heard and comforted by a common third party (Krackhardt, 1998, 1999). Given these 
consequences Simmelian ties have been argued and found to promote collaboration (Gómez-
Solórzano et al., 2019; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010) and to be stable across time (Krackhardt, 
1998). For these reasons, Simmelian ties should be especially relevant to power symmetric 
dyads (vs power asymmetric dyads) who face more collaborative challenges and less effective 
conflict resolution. 
	 We focus on Simmelian friendship ties because employees tend to sustain relationships 
with colleagues for affective as well as work-related reasons. Friendship ties, in general, have 
been found to lead to high levels of positive affect in the workplace presumably because they 
offer resources that foster happiness and well-being and because they satisfy humans’ need 
to belong (Clark & Watson, 1988; Colbert et al., 2016). Simmelian friendship ties, in particular, 
because of their stability, promote the emergence of communal norms (according to which 
individuals are expected to provide support based on their friends’ needs) and give rise to the 
socioemotional goals to enhance friends’ affective and relational well-being (Krackhardt, 1999; 
Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). Therefore, Simmelian friendship ties are charged with positive 
affect since the members of these cohesive social structures are intrinsically motivated to 
enhance the affective and relational well-being of their clique (Krackhardt, 1998; Pillemer & 
Rothbard, 2018). 
	 We argue that these characteristics and consequences of Simmelian ties generally 
and Simmelian friendships ties specifically are likely to enhance the creative performance 
of power symmetric dyads, relative to power asymmetric dyads. In a nutshell, in the absence 
of hierarchy in power symmetric dyads, Simmelian friendship ties provide dyad members 
with communal mechanisms that ameliorate conflict resolution and increase positive affect. In 
contrast, the co-existence of hierarchical and communal mechanisms in power asymmetric 
dyads with Simmelian friendship ties brings about incompatible behavioral expectations, thus, 
dyad members are likely to gain less from these affective ties. 
	 Power Symmetric Dyads. Power symmetric dyads that are embedded in Simmelian 
friendship ties are likely to have higher dyadic creative performance compared to power 
symmetric dyads that are not embedded in Simmelian friendship ties because of more 
effective conflict resolution and higher positive affect. Regarding the former, we have argued 
above that power symmetric dyads, relative to power asymmetric ones, tend to engage in 
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more conflicts due to competitive behaviors and less dominance complementarity making it 
difficult to collaborate (Galinsky et al., 2012; Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Wiltermuth et al., 2015). 
However, when power symmetric dyads are embedded in Simmelian friendship ties, these 
closed triadic structures help minimize competitive behaviors and promote collaboration 
because individuality and bargaining power are reduced (Krackhardt, 1998, 1999). Krackhardt 
(1998, 1999) explained that, with Simmelian ties, dyads’ members suppress their self-interest in 
favor of the group’s interest because those who do not comply with the communal norms that 
characterize friendship relationships risk being excluded from their friendship clique (Pillemer 
& Rothbard, 2018). The stability of Simmelian friendship ties also allows for the development 
of trust and a common understanding of acceptable behaviors through repeated interactions 
(Krackhardt, 1998; Rhodes et al., 2020). Furthermore, if conflicts arise, conflict resolution is 
more effective in power symmetric dyads embedded in Simmelian friendship ties. Friends in 
common serve as “mediators” between the dyad’s members (Krackhardt, 1999). 
	 In addition, we have explained above that the absence of a hierarchy in power symmetric 
dyads makes it unclear how to behave, which increases the likelihood that actions are 
perceived as illegitimate and unsatisfying (Jost, 2019) eliciting negative affect. However, 
embeddedness in Simmelian friendship ties may counteract this effect of power symmetry 
because the affective nature of Simmelian friendship ties promotes positive affect. Friendship 
ties are related to positive affect since they enhance one’s sense of belonging, well-being, 
self-esteem, and happiness (Clark & Watson, 1988; Colbert et al., 2016; Craig & Kuykendall, 
2019). Regarding this, individuals feel valued by their friends who voluntarily provide them 
with their limited resources and help them satisfy their need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 
1995; Craig & Kuykendall, 2019). Simmelian friendship ties are particularly well suited to satisfy 
individuals’ need to belong. As Baumeister and Leary (1995) explained, social relationships 
should involve frequent interactions, stability and affective concern in order to satisfy the need 
to belong and all these characteristics are found in Simmelian friendship ties (Krackhardt, 
1998, 1999). Indeed, friendship ties without common friends can weaken and dissolve more 
easily than Simmelian friendship ties (Krackhardt, 1998) making it more difficult to sustain a 
sense of belonging and positive affect. While dyads’ members could obtain sources of positive 
affect from other relationships, it is particularly important that power symmetric dyads are 
embedded in Simmelian friendship ties to experience positive affect given the aforementioned 
collaborative challenges they face. In addition, trust is likely to emerge and prevail in embedded 
relationships (Coleman, 1988) such as Simmelian friendship ties where dyadic members 
belong to the same friendship clique. Therefore, in power symmetric dyads with Simmelian 
friendship ties even if a dyadic member would behave in a more domineering manner it is 
unlikely that the counterpart will feel negative affect as members trust their friends’ intentions 
to care for their well-being since friends are expected to look after each other’s interests 
(Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). 
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	 Power Asymmetric Dyads. We expect the dyadic creative performance of power asymmetric 
dyads to be lower in the presence of Simmelian friendship ties because the combination of 
power asymmetry and Simmelian friendship ties leads to less effective conflict resolution 
and less positive affect. As explained above, power asymmetric dyads, compared to power 
symmetric ones, have more effective conflict resolution due to the social cues or behavioral 
expectations for dominance and deference attached to a formal hierarchical arrangement. 
However, when power asymmetric dyads are embedded in Simmelian friendship ties they 
encounter additional communal norms that are incompatible with hierarchical norms. 
Classical network theory argues (Krackhardt, 1999) and empirical research in the workplace 
shows (Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019) that individuals who are simultaneously members of 
cliques that draw on different behavioral logics, such as communal and instrumental logics, 
experience conflicting pressures that harm innovative performance since they must comply 
with incompatible expectations. These conflicting behavioral expectations have been studied 
mostly at the individual level (Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019; Krackhardt, 1999) but we expect this 
to be at play in power asymmetric dyads with Simmelian friendship ties because these dyads 
face two strong situations (Cooper & Withey, 2009; Mischel, 1977): on the one hand, behavioral 
expectations for dominance by the more powerful and deference by the less powerful as an 
instrument to ease collaboration (Diefenbach & Sillince, 2011; Galinsky et al., 2012) and, on the 
other hand, communal expectations to ease collaboration by egalitarianism and satisfying 
each other’s needs. This duality brings ambiguity regarding which goals, instrumental or 
communal, should be privileged by the dyads’ members (Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018), which, in 
turn, increases the likelihood of conflicts as dyads’ members may have different expectations 
regarding how to behave when collaborating. 
	 In addition, these tensions are likely to have a negative impact on power asymmetric 
dyads’ affect since it requires them to engage in higher self-regulation and efforts to select 
appropriate behaviors or prioritize their goals when embedded in Simmelian friendship ties. 
Indeed, research in multiplex workplace friendships (i.e., friendship relationships that coincide 
with business relationships) has shown that affective and instrumental dualism can harm job 
performance via emotional exhaustion and maintenance difficulty (Methot, Lepine, Podsakoff, 
& Siegel, 2016). Triadic structures further reinforce these energy-draining affective states by 
reducing individual bargaining power because actors fear to be excluded from the friendship 
clique and risk losing more than one friendship (Krackhardt, 1999). 
	 In summary, we expect that Simmelian friendship ties benefit more power symmetric 
dyads than power asymmetric ones. While power symmetric dyads gain in dyadic creativity 
performance in the presence of Simmelian friendship ties because of the benefits in terms of 
conflict resolution and positive affect, power asymmetric dyads’ creativity is likely to suffer from 
the incompatibility of hierarchical and communal expectations that Simmelian friendship ties 
bring about. This leads to the following hypothesis:
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�H2. Simmelian friendship ties reduce the difference in dyadic creative performance between 
power asymmetric and power symmetric dyads.

	 Although there are other seemingly similar network structures in the workplace such 
as network closure, tie strength, alters (friends) in common and Simmelian instrumental ties, we 
do not expect them to moderate the relationship between power asymmetry and creative 
performance given that our proposed theoretical mechanisms – promoting simultaneously 
effective conflict resolution and positive affect– are unique to Simmelian friendship ties. First, 
network closure refers to the extent to which all individuals are connected in a given network 
and it is considered a source of social capital (Burt, 2000; Coleman, 1990). Collaboration is 
facilitated by network closure primarily through norms and sanctions. In denser networks, actors 
face a reputational risk as misconducts tend to be easily observed and rapidly communicated 
among highly connected individuals (Coleman, 1990). As with Simmelian friendship ties, 
dyads that belong to dense networks have behavioral expectations, however, with Simmelian 
friendship ties there are common third parties who are genuinely concerned and directly 
invested in ameliorating the focal dyads’ conflict resolution and affect. Thus, network closure 
is only preventive of conflict, extrinsically restrictive, and less likely to effectively maintain high 
levels of positive affect. Second, tie strength in a friendship is likely to foster positive affect as 
these ties involve emotional closeness (Granovetter, 1973) and communal norms (Pillemer & 
Rothbard, 2018), however, tie strength refers to a dyadic arrangement that is not as stable as 
Simmelian friendship ties and is not backed up by the normative power of groups (Krackhardt, 
1998). Therefore, conflicts in dyads with a strong tie can more easily escalate and the strength 
of a tie and its affective force can more easily weaken (Krackhardt, 1998, 1999). Third, similarly 
to network closure and tie strength, alters (friends) in common are likely to convey behavioral 
expectations and positive affect given the nature of these affective ties. However, having friends 
in common does not imply that the dyad’s members have a reciprocated friendship tie as when 
they are Simmelian tied. As a result, our theoretical mechanisms may not be present. On the 
one hand, dyad’s members are likely to experience less positive affect in their collaboration if 
they are not friends. On the other hand, (solely) friends in common (vs friendship clique) may 
not have sufficient incentives to mediate conflict between the dyad’s members or ameliorate 
their affective states if they are not all part of the same friendship clique. In fact, (solely) friends 
in common may favor one dyadic member more due to unequal levels of tie strength instead 
of being directly and evenly invested in the focal dyadic relationship. Finally, while Simmelian 
instrumental ties are also triadic structures, the nature of the relationship is different from 
Simmelian friendship ties. The former does not provide the conflicting behavioral expectations 
to power (a)symmetric dyads that we describe above for Simmelian friendship ties since they 
would need to conform instrumental norms in the workplace. Empirically, we do assess whether 
the moderating effects of Simmelian friendship ties are unique meaning they do not extend to 
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these alternative moderators, and robust to the inclusion of these alternatives. Please see the 
robustness checks sections of Studies 1 and 2 for more details.  

3.3 OVERVIEW OF STUDIES 

We tested our hypotheses in two intraorganizational network studies. Study 1 comprises 
the entire operation department of a medium-sized biopharmaceutical company. Study 2 
was conducted to constructively replicate our findings via a whole network study in a small 
market research company. Beyond testing our hypotheses, we wanted to answer additional 
empirical questions across these studies. First, to increase the rigor of our work, we test the 
proposed effects of power and Simmelian friendship ties against self-reported (Study 1) and 
peer-reported and supervisor-reported (Study 2) evaluations of dyadic creative performance. 
Second, in both studies we test the effect of Simmelian ties against other structural moderators 
that have been shown to impact workplace creativity such as tie strength and network closure. 

3.3.1 Study 1 
3.3.1.1 Method: Sample and Procedure 
We conducted an initial test of our hypotheses on a sample of 55 employees (56% female; 
65.5% Dutch, 18.2% from other European countries, 9.1% from Asia, 7.3% from America; 51% held 
a bachelor’s degree, 38% a master’s degree and 7% a PhD) working at a biopharmaceutical 
company in the Netherlands. Because this is a knowledge intensive company that focuses on 
viral vaccines, including development and clinical trials, and supports their clients during all 
stages of their biopharmaceutical process development, collaboration among employees and 
creativity are essential. Every project with a client requires creativity to discover novel and 
useful solutions to scientific, technical, and/or regulatory challenges their clients face. 
	 We collected the data via a survey sent to all 61 employees of the operation division, which 
is the biggest division of the organization in charge of the core business (the other divisions 
are support areas such as legal, finance, marketing and sales which are based in other physical 
locations). From these employees, 55 completed the questionnaire (90% response rate) and had 
the opportunity to participate in a raffle to win one of the three vouchers to a popular Dutch online 
store, each voucher was worth EUR 150 (~169 USD). Moreover, we explicitly told participants that 
anonymity and confidentiality were guaranteed.
	 We combined sociometric techniques to collect network data. First, respondents were 
shown a fixed roster with the names of all 61 employees of the operation division and were 
asked to select the people they had communicated with (face-to-face, phone, Teams, e-mail, 
etc.) over the past 3 months who were important for them regarding professional and personal 
matters. We used a roster to improve the reliability of network data, reduce recall error, and 
avoid potential biases affecting the probability of selecting contacts (Marsden, 1990). We 
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asked respondents to select a maximum of 20 people in order to reduce biases produced 
by respondent fatigue (Hinkin, 1995) when evaluating tie strength and other aspects of their 
relationships for each listed contact. Respondents reported on average 15.55 relationships (SD 
= 5.39). 

3.3.1.2 Measures 
	 Dyadic Creative Performance. Following prior research on social networks and creativity 
(Dokko et al., 2014; Sosa, 2011; Tortoriello et al., 2015) we asked respondents to indicate for each 
contact the extent to which they agreed with the following statement: “When I interact with this 
person, it is easy for me to generate creative solutions and/or ideas” (from 1=strongly disagree 
to 5=strongly agree). We measured dyadic creative performance via the sum of each dyad’s 
members response to this question. 
	 Power Asymmetry. Power asymmetry in a dyad exists when one party has more power 
than the other (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Following prior studies in organizations (Ibarra 
& Andrews, 1993; Marineau, Labianca, Brass, Borgatti, & Vecchi, 2018; Pauksztat, Steglich, & 
Wittek, 2011), we measured power via employees’ formal rank (1=Technicians & junior business 
assistants, 2=Senior technicians & business assistants, 3=Scientists & business managers, 
4=Associate directors, 5=Directors). Formal power was distributed similar to traditional 
hierarchical organizations following a pyramid shape in which fewer individuals occupy higher 
ranks (for a detailed distribution of power across individuals and relationships, see Appendix 
B). We then created a dichotomous variable where 1 indicates power asymmetry (310 dyadic 
relationships), or that the two members of the dyad possessed different formal rank, and 0 
indicates power symmetry (148 dyadic relationships), or that the two members of the dyad 
have the same formal rank.
	 Simmelian Friendship Ties. We took the following steps to construct the Simmelian friendship 
matrix. First, we derived the (raw) friendship network (Fij) (for a visualization see Appendix 
B). Second, we computed the Simmelian ties matrix (Sij). In line with Granovetter (1973), we 
measured the strength of friendship ties via emotional closeness, a central characteristic of 
friendships (Methot et al., 2016; Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). We asked participants “How close 
are you to this person?” (1=not close at all, 2=not close, 3=neutral, 4=close, 5=very close). To 
focus on strong ties, we considered a friendship to exist when respondents felt “close” and 
“very close”. The density of the friendship network is .113. After identifying strong friendship 
ties, we categorized them as Simmelian when they satisfied Krackhardt’s (1998) two additional 
conditions: 1) the dyad was reciprocally tied to each other; 2) the dyad was reciprocally tied to 
at least one third party in common. The Simmelian friendship matrix (Sij) was derived from the 
friendship network (Fij) using a routine available in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 
2002) that satisfies the aforementioned conditions (Krackhardt, 1998). Consequently, we 
obtained the unweighted Simmelian friendship matrix in which a value of 1 in row i and column j 
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meant that i and j were together members of at least one closed friendship triad (1 = Simmelian 
friendship tie, 0 = No Simmelian friendship tie).  
	 Control Variables. We controlled for different factors that may affect the propensity of 
employees to produce creative ideas when interacting with co-workers. Individuals tend to 
build relationships with others with similar characteristics (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 
2001). Employees with similar demographic attributes may collaborate more efficiently as 
they may share similar experiences or information base, which eases their communication 
(Reagans & McEvily, 2003). These aspects may increase their likelihood to achieve a higher 
creative performance. We used the following variables as controls to account for homophily 
effects. Same sex, where 1 indicates the dyad has the same gender, else was coded as 0. 
Same nationality where 1 indicates the dyad has the same nationality, else was coded as 0. 
Age difference, which is the dyad’s absolute difference in age (continuous variable in years). 
Education difference, measured as the absolute difference in education level between the 
dyad. Education level was measured with an ordinal variable (1=Bachelor, 2=Master, 3=PhD). 
Furthermore, prior research has shown that psychological safety is a relevant predictor of 
creative performance as it facilitates knowledge sharing and allows individuals to exchange 
ideas and recombine their knowledge in novel ways (Kessel, Kratzer, & Schultz, 2012). We 
controlled for psychological safety by asking respondents to report for each contact the extent 
to which they agreed with the following item taken from Edmodson (1999): “I find it difficult to ask 
this person for help” (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). We reverse-coded this score to 
ease interpretability. Finally, we controlled for work-related communication frequency, which 
is a predictor of creative ease (Dokko et al., 2014) that we deemed pertinent in this research 
design as we constrained respondents’ network size and individuals may be inclined to select 
their strongest ties (Marsden, 1990). To measure this, we asked participants to respond, on 
a five-point scale (1=very rarely to 5=very frequently), “How often do you communicate with 
this colleague on work-related matters?” and we obtained the average level of work-related 
communication frequency for each dyadic relationship.   

3.3.1.3 Analysis
Dyadic observations may be systematically dependent on one another which violates the 
assumption of independence for regression analysis. Nonparametric procedures such as 
Multiple Regression Quadratic Assignment Procedure (MRQAP) were developed to address 
autocorrelation problems and were shown to be relatively unbiased compared to Ordinary 
Least Squares (OLS) regression (Krackhardt, 1988). Because we tested interaction effects, 
we used a MRQAP semi-partialling procedure implemented in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti et al., 
2002) that was specifically developed to address this autocorrelation issue under conditions 
of multicollinearity (Dekker, Krackhardt, & Snijders, 2007). We used the Quadratic Assignment 
Procedure (QAP) to calculate bivariate correlations (Krackardt, 1987). Each variable entered 
in the models was represented in a squared matrix (N x N). The (MR)QAP algorithms proceed 
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in two steps. It first runs a standard multiple regression or correlation across the dependent 
and independent matrices. Then, the rows and columns of (one of) the matrices are randomly 
permuted 10,000 times and the regression or correlation parameters are recomputed each 
time to form a reference distribution that provides an unbiased estimate of standard errors 
(Borgatti, Everett, & Johnson, 2018). 

3.3.1.4 Results
Table 3.1 depicts the means, standard deviations and QAP correlations for all the variables 
used in this study. Table 3.2 shows the results of the MRQAP used for hypotheses testing.
	 Our first hypothesis posited that power asymmetric dyads achieve greater creative 
performance than power symmetric dyads. As shown in Table 3.2, power asymmetry related 
significantly to dyadic creative performance (Model 4: b = 0.438, p < .001) supporting H1. 
	 Our second hypothesis predicted that Simmelian friendship ties moderated the 
relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance so that the 
difference in creative performance between power asymmetric and power symmetric dyads 
is smaller in presence of Simmelian friendship ties. As shown in Table 3.2, the results show 
a negative and significant interaction of Simmelian friendship ties and power asymmetry 
(Model 4: b = -0.474, p = .026). Thus, H2 was supported. As expected, when probing the 
interaction (see Figure 3.1) we found that in the absence of Simmelian friendship ties, power 
asymmetric dyads achieve 0.438 more dyadic creative performance than power symmetric 
dyads (b = 0.438, t(448) = 3.879, p < .001). However, no significant difference was found 
between power asymmetric and symmetric dyads on creative performance in presence 
of Simmelian friendship ties (b = -0.036, t(448) = -0.193, p = .847). This pattern of effects 
suggests that the presence of Simmelian friendship ties is most beneficial for the creative 
performance of power symmetric dyads. Contrary to our theory, Simmelian friendship ties 
were found to be beneficial for power asymmetric dyads (see Figure 3.1). After including the 
same control variables used in the full model, pairwise comparisons showed that, on average, 
power asymmetric dyads embedded in Simmelian friendship ties achieved 0.307 more 
creative performance than power asymmetric dyads without such ties (b = 0.307, p = .019).
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Table 3.2 Results of Multiple Regression Quadratic Assignment Procedure (MRQAP) on the Effects of 

Simmelian Friendship Ties and Power Asymmetry on Dyadic Creative Performance (Study 1)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

B SE B SE B SE B SE

Age diff erence .009 .006 .007 .006 .010† .006 .009 .006

Same gender .015 .092 .010 .091 -.013 .091 -.010 .090

Same nationality -.263* .109 -,243* .107 -.253* .106 -.205* .103

Psychological safety .334*** .074 .339*** .073 .324*** .073 .319*** .072

Education diff erence .107 .067 .093 .067 .144* .067 .134* .065

Work related communication .545*** .065 .513*** .065 .482*** .065 .452*** .066

Power asymmetry .285** .102 .438*** .115

Simmelian friendship ties .443*** .118 .780*** .186

Power asymmetry X Simmelian friendship ties -.474* .216

Intercept 4.072 4.055 4.265 4.101

R2 .263 .276 .289 .312

R2 adj .253 .264 .278 .298

Note: n = 458; 10,000 permutations; Unstandardized coefficients; SE = Standard Error. 
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Figure 3.1 Marginal Effects of Power Asymmetry and Simmelian Friendship Ties on Dyadic Creative 

Performance (Study 1)



CHAPTER 3

68

3.3.1.5 Robustness Checks
In this section, we assess whether the moderating effects of Simmelian friendship ties were 
robust to alternative structural moderators that can facilitate cooperation and positive affect, 
namely, network closure, tie strength and alters in common in the friendship network. We also 
investigate whether the affective (vs instrumental) nature of Simmelian ties explained when 
power (a)symmetric dyads achieved higher levels of dyadic creative performance by testing 
the moderating effect of Simmelian instrumental ties (i.e., Simmelian ties derived from strong 
work-related communication) on the relationship between power (a)symmetry and dyadic 
creative performance.
	 Network Closure. Following Burt (1992, 2000), we operationalized network closure with 
network constraint, which captures the extent to which one’s contacts are directly connected 
to one another or indirectly connected via a central contact. Thus, higher levels of constraint 
imply more network closure. We calculated dyadic network constraint in UCINET 6.738 
(Borgatti et al., 2002). The results revealed that network closure did not relate to dyadic 
creative performance (b =0.811, p = .560) and the relationship between power asymmetry 
and dyadic creative performance was not moderated by network closure (b = 1.451, p = .369). 
These findings suggest that, in our sample, Simmelian friendship ties predict dyadic creative 
performance above and beyond the effect of network closure and explain better the conditions 
under which power (a)symmetric dyads achieve higher levels of creative performance.
	 Tie Strength. To assess the effect of tie strength, we averaged the extent to which the 
members of the dyad felt emotionally close to each other (see methods for the exact phrasing). 
The results revealed that tie strength related significantly to dyadic creative performance (b 
= 0.409, p = .001). However, the relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative 
performance was not moderated by tie strength (b = 0.062, p = .622). These findings suggest 
that while relational affective factors matter for dyadic creative performance, in this sample, 
friends in common had a greater effect on creativity.
	 Alters (Friends) in Common. We operationalized alters in common via a routine in UCINET 
6.738 (Borgatti et al., 2002) that indicates the number of friends each dyad has in common. We 
found that, while friends in common was significantly related to dyadic creative performance 
(b = 0.164, p = .001), it did not moderate the relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic 
creative performance (b = -0.105, p = .059). This suggests that friendship ties matter for dyadic 
creative performance but that only embeddedness in a friendship clique explains differences 
in creative performance of power (a)symmetric dyads.  
	 Simmelian Instrumental Ties. We used our control variable ‘work-related communication’ 
(see methods for the exact phrasing) as a proxy for tie strength based on work and followed 
the same procedure to derive the Simmelian instrumental ties matrix as we did for Simmelian 
friendship ties. The results revealed that although Simmelian instrumental ties relate dyadic 
creative performance (b = 0.659, p < .001) they did not moderate the relationship between 
power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance (b = -0.010, p = .957). These findings 
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corroborate that the moderating effect of Simmelian ties was attributed to the affective nature 
of this triadic arrangement. 
	 Finally, the moderating effect of Simmelian friendship ties on the relationship between 
power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance was robust after controlling for the direct 
effect these four alternative moderators (b = -0.419, p = .046)1.

3.3.2 Study 2
Study 2 aimed to replicate the findings of Study 1 in another organizational context and to 
address some methodological limitations of Study 1. First, in Study 1, we measured creative 
performance with one self-reported item. Although previous social network research in 
organizations has measured creative performance this way (Dokko et al., 2014; Sosa, 2011; 
Tortoriello et al., 2015) and it is well-accepted to use single items for relational questions in 
network studies (Borgatti et al., 2018), with one self-reported item our results may suffer from 
common rater effects (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). In Study 2, the use 
of external evaluations of dyadic creative performance helped rule out the possibility that 
self-reported evaluations (Study 1) may not translate into creative performance as assessed 
by peers and supervisors. Second, compared to Study 1, we increased the reliability of our 
measures by using more than one validated item to capture our outcome and moderating 
variables. In Study 1, we only measured the strength of friendship ties via emotional closeness. 
Tie strength, however, is a complex construct that involves other relevant relational dimensions, 
such as communication frequency and duration (Granovetter, 1973). Third, in Study 1, we 
limited the number of contacts that respondents could select. While this decision helped 
reduce biases related to respondent’s fatigue (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) 
it is possible that participants were inclined to select their strong ties (Marsden, 1990) leading 
to an overrepresentation of these types of relationships in our sample. In Study 2, since we 
involved a smaller organization, we obtained more detailed network data as participants could 
respond to relational questions for all other individuals. This enabled us to perform a network 
analysis on an entire population, and all the possible relationships therein, instead of a sample 
as in Study 1. Finally, a second study enables us to follow up on the unexpected finding from the 
simple slopes analysis that power asymmetric as well as power symmetric dyads benefit from 
Simmelian friendship ties.

3.3.2.1 Method: Sample and Procedure
We conducted a field study at a market research company in The Netherlands. All participants 
were Dutch nationals (N = 26; Mage = 35.27, S.D. = 6.29; 20 female, 6 male; 62% B.A. or higher). 
We approached this company because creativity is relevant in this professional field. This 
firm offers a tailor-made service for each client and designs market research studies to 

1  These supplementary analyses are available from the authors upon request.
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address issues that span different areas of expertise such as brand positioning, advertising, 
and customer satisfaction. The company focuses on qualitative research and employees 
collaborate closely to generate solutions for their clients. Projects are conducted in pairs or 
teams. For each project, at least one senior research manager is involved which provides a 
suitable setting to test the effects of power asymmetry on dyadic creative performance.
	 We administered a web-based survey to the entire company to collect network data and 
other measures. The survey was fully completed by all employees (100% response rate). The 
questionnaire included a roster of all employees in the company and asked them to rate each 
co-worker on creative performance, strength of friendship ties, and other measures included 
as controls. We also asked supervisors to rate the creative performance of all employees. This 
procedure partly avoids common method variance bias produced by a common source given 
that evaluations were obtained from multiple raters (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As in Study 1, we 
used a roster of names. We identified 650 dyadic relationships as all employees confirmed that 
they had work-related interactions with all of their colleagues. We explicitly told participants 
that anonymity and confidentiality were guaranteed. 

3.3.2.2 Measures
	 Dyadic Creative Performance. We measured dyadic creative performance by aggregating 
the average score of three items from the scale developed by George and Zhou (2001). This 
procedure follows the consensual assessment technique (Amabile, 1982), a well-established 
operationalization of workplace creativity (Zhou & Shalley, 2011), and is consistent with prior 
research on dyadic creative performance (Fliaster & Schloderer, 2010). In addition, this 
operationalization is consistent with our conceptual definition of dyadic creative performance 
which considers the creative contribution of a dyad as an entity. The items used to evaluate 
each person were: “Suggests new ways of performing work tasks”, “Comes up with creative 
solutions to problems”, and “Is a good source of creative ideas”. Two indices of creativity were 
used, namely, peer-rated dyadic creative performance, and supervisor-rated dyadic creative 
performance2. The first index averaged the ratings from all co-workers for the three items and 
the second averaged supervisors’ ratings on the same scale. These measures were rated on 
a five-point scale (1= not at all characteristic; 5 = very characteristic). 
	 Power Asymmetry. Consistent with study 1, we measured power via employees’ formal 
rank (1=Back office; 2=Junior research managers; 3=Research managers; 4=Senior 
research managers; 5=Managing partners). Formal power was distributed more evenly in this 
organization compared to firms with fewer power holders on the top of the hierarchy (for 
a detailed distribution of power across individuals and relationships, see Appendix B). Then, 

2  �This small-sized company did not have a pre-defined team structure with formally appointed team leaders. Instead, 

senior research managers and managing partners served as supervisors in every project.
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we created a dichotomous variable in which and 1 indicates power asymmetry (522 dyadic 
relationships) and 0 indicates power symmetry (128 dyadic relationships).
	 Simmelian Friendship Ties. As in Study 1, we followed two main steps to identify Simmelian 
friendship ties: 1) we constructed the (raw) friendship matrix (Fij) based on respondents’ 
perception of tie strength (see visualization in Appendix B) and, 2) we derived from Fij the 
Simmelian friendship matrix (Sij) following Krackhardt’s (1998) conceptualization of triadic 
structures. Regarding the first step, we measured the strength of friendship ties as a function 
of emotional closeness and communication frequency (Granovetter, 1973). For emotional 
closeness, we used a similar question to Study 1 “How close are you with your colleagues?” 
(1=not close at all, 2=not close, 3=close, 4=very close). For communication frequency, we asked 
participants to indicate “How often do you communicate with your colleague on topics that are 
not work-related?” (1=One time per month or less, 2=Weekly, 3=Two times per week, 4=Daily). 
This item was adapted from Levin and Cross (2004). We obtained Fij by considering ties where 
participants felt “close” or “very close” and communicated at least “weekly”. The density of 
this network is .42. Concerning the second step, we derived Sij from Fij using the same routine 
in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti et al., 2002) as in Study 1. Because friendship network density was 
high in this organization, we obtained the weighted Simmelian friendship matrix instead of 
unweighted which indicates the number of triads i and j is embedded in together. For example, 
if person i and j are in two separate triads together then the Sij matrix will have a two in row i 
column j. While accounting for the presence or absence of a third party may fundamentally 
change the dyadic relationship, in this organization, given the high density of friendship ties, 
the larger the number of triads a dyad is embedded in may provide stronger communal cues 
to the dyad’s members.
	 Control Variables. Like in Study 1, we controlled for homophily effects that may increase the 
likelihood to achieve a higher dyadic creative performance (i.e., same sex, age difference, and 
education difference) and respondents reported how psychologically safe they felt towards each of 
their contacts on a 4-point scale (1=not at all to 4=extremely) with the same item used in Study 1. 

3.3.2.3 Results
We followed the same analytical strategy as in Study 1. We calculated bivariate correlations using 
QAP and we tested our hypotheses using MRQAP in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti et al., 2002). Table 
3.1 depicts the means, standard deviations and QAP correlations for all the variables used in this 
study. Table 3.3 shows the results of the MQAP used for hypotheses testing.
	 Our first hypothesis predicted that power asymmetric dyads achieve greater creative 
performance than power symmetric dyads. As shown in Table 3.3, a significant effect was 
observed for power asymmetry on dyadic creative performance as rated by all the peers (Model 
5: b = 0.337, p < .001) and supervisors (Model 6: b = 0.485, p < .001). Thus, H1 was supported.
	 Our second hypothesis proposed that Simmelian friendship ties moderate the relationship 
between power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance by reducing the difference in 
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dyadic creative performance between power asymmetric and power symmetric dyads. The 
results show a negative and significant interaction of Simmelian friendship ties and power 
asymmetry for peer-rated measure of creative performance (see Table 3.3, Model 5: b = 
-0.101, p = .036) and a negative and marginally significant for the supervisor-rated measure of 
creative performance (Model 6: b = -0.139, p = .059). Therefore, H2 was supported for the peer-
rated measure of creative performance. When probing the significant interaction (see Figure 
3.2) we found that at low levels of Simmelian ties (Min3), power asymmetric dyads achieve .416 
more peer-rated dyadic creative performance than power symmetric dyads (b = 0.416, t(642) 
= 7.295, p < .001). However, at high levels of Simmelian ties (+1 SD), power asymmetric dyads 
achieve .189 more peer-rated dyadic creative performance than power symmetric dyads (b = 
0.189, t(642) = 3.437, p < .001). Contrary to our theorizing, high levels of Simmelian friendship 
ties also benefit for the creative performance of power asymmetric dyads. With the control 
variables used in the full model, pairwise comparisons showed that power asymmetric dyads 
with Simmelian friendship ties achieved on average more creative performance than power 
asymmetric dyads without (bpeer-rated = 0.120, p = .018; bsupervisor-rated = 0.237, p = .031).

3.3.2.4 Robustness Checks
We conducted similar robustness checks as in Study 1 to assess the effect of alternative 
structural and relational moderators that have been found to facilitate cooperation and positive 
affect namely, network closure, tie strength, and alters in common in the friendship network. 
First, consistent with the results of Study 1, we found that network closure did not relate to dyadic 
creative performance (bpeer-rated = -1.576, p = .531; bsupervisor-rated = 3.405, p = .362) and did not moderate 
the relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance (bpeer-rated = -0.005, 
p = .998; bsupervisor-rated = -0.472, p = .919). Second, as in Study 1, tie strength related to dyadic creative 
performance (bpeer-rated   = 0.219, p = .007; bsupervisor-rated = 0.337, p = .007), but did not moderate the 
relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance (bpeer-rated = -0.065, p 
= .497; bsupervisor-rated = -0.085, p = .541). Third, friends in common was not related dyadic creative 
performance (bpeer-rated = 0.036, p = .204; bsupervisor-rated = 0.068, p = .115) and, consistent with Study 1, it 
did not moderate the relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative performance 
(bpeer-rated   = -0.018, p = .327; bsupervisor-rated = -0.029, p = .303). As in Study 1, the moderating effect of 
Simmelian friendship ties on the relationship between power asymmetry and dyadic creative 
performance was robust after controlling for the direct effect of all alternative moderators 
(bpeer-rated   = -0.111, p = .017; bsupervisor-rated = -0.161, p = .024). Taken together, these robustness checks 
suggest that while affective ties may be beneficial to dyadic creative performance, Simmelian 
friendship ties explain better when power (a)symmetric dyads achieve higher levels of creative 
performance.

3  �We used the min value of Simmelian friendship ties instead of the conventional -1SD because there was not observation 

with -1SD in our dataset.
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Figure 3.2 Marginal Eff ects of Power Asymmetry and Simmelian Friendship Ties on Dyadic Creative Performance 

(Study 2)

 Peer-rated          

Supervisor-rated
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3.4 GENERAL DISCUSSION 

3.4.1 Theoretical and Practical Implications
This study makes several contributions to the literature on social networks, workplace creativity, 
and power. First, we contribute to the social networks literature, in particular to the growing 
literature on the role Simmelian ties have on creativity and innovation (e.g., Gómez-Solórzano et 
al., 2019; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010; Wu et al., 2016) bridging a missing link with a pervasive 
formal social structure, namely formal power, which answers a recent call to integrate formal 
and informal social structures to explain performance in the workplace (Hunter et al., 2020; 
Maoret et al., 2020; McEvily et al., 2014). We found some evidence that Simmelian friendship 
ties positively predict dyadic creative performance (not hypothesized) and that, in line with 
our expectations, these triadic arrangements of friendships are especially important for the 
creative performance of power symmetric dyads as they minimize competitive behaviors and 
stimulate positive affect (Krackhardt, 1998; Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). Surprisingly, Simmelian 
friendship ties are also beneficial for the creative performance of power asymmetric dyads. 
Given that power asymmetry, in essence, denotes a formal instrumental relationship set in 
place in organizations to ease effective collaborations (Anderson & Brown, 2010; Galinsky et al., 
2012) we expected that power asymmetric dyads would achieve lower creative performance 
when embedded in Simmelian friendship ties (i.e., affective informal relationships) following 
prior research on multiplexity (Ingram & Zou, 2008; Methot et al., 2016; Pillemer & Rothbard, 
2018) and Simmelian ties (Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019; Krackhardt, 1999). Previous research 
has often highlighted the drawbacks or complexities for individuals who are simultaneously 
involved in affective relationships and in formal work relationships or instrumental informal 
relationships diminishing both task (Methot et al., 2016) and creative performance (Gómez-
Solórzano et al., 2019). Therefore, finding that affective cliques boost the creativity of dyads 
with power asymmetry suggests that both formal and informal social arrangements (i.e., 
formal power and friendships) are complementary for this type of performance. Contrary 
to our expectations, it is possible that members of power asymmetric dyads embedded in 
Simmelian friendship ties are able to switch between the communal norms of friendship 
ties and the dominance-deference norms of hierarchical relationships in order to adapt 
their behaviors effectively to the situation they face. In fact, there is evidence from blended 
relationships research that friends with different rank (vs same rank) are better in managing 
their conflicting role expectations (instrumental and affective) via “selection” where they 
prioritize work at the expense of friendship or vice-versa (Bridge & Baxter, 1992). If so, power 
asymmetric dyads embedded in Simmelian friendship ties can rely on two sources of positive 
affect and conflict resolution rather than only one compared to power symmetric dyads. 
	 Our robustness checks corroborated that relational affective factors and triadic affective 
structures matter for creative performance (Gómez-Solórzano et al., 2019; Sosa, 2011; Wu et 
al., 2016). Tie strength (on the basis of emotional closeness) and friends in common (in Study 
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1) had a positive significant main effect, yet, it did not explain variance in creative performance 
of power (a)symmetric dyads. This could mean that dyadic friendships (vs friendship cliques) 
have a weaker effect on conflict resolution and positive affect (Krackhardt, 1998). In addition, we 
ruled out other alternative structural moderators (i.e., network closure in the friendship network 
and Simmelian instrumental ties). This implies that mechanisms unique to triadic affective 
structures – namely, simultaneous effective conflict resolution and positive affect – are better 
at explaining variance in creative performance of power (a)symmetric dyads. Therefore, we 
conclude that the role of a “friendship clique” is crucial and unique as a communal mechanism 
influencing the relationship between power (a)symmetry and dyadic creative performance. 
	 Second, our work contributes to the stream of literature investigating the social side of 
creativity (e.g., Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; Sosa, 2011) and the creative potential of dyads 
(e.g., Bellis & Verganti, 2020; Fliaster & Schloderer, 2010; McGrath, 2015). Whereas this research 
stream has thus far focused on highlighting the creative benefits of dyads vs larger groups 
(Bellis & Verganti, 2020; McGrath, 2015; Nijstad et al., 2003; Rouse, 2020), our network studies 
provide evidence of how the social features characterizing the dyads – in particular, power 
differences and Simmelian friendship ties – predict differences in the creative performance of 
dyads. We identified power asymmetry as a relevant predictor of dyadic creative performance 
and Simmelian friendship ties as able to reduce the difference in creative performance 
between power asymmetric and symmetric dyads. 
	 Third, identifying a positive effect of power asymmetry on dyadic creative performance, 
our work contributes to the power and social hierarchy literatures. Prior work linking power to 
joint creative performance has argued that power disturbs group processes during creative 
tasks (Hildreth & Anderson, 2016) and that hierarchy is detrimental for creativity and innovation 
(Anderson & Brown, 2010). For instance, Hildreth and Anderson (2016) found that groups 
composed of equally high-powered individuals achieved less joint creative performance than 
groups of equally low-powered individuals as they engaged in more conflicts for status, shared 
less information, and decreased their task focus. In contrast, at the dyadic level, we found 
that there are creative benefits associated with unequal formal rank beyond the individual 
level (cf. Keum & See, 2017). Our theory and empirical findings suggest that higher creative 
performance is achieved because hierarchical differences in dyads likely provide role clarity 
and social cues for dominance and deference (Kwaadsteniet & van Dijk, 2010; Tiedens & 
Fragale, 2003; Wiltermuth et al., 2015), which promotes effective conflict resolution, and positive 
affect. 
	 Finally, as we show that the performance of dyads varies, our findings have practical 
implications for managers wishing to foster dyadic creativity performance. Practitioners 
interested in stimulating higher levels of creative performance in the workplace are advised 
to take into consideration the social dynamics that arise given the social cues accompanying 
formal power, informal social structures, and affective ties when splitting larger teams into 
dyads or arranging work around dyads. Moreover, organizations interested in stimulating the 



POWER ASYMMETRY AND DYADIC CREATIVE PERFORMANCE

77

3

creativity of dyads can promote the emergence of friendships in the workplace, especially 
friendship cliques as they convey the normative power of affective cliques. It is plausible that 
friendship cliques can form more easily within formal team structures as they bring more 
opportunities for embeddedness and emergence of closed triads. 

3.4.2 Limitations and Future Directions
First, our cross-sectional study examined effects on creative performance at a given time and 
therefore causality between the variables could not be determined. This limitation may be 
mitigated by the fact that Simmelian ties and formal power hierarchies are relatively stable 
(Krackhardt, 1998; Magee & Galinsky, 2008) and our replication across two organizations. 
However, a longitudinal approach could address how Simmelian friendship ties emerge in 
power symmetric vs asymmetric dyads and if it matters whether they were Simmelian tied 
before hierarchical differences evolved.
	 Second, we measured dyadic creative performance using creators’ mutual perceptions, 
ratings coming from supervisors and peers for each member of the dyad rather than objective 
indicators of creative performance such as the number of ideas dyads jointly produced and 
offered to their company. Although in creativity research it is widely accepted and recurrent 
to have knowledgeable observers to evaluate the creativity of each individual’s work (Oldham 
& Cummings, 1996; Zhou & Shalley, 2011) and joint creativity consists of simple aggregations 
of individual creativity (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004; Taggar, 2002), further research could 
replicate this study using other indicators of creativity. Indeed, prior work has highlighted the 
importance of distinguishing each phase of a creative endeavor (e.g., Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 
2017) and of differentiating creative performance behaviors from creative outcomes (e.g., 
Montag, Maertz, & Baer, 2012) as features of the social environment can affect each stage 
differently (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; Porter, Keith, & Woo, 2020).
	 Third, we did not directly measure our proposed theoretical mechanisms. Therefore, 
our study does not provide direct evidence that the effects stem from simultaneous conflict 
resolution and positive affect. However, our supplementary analyses provided some evidence 
for the proposed theoretical mechanisms since none of the alternative structural attributes (i.e., 
network closure, tie strength, alters in common, and Simmelian instrumental ties) explained 
variance in creative performance of power (a)symmetric dyads suggesting that mechanisms 
unique to Simmelian friendship ties are at play. Further research can employ a longitudinal 
approach or an experimental design to test these mechanisms. 
	 We see other important directions for future research. Having found that Simmelian 
friendship ties are beneficial for power (a)symmetric dyads’ creative performance it would be 
fruitful to identify key individual-level characteristics of common third parties that make them 
more or less useful to focal dyads’ performance. For example, recent research has found that 
third parties’ status matter for the durability of the focal dyads’ relationship (Samila, Oettl, & 
Hasan, 2021) suggesting that not all third parties are equally effective. Studying individual-level 
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attributes, such as prosocial personality or emotional regulation, can be insightful because 
it is possible that when playing an active role third parties can also introduce, intentionally 
or unintentionally, negative social dynamics that hurt performance. For example, instead of 
effectively mediating conflict of a focal dyad, a highly empathetic third party may amplify an 
angered party’s negative emotions by disproportionally agreeing with their viewpoint when 
seeking consolation. Relational tension, in turn, can harm dyadic performance (Casciaro, Lobo, 
Wilhelm, & Wittland, 2022).  
	 Furthermore, since employees’ behaviors are largely shaped by cues from formal and 
informal social structures, scholars interested in the relationship between power and creativity 
can examine the interplay between formal power and other sources of informal power such as 
status linked to competence (Diefenbach & Sillince, 2011; Mast, 2010). It is not evident whether 
one type of hierarchy will drive creative performance by providing stronger behavioral cues or 
whether the interplay can confer creative benefits since formal and informal hierarchies have 
shown, independently, to have different effects on creative performance (Duguid & Goncalo, 
2015; Keum & See, 2017; Lahiri, Pahnke, Howard, & Boeker, 2019).

3.4.3 Conclusion
To conclude, our two intraorganizational network studies showed that power asymmetric 
dyads achieved higher levels of creative performance than power symmetric dyads pointing 
to the benefits of hierarchical differentiation in terms of conflict resolution and positive affect, 
but that this difference is reduced when dyads are embedded in Simmelian friendship ties. 
Although Simmelian friendship ties seem to enhance the creative performance of dyads in 
general, they appear to be especially useful for power symmetric dyads as these face more 
collaborative challenges than power asymmetric ones. Our finding that this moderation effect 
is unique to Simmelian friendship ties, rather than shared with other configurations of affective 
ties or Simmelian instrumental ties, highlights the relevance of examining the configuration of 
workplace friendships. 


