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CHAPTER 4
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ABSTRACT 

Brokers are posited to have a privileged position in terms of access to non-redundant information 
that is conducive to higher innovation. However, brokers do not always exploit such structural 
opportunity since occupying brokering network positions does not systematically translate 
into higher innovation. We adopt a contingency approach and theorize that the relationship 
between brokerage and individual innovation is contingent on individuals’ perception of power 
over alters, an important aspect of individuals’ representation of the situation they are in. Using 
a social network analysis at a consulting and training organization in The Netherlands, we 
found support for our theory: employees perceiving higher power over alters achieved higher 
innovation in brokering network positions than employees in these positions who perceived 
lower power over alters. For closed networks, while we expected employees perceiving lower 
power over alters to be more innovative, we did not find individual innovation to differ according 
to employees’ power perceptions. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

Workplace innovation, defined as the development and implementation of creative ideas by 
employees, is essential for the long-term viability of organizations (Baer, 2012). Prior research 
has shown that, within a workplace, the social network that employees are embedded within 
have an important bearing on their ability to produce innovations (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, 
& Tsai, 2004). For instance, we know that employees in brokering positions have an advantage 
when it comes to innovation (Baer et al., 2015; Burt, 2004). At the same time, however, the 
literature shows that not all brokers capitalize upon the advantage of their network position 
(Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda, Stea, & Pedersen, 2019; Stea & Pedersen, 2017).
	 Even though scholars have started examining different factors that explain why some 
brokers outperform others (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019; Stea & Pedersen, 
2017), the literature does not consider how brokers’ perception of alters (i.e., the people they 
are connected to) might influence their propensity to innovate. This is an important omission 
because social networks research increasingly shows that individuals’ behaviors are not only 
shaped by objective network structure but also by individuals’ representation of the situation 
they are in (Burt et al., 2013). In the present study, we consider brokers’ perception of their 
power over alters, or the extent to which focal individuals perceive they have power over their 
alters, because the psychological literature on the impact of power on innovation shows that 
the perception of one’s power over others influences individual innovation (Gervais et al., 2013; 
Sligte et al., 2011). 
	 To address this, we develop a contingency model linking network structure and perceived 
power over alters and show that the effect of brokerage on individual innovation is contingent 
on perception of alters’ relative power. Specifically, we argue that employees perceiving higher 
power over alters achieve higher levels of innovation in brokering network positions than in 
closed network positions due to the global and flexible information processing and disinhibited 
behaviors associated with power. In turn, this global and flexible information processing 
and disinhibited behaviors are particularly beneficial to, respectively, the generation and the 
implementation of creative ideas in brokering network positions as they help brokers to process 
heterogeneous information and overcome the action problem associated with brokering 
network positions. While employees perceiving lower power over alters achieve higher levels 
of innovation in closed network positions than brokering network positions because with their 
even and narrowed information processing (Guinote, 2007a, 2017) these individuals may 
generate creative ideas in closed networks via a focused exploration of a few perspectives 
(Nijstad, De Dreu, Rietzschel, & Baas, 2010) whereas in brokering network positions this way 
of processing information can lead to a cognitive overload (Stea & Pedersen, 2017; Zhou et al., 
2009). In addition, feelings of dependency and inhibited behaviors of individuals feeling lower 
power over alters are more useful in closed networks as they trigger cooperation from alters 
toward the implementation of creative ideas. 
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	 We found support for our theory via a social network analysis at a consulting and training 
organization in The Netherlands. Individuals perceiving higher power over alters achieved 
higher innovation in brokering network positions than in closed network position, suggesting 
that the psychological and behavioral consequences of perceived relative power helped 
them to act on their structural advantage and overcome the action problem associated 
with brokering network positions. Nevertheless, perceiving lower power over alters did not 
explain variance in the relationship between the type of network position and innovation. The 
pattern of results, however, show that perceiving lower power over alters is more conducive 
to innovation in closed network positions than in brokering network position suggesting that 
inhibited behaviors are more useful in the former position. In our additional analyses, we 
assessed whether other facets of power – namely, perceived power of alters over others, and 
dominance – had the same moderating effect as perceived power over alters. We found that 
variance in the relationship between brokerage and innovation in our sample is only explained 
by perceived power over alters. 
	 Our theory and findings make the following contributions to the network and power 
literatures. First, showing that the effect of brokerage on individual innovation is contingent 
on perception of power over alters contributes to the growing literature taking a contingency 
view of brokerage (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019; Stea & Pedersen, 2017). To 
the best of our knowledge this line of research has not considered how brokers’ perception 
of alters might influence their propensity to innovate (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 
2019; Stea & Pedersen, 2017). Furthermore, whereas brokerage and power are often seen as 
one and the same in this literature (Burt, 2005; Kwon, Rondi, Levin, De Massis, & Brass, 2020), 
our study shows that they can vary independently from each other. Second, and building from 
the prior point, our work also contributes to the literature examining the relationship between 
power and network cognition by providing evidence that individuals’ perception about alters is 
an important factor explaining organizational outcomes. To the best of our knowledge, existing 
research has mostly focused on the effects of power on network perception including network 
accuracy (i.e., the extent to which individuals accurately perceive social relations between 
members of a social network) (Simpson, Markovsky, & Steketee, 2011) and the recognition of 
brokerage opportunities (Landis, Kilduff, Menges, & Kilduff, 2018), but has not looked at how 
the perception of others in combination with current network positions explain employee 
performance. Finally, we contribute to the literature on power. Prior research has mostly 
focused on the effects of power on early stages of innovation via experiments (Galinsky et 
al., 2008; Gervais et al., 2013; Hildreth & Anderson, 2016; Sligte et al., 2011). By focusing on later 
stages of innovation and using rich field data that covers the social network employees are 
embedded within, we show that power is contingently relevant to innovation in the workplace. 
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4.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

4.2.1 Brokerage and Innovation
Innovation is both the generation and implementation of novel and useful ideas (Baer et al., 
2015; Van de Ven, 1986; Van Knippenberg, 2017). While there are many factors that influence 
innovation, it is well established that employees’ innovation is affected by their social network, 
their web of relationships in the workplace (Baer, 2012; Baer et al., 2015; Perry-Smith & 
Mannucci, 2017; Porter et al., 2020). The position individuals have in their social networks is 
consequential for innovation because it impacts their access to information, support, and other 
strategic resources that increase individuals’ propensity to innovate (Baer et al., 2015; Porter 
et al., 2020). Specifically, occupying a brokering position, meaning focal actors are connected 
to disconnected individuals, gives individuals access to non-redundant information and has 
been found to be an important predictor of innovation (Baer et al., 2015; Porter et al., 2020). 
A brokering position has, however, been argued to bring an innovation paradox (Carnabuci 
& Diószegi, 2015): while brokers have a structural advantage over non-brokers in generating 
creative ideas, they also face an action problem in implementing these ideas because, relative 
to individuals in closed networks, brokers face the challenge to mobilize unconnected contacts.
	 On the one hand, a network rich in structural holes – missing relationships between 
people – provide brokers with sources of non-redundant information from which non-brokers 
do not benefit because information within groups tend to be more homogeneous than 
between groups (Burt, 2000). In closed networks, individuals are likely to develop similar views 
because communication tend to be more frequent and individuals create systems of opinions 
and behaviors that define them as a group (Burt et al., 2013). By contrast, being connected 
to individuals from different sides of a structural hole provides brokers with a so-called 
‘vision advantage’ because they are exposed to groups with divergent ways of thinking and 
behaving (Burt, 2004). In essence, being exposed to non-overlapping sources of information 
provides a broader variety of information from which brokers can derive novel ideas via novel 
recombination of heterogeneous pieces of information (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Harrison 
& Klein, 2007; Simonton, 2010). 
	 On the other hand, brokers face the challenge to mobilize unconnected contacts. Obstfeld 
(2005) explain that in closed network positions, compared to brokering network positions, 
the barriers to mobilize resources are reduced because the interests and perspectives of 
highly connected individuals are likely to be pre-aligned and cooperation is thus enhanced. In 
addition, densely connected individuals have been argued to cooperate and trust each other 
because closed networks facilitate the enforcement of sanctions against misbehaviors, which 
can be detected more easily (Burt, 2001; Coleman, 1990). These structural advantages of 
closed networks matter for individuals’ innovation because implementing creative ideas often 
requires collective action and a shared vision (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017). Perry-Smith 
and Mannucci (2017) explain this need with the example of a screenwriter (i.e., the innovator) 
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who, once they have generated creative ideas, need others with the different competencies 
and skills to produce the movie. At this stage of idea implementation, a shared vision among 
social actors decreases resistance against the inherent unconventionality of creative ideas, 
thus, fostering their implementation (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017).
	 Although there is some empirical support for this bonding perspective of closed networks 
fostering innovation (Obstfeld, 2005; Porter et al., 2020), meta-analytical studies (Baer et al., 
2015; Porter et al., 2020) have shown that brokerage is a stronger predictor of innovation, 
pointing to the importance of having access to non-redundant information to facilitate the 
generation of creative ideas. Following the bulk of prior empirical evidence and the view that 
creative ideas must be produced in the first place to enable innovation (Baer, 2012; Carnabuci 
& Diószegi, 2015), we thus expect to find the following:

H1. The more brokering (closed) employees’ network position, the higher (lower) their innovation.

4.2.2 Perceived Power of Alters and Innovation
Power is often defined as the ability to control or influence another’s thoughts, feelings or 
behaviors (Guinote, 2017). Power is inherently a social construct that involves an implicit or 
explicit rank order between at least two people (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Extensive research 
has shown that the experience of having power over others has several psychological and 
behavioral consequences that matter to innovation (Cho & Keltner, 2020; Guinote, 2017; Keltner 
et al., 2003). Therefore, we focus on the perception of one’s power relative to others as both 
a key predictor (H2) and boundary condition (H3) of innovation. In line with the psychological 
literature on the impact of power on innovation (Gervais et al., 2013; Sligte et al., 2011), we argue 
that the information processing style and disinhibited behaviors triggered by experiencing 
higher power over others cause employees to achieve high levels of innovation when they 
perceive higher power over alters.  
	 First, prior research has linked power to innovation via the global and flexible information 
processing style triggered by the experience of power (Gervais et al., 2013; Guinote, 2017; Sligte 
et al., 2011) that helps the generation of novel and useful ideas (Friedman, Fishbach, Förster, & 
Werth, 2003; Nijstad et al., 2010). The effects of power on cognition have been studied extensively. 
For example, Trope and Smith (2006) found in a series of experiments that the experience 
of having power over others makes individuals process information more globally allowing 
them to extract the gist or core aspects of the available information. In addition, according 
to Guinote (2007a, 2010, 2017), apart from processing information globally, individuals who 
experience power over others process information flexibly and selectively. While powerless 
individuals tend to attend to all information evenly, powerful individuals selectively process 
information that is relevant to the situation at hand and change more flexibly their attentional 
focus in accordance to the demands of the situation. Building on these ideas, Gervais and 
colleagues (2013, Study 1) found that participants primed with the experience of having power 
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over others engaged in more creative thinking in an open-task where they were asked to 
propose menus for a fictional restaurant, a business situation in which creativity is relevant 
but was not explicitly required. The authors ruled out alternative mechanisms and came to 
the conclusion that how participants processed information helped explain the link between 
power and creativity (Gervais et al., 2013). Indeed, how individuals engage with information in 
their minds is essential for the development of creative ideas which often come from making 
associations of previously disconnected pieces of information (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017).
	 Second, although generating creative ideas is an essential first step for innovation, 
their implementation is the culminating step for innovation that tends to require more active 
engagement with ones’ social environment (Baer, 2012). The well-established approach-
inhibition theory of power (Cho & Keltner, 2020; Keltner et al., 2003) explains that elevated 
power activates disinhibited behaviors because the experience of power involves a feeling of 
freedom where one can act at will, without interference from others, in the pursuit of rewards in 
one’s social environment. For complementary reasons, the theory also postulates that reduced 
power is associated with increased inhibition because the experience of powerlessness makes 
one feel more constrained and more attentive to social threats and punishments (Cho & Keltner, 
2020; Keltner et al., 2003). There is extensive empirical support for this link between power 
and disinhibited vs. inhibited behaviors (for a review see Cho & Keltner, 2020). Disinhibited 
behaviors are likely to increase one’s ability to implement creative ideas. Experiencing power 
has been found to make individuals more prone to expressing their true opinions during 
controversial group discussions (Berdahl & Martorana, 2006), to persistently pursue their 
goals against resistance, and to actively seek to influence others (Guinote, 2007b, 2017). These 
findings suggest that individuals who perceive themselves as more powerful than others in 
their social environment are likely to put more efforts in championing and implementing their 
creative ideas.
	 In sum, given that the experience of power increases both a global and flexible information 
processing and disinhibited behaviors that are needed to generate and implement creative 
ideas respectively, we expect the following relationship between individuals’ perception of 
alters’ relative power and their innovation: 

H2. The higher employees’ perceived power over alters, the higher their innovation.

4.2.3 The Moderating Effect of Perceived Alters’ Power
Despite the structural advantages of brokering network positions, brokers at times do not 
capitalize on their positional advantage, which hurts their innovation potential (Stea & 
Pedersen, 2017; Tortoriello & Krackhardt, 2010; Zhou et al., 2009). Given what the psychological 
literature has found about perceptions of power and innovation, it is likely that individuals act 
on their structural advantage based on their perception of their alters, which affects their 
psychological states and behaviors toward innovation. As Burt et al. (2013, p. 536) state 
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“Networks do not act – people act. Networks can facilitate or inhibit action, but people are the 
source of action.” Therefore, variation in the relationship between brokerage and innovation 
may be explained by accounting for the perceptions of power over alters. 
	 Similar to some prior work relating network position and innovation (Carnabuci & 
Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019; Stea & Pedersen, 2017) we adopt a contingency view and argue 
that there is complementarity between network structure and the perception of power over 
alters. Specifically, we argue that the theoretical mechanisms associated with the experience 
of power over others can help individuals to act upon the structural advantages and overcome 
the disadvantages of a brokering network position. Table 4.1 summarizes the arguments that 
we will elaborate in the following paragraphs. While the degree of brokerage and perceived 
power over alters can vary along a continuum, in our theorizing and in Table 4.1 we focus on 
four relatively extreme cases to better explain the interplay between network positions and 
the perception of power over alters. 
	 Perceived Higher Power Over Alters in Brokering vs Closed Network Position. We argue 
that actors perceiving higher power over alters achieve greater innovation in brokering 
network positions than in closed network positions because their global and flexible information 
processing and disinhibited behaviors associated with power are more useful in brokering 
network positions. As previously explained, a brokering network position has been argued 
to involve an innovation paradox (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Iorio, 2022). On the one hand, 
a brokering network position, relative to closed network positions, provides access to non-
redundant information, which gives brokers more resources from which they can generate 
creative ideas, but, on the other hand, it brings an action problem when implementing these 
ideas since brokers have the challenge to mobilize unconnected contacts. Inspired by this 
innovation paradox, we separate our arguments into the two major components of innovation, 
namely the generation and implementation of creative ideas, to better explain the expected 
interactive effects of our theoretical mechanisms related to power with the well-documented 
characteristics of brokering and closed network positions.
	 Regarding the generation of creative ideas, individuals perceiving higher power over 
alters are more likely to generate creative ideas in brokering network positions than in closed 
network positions because the former position provides access to non-redundant information 
(Burt, 2004) and the global and flexible information processing afforded by experiencing 
power over others helps them process information more effectively (Guinote, 2007a, 2010, 
2017). Indeed, having access to non-redundant information may not immediately guarantee 
the generation of creative ideas as individuals must synthesize, process, and recombine non-
redundant information to generate creative ideas (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Simonton, 2010), 
which can be cognitively taxing (Stea & Pedersen, 2017; Zhou et al., 2009). Information coming 
from disconnected groups may be especially difficult to assimilate because it tends to be 
heterogeneous, tacit, and there is a lack of shared alters who can ease its interpretation (Burt 
et al., 2013; Hansen, 1999). Actors perceiving higher power over alters, however, are likely to 
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Table 4.1 Summary of the Combined Effects of Network Position and Perceived Alter’s Power on 

Innovation

Perceived higher power 
over alters

Perceived lower power  
over alters

Brokering network position

Advantage: 
Access to heterogeneous  
information that facilitates the 
generation of creative ideas

Disadvantage: 
Action problem that hinders the 
implementation of creative ideas

High innovation:
• �Higher global and flexible 

information processing, which 
helps process heterogeneous 
information conferred by 
brokering network positions

• �Disinhibited behaviors and 
goal-orientation that mitigate 
the action problem of 
brokering network positions

Low innovation:
• �Risk of cognitive overload 

as brokers attend to all 
heterogeneous information 
evenly

• �The action problem remains, 
as perceiving lower power 
over alters triggers inhibited 
behaviors 

Closed network position

Advantage: 
Enhanced cooperation and trust 
that facilitate the implementation 
of creative ideas

Disadvantage:
Access to homogeneous 
information that hinders the 
generation of creative ideas

Low innovation:
• �Lower benefits from global and 

flexible information processing 
with homogeneous information

• �High levels of cooperation 
from alters are less likely 
because disinhibited behaviors 
and goal-orientation are less 
useful in closed networks 

Moderate innovation:
• �Attending to all information 

evenly and narrowly can, 
to a limited extend, lead 
to idea generation via a 
focused exploration of a 
few perspectives due to 
information homogeneity 

• �Feelings of dependency and 
inhibited behaviors help obtain 
alters’ cooperation because 
adhering to social norms 
is highly useful in closed 
networks

recognize the relevance of the heterogeneous pieces of information they encounter in their 
social environment because elevated power promotes global information processing allowing 
them to extract the gist of complex information for the development of creative ideas (Smith 
& Trope, 2006). In addition, perceiving higher power over others makes individuals less prone 
to experiencing cognitive overload because the experience of elevated power has been found 
to help individuals process information flexibly and selectively (Guinote, 2007a, 2010, 2017). 
In comparison, the global and flexible information processing that individuals perceiving 
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higher power over alters employ is likely to be less useful in closed network positions, than in 
brokering network positions, because the information among densely connected individuals 
tends to be homogeneous (Burt et al., 2013) giving them, thus, fewer opportunities to make 
novel recombination (Simonton, 2010).
	 With reference to the implementation of creative ideas, we argue that actors perceiving 
higher power over alters are more likely to implement creative ideas in brokering network 
positions than in closed network positions. Perceiving higher power over others makes 
individuals feel more independent and act in a more disinhibited and goal-oriented fashion 
(Guinote, 2007b, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003). In closed network positions, these tendencies are 
likely to be less tolerated because individualistic behaviors are easier to detect and are less 
desired in social contexts where solidarity, reciprocity, and reputation prevails (Adler & Kwon, 
2002). Therefore, individuals perceiving higher power over alters may receive less support 
toward innovation in closed networks than individuals in brokering network positions because, 
feeling disinhibited, these focal individuals likely comply less with social norms (Guinote, 2007b, 
2017), which are enforced more effectively in closed networks than for individuals in brokering 
network positions.
	 In contrast, in brokering network positions these behavioral tendencies are likely to help 
individuals perceiving higher power over alters overcome the action problem that brokers 
face in obtaining support from disconnected alters (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Obstfeld, 
2005).  To succeed in implementing creative ideas depends greatly on individuals’ ability to 
influence others in the organization (Howell & Higgins, 1990; Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; Ter 
Wal, Criscuolo, McEvily, & Salter, 2020). In general, championing creative ideas to disconnected 
alters tends to be more difficult than to connected ones because brokering network positions 
are associated with lower levels of trust, cooperation and brokers’ connections presumably 
share fewer characteristics in common making them more challenging to persuade (Obstfeld, 
2005). Individuals perceiving higher power over alters, however, are likely to exert influence and 
obtain the support needed in brokering network positions due to their disinhibited behaviors 
and goal-orientation (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003). In fact, at the core of champion 
behavior toward innovation are individuals expressing confidence about the potential success 
of their innovative ideas, persistence under adversity, and getting the ‘right’ people involved 
(Howell, Shea, & Higgins, 2005), while these aspects are supported by individuals’ behavioral 
disinhibition and goal-orientation (Guinote, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003). For instance, perceiving 
power over others has been found in lab experiments to promote optimism (Min & Kim, 2013), 
confidence (Briñol, Petty, Valle, Rucker, & Becerra, 2007; Fast, Sivanathan, Mayer, & Galinsky, 
2012), and persistence (Guinote, 2007b). All these effects should help individuals perceiving 
higher power over alters champion their ideas effectively in brokering network positions that 
are often characterized by low levels of trust. 
	 In addition, since experiencing power over others promotes goal-oriented behavior 
(Guinote, 2007b, 2017) and helps individuals recall relevant information about their interaction 
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partners (Overbeck & Park, 2001), individuals perceiving higher power over alters may be able 
to identify the ‘right’ people among disconnected alters in brokering network positions and 
direct their efforts toward these ‘right’ people to obtain support and make the implementation 
of innovative ideas more efficient. Different from closed networks, these strategic behaviors 
are less likely to be sanctioned in brokering network positions because disconnected alters 
are unaware of brokers’ behaviors toward others (Coleman, 1990). In sum, the behavioral 
disinhibition and goal-orientation triggered by perceiving higher power over alters help 
individuals overcome the action problem associated with brokering network positions by 
helping them be more effective in championing their innovative ideas and obtaining support 
from disconnected alters. 
	 Perceived Lower Power Over Alters in Brokering vs Closed Network Position. We argue 
that the psychological and behavioral consequences of perceiving lower power over alters 
can help actors achieve higher innovation in closed network positions than in brokering 
network positions. Individuals perceiving lower power over alters experience greater feelings 
of dependency toward others, attend to all information evenly, and tend to be attentive to 
threats in their social environment (Guinote, 2007b; Keltner et al., 2003). These characteristics 
aid individuals perceiving lower power over alters harvest more benefits in closed network 
positions than in brokering network positions to generate and implement creative ideas for 
the following reasons.
	 First, we argue that individuals perceiving lower power over alters are more likely to 
generate creative ideas in closed than in brokering network positions because there is more 
complementarity between the structural characteristics of closed network positions and the 
cognitive and behavioral consequences of feeling lower power over others. However, we argue 
that the creative potential of individuals perceiving lower power over alters in closed network 
positions can be restricted as after some time it may be difficult to generate creative ideas with 
limited homogeneous information characterizing dense networks. 
In brokering network positions, individuals perceiving lower power over alters have the potential 
to generate creative ideas due to the access they have to non-redundant information from 
which they can make novel recombination of information (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Simonton, 
2010). However, the cognitive and behavioral consequences of perceiving lower power over 
alters are likely to limit the creative potential of this network position for at least two reasons. 	
	 First, to generate creative ideas in brokering network positions individuals tend to need 
a global and flexible information processing because they must relate broad categories of 
information coming from disconnected alters (Nijstad et al., 2010; Stea & Pedersen, 2017; Zhou 
et al., 2009) whereas individuals perceiving lower power over alters attend to all information 
evenly and narrowly (Guinote, 2007a, 2010, 2017) making them more prone to experience a 
cognitive overload. Indeed, prior research has argued that there are cognitive costs associated 
with screening and processing non-redundant information that make brokering positions less 
beneficial to creativity after a certain point (Stea & Pedersen, 2017; Zhou et al., 2009) and 



CHAPTER 4

92

individuals’ cognitive style has been found to explain variance in the relationship between 
brokering network position and innovation (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015). Second, according to 
Perry-Smith and Mannucci (2017), obtaining alters’ support, in terms of both emotional support 
and constructive feedback and suggestions, is also important in early stages of innovation 
because creative ideas often need to be refined and elaborated further. Nevertheless, the 
behavioral inhibition associated with perceiving lower power over alters makes it less likely to 
trigger alters’ support in brokering network positions as these positions are characterized by 
low levels of trust and cooperation and individuals should be more active and less threatened 
to seek for support (Keltner et al., 2003).
	 Regarding closed network positions, it is likely that individuals perceiving lower power 
over alters generate creative ideas via a focused exploration of a few perspectives (Nijstad et 
al., 2010) because these network positions are sources of homogenous information (Burt et 
al., 2013) and perceiving lower power over others activates a narrowed information processing 
(Guinote, 2007a, 2017). Indeed, according to de Dreu and colleagues (C. K. W. de Dreu, Baas, & 
Giacomantonio, 2010; Nijstad et al., 2010), creative ideas can be generated with few categories 
of information or perspectives when individuals engage in an in-depth exploration of 
possibilities with those informational resources. Moreover, the behavioral inhibition triggered 
by the experience of lower power over others is likely to aid individuals to obtain support from 
alters because cooperation and trust stem from the adherence to social norms and they are 
likely to be compliant (Coleman, 1990; Keltner et al., 2003). However, although the cognitive and 
behavioral consequences of perceiving lower power over others can trigger the generation 
and refinement of creative ideas in closed network positions, after some time it may be difficult 
to generate creative ideas with limited homogeneous information as there are only so many 
permutations they would be able to make (Soda, Mannucci, & Burt, 2021). 
	 Second, we argue that individuals perceiving lower power over alters are more likely to 
implement creative ideas in closed network positions than in brokering network positions due 
to their inhibited behaviors and dependency feelings. As previously explained, closed networks 
differ from brokering network positions in terms of the cooperation and trust that exist among 
network members (Ceci, Masciarelli, & Poledrini, 2020) whereas this enhanced cooperation and 
trust emerge due to effective norms and sanctions of misbehaviors (Coleman, 1990). Thanks 
to these characteristics of closed networks, individuals perceiving lower power over others 
have greater chances of obtaining the needed support from alters in closed compared to 
brokering network positions. In essence, their feelings of dependency and inhibited behaviors 
makes them more comfortable asking for help, while being more compliant to social norms 
(Keltner et al., 2003) elicits helping behaviors from others (Adler & Kwon, 2002). Conversely, it is 
less likely that individuals perceiving lower power over alters obtain support for implementing 
creative ideas in brokering network positions given that these positions are characterized by 
lower levels of trust and cooperation (Ceci et al., 2020) making it especially challenging for 
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these individuals to ask for support or champion their ideas due to their behavioral inhibition 
and attention to threats in the social environment (Keltner et al., 2003).
	 In sum, we argue that individuals perceiving higher power over alters will achieve greater 
innovation in brokering network positions than in closed network positions given the global 
and flexible information processing and disinhibited behaviors associated with elevated power 
which will help them make the most out of the non-redundant information conferred by 
brokering network positions while mitigating the accompanying action problem. In contrast, 
we argue that individuals perceiving lower power over alters are more likely to achieve higher 
innovation in closed network positions than in brokering network positions because their 
behavioral inhibition and even attention to information helps them harvest the innovation 
potential of social contexts characterized by enhanced cooperation, trust, and homogeneous 
information. This leads us to the following hypothesis:

H3. Perceived power of alters moderates the relationship between brokerage and innovation 
in such a way that the higher (lower) employees’ perceived power over alters, the more a 
brokering (closed) network position will enhance their innovation

4.3 METHODS 

4.3.1 Data Collection and Research Site
We tested our hypotheses at a training and consulting organization in The Netherlands 
where we employed sociometric methodologies to identify work-related relationships. This 
organization provides training and advice to other companies mainly on leadership and 
change management. We chose this organization because creativity and innovation are 
important aspects of the company’s mission and of the value proposition of their services. 
This firm offers multiple trainings throughout the year and employees can be involved in 
more than one training at a time. Their trainings typically have a duration of 10 months and, 
depending on clients’ needs, they evolve throughout the course of their execution. Therefore, 
the organization constantly requires that employees generate and implement creative ideas.
	 The data was collected through a web-based survey which went through several revisions 
and was pretested with 4 employees to ensure that the questions were clear and matched the 
organizational context. To draw the work-related network, respondents were shown a fixed 
roster of names of all 91 employees and were asked to select the people they have interacted 
with over the past year (e.g., face-to-face, phone, e-mail, etc.) and who were important for their 
professional activity. 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). 
In addition, we did not set a maximum of ties respondents could select in order to capture more 
accurately employees’ social networks (M = 16.62; SD = 16.74), which we deemed essential to 



CHAPTER 4

94

calculate brokerage. Since access to non-redundant information is central to our theory, after 
drawing their professional network, we asked participants to identify who they approach if 
they have a work-related problem or when they want advice on a decision they have to make. 
The advice network has been widely used to capture the flow and access to information and 
knowledge in innovation research examining the effect of brokerage (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; 
Venkataramani, Richter, & Clarke, 2014; Zhou et al., 2009). Therefore, we calculated brokerage 
from the advice network. On average, respondent sought for advice from 8 people (SD = 10.34). 
	 Following prior research in creativity and innovation that stresses the importance of 
external evaluation of ideas generated by creators (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005), 
we sent a second survey to the company’s supervisors, the individuals that led and managed 
our participants. Collecting innovation ratings from supervisors at a later point in time helps 
establish the causality of the predicted relationship in a way that cross-sectional studies 
with a single time-period for both the explanatory and dependent variables cannot (Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Since we use external ratings of innovation, there is a lag period 
between the first survey (sociometric data) and the second survey (supervisor’s ratings) of 
one year. This reflects that, in this organizational setting, most of the company’s programs last 
for 10 months. Response rates were 100% for the survey sent to supervisors and 80% for the 
survey sent to all employees (N = 73; Male 55%, Mtenure = 13.26, SDtenure = 8.52, 1% held a vocational 
education degree 14% held a bachelor’s degree, 67% a master’s degree and 18% a PhD). 72 
participants were Dutch nationals (99%).  

4.3.2 Measures
	 Innovation. We measured innovation with a widely validated 4-item scale that, consistent 
with our theory, captures both the generation and implementation of novel ideas (Welbourne, 
Johnson, & Erez, 1998)1. We asked supervisors to rate how often each employee exhibited 
different innovative behaviors (from 1 = never to 5 =very frequently). Some items included are 
“Coming up with new ideas” and “Working to implement new ideas”. The scale obtained a high 
internal validity (α = .90).
	 Network Brokerage. Following prior research assessing the effect of brokerage on innovation 
and creativity (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Zhou et al., 2009), we calculated brokerage from 
the advice network with the additive inverse of Burt’s (1992) constraint measure. Constraint 
measures the degree to which a focal actor’s connections have ties to each other by measuring 
the extent to which a focal actor invests time and energy in connections who invest in each 
other (Borgatti et al., 2018). Investment in another actor is measured by the proportion of 
contacts they have where time is assumed to be evenly divided in binary networks such as the 
one we are examining (Borgatti et al., 2018). We calculated constraint using the structural holes 

1  We obtained written permission from Theresa M. Welbourne to use this instrument.
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routine in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti et al., 2002). Constraint values range from 0 to 1.2 capturing 
the bipolarity of brokerage and closure (0 = maximal brokerage, 1 = maximal closure) which 
is consistent with our theorizing. Finally, as typically operationalized in research examining 
brokerage with this measure (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019), we used the 
additive inverse of constraint to directly measure a focal actor’s involvement in a brokering 
position implying a more open ego network richer in structural holes.
	 Perceived Power Over Alters. To measure perceived power over alters, we adapted an item 
from the scale of Anderson et al. (2012) and, following prior research using an alter-centric 
approach (Grosser, Venkataramani, & Labianca, 2017), we average the level of power that ego 
perceived to have over their alters3. Since the level of power can vary across relationships 
(Anderson et al., 2012), we first asked participants to evaluate the relative level of power they 
perceived they had over each of their alters. Specifically, we asked them to what extent they 
agreed with the following statement “In my relationship with this person I think I have a great 
deal of power” (from 1=Strongly disagree to 7=Strongly agree). 
	 Control Variables. Following prior research in employee innovation, we controlled for a 
number of demographic and organizational variables that may affect the likelihood of generating 
and implementing creative ideas in the workplace. Regarding demographic variables, we 
controlled for gender (Male=1, Female=0) because prior creativity research has shown that it 
influences cognition (Abraham, 2016) and to account for potential gender-biases in supervisory 
ratings (Shore & Thornton, 1986). In addition, we controlled for education level (1=Vocational 
education, 2=Bachelor, 3=Master, 4=PhD) because knowledge and abilities are key components 
of creativity (Amabile, 1996). Similarly, we also included tenure (number of years employees have 
worked in this organization) in our models because employees may be better able to achieve 
innovation based on the knowledge and experience they have accumulated in the workplace 
(Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019). Finally, we controlled for the number of friends 
each employee reported to have because they are sources of positive affect and social support, 
important antecedents of creativity and innovation (Isen et al., 1987; Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 
2017; Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018). We asked participants to indicate who their friends were with 
the following item: “Who do you consider to be a personal friend (e.g., a person you spend your 
free time with or engage in social activities)?” and counted the number of names they gave.

2  �The constraint measure was left undefined for five employees who had either 1 or 0 advice relationships. For small ego 

networks UCINET sets values up to 1.125 as maximum constraint. We observed two cases with constraint values above 

1 in our final sample (N = 67).  
3  One employee did not report any alter, thus, it was not possible to calculate this measurement. 
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4.4 RESULTS 

Table 4.2 depicts the means, standard deviations and correlations for all variables. Table 4.3 
shows the results of the OLS regressions used for hypothesis testing.
	 H1 posited that the more brokering employees’ network position is, the higher their 
individual innovation. As shown in Table 4.3, brokering position related significantly to employee 
innovation (Model 4: b = .952, p = .018), supporting our first hypothesis. 
	 H2 predicted that as the power that employees perceive themselves as having over 
their alters increases, the higher their individual innovation. As displayed in Table 4.3, we 
found support for our second hypothesis as perceived power over alters was positively and 
significantly related to employee innovation (Model 4: b = .302, p = .004).
	 Finally, H3 predicted that perceived power over alters moderated the relationship between 
brokerage and innovation. Specifically, we expected individuals perceiving higher power over 
alters to achieve higher innovation in brokering network positions than in closed network 
position. Furthermore, we expected that individuals perceiving lower power over alters would 
achieve higher innovation in closed network positions than in brokering network positions. 
We found partial support for H3: perceiving higher power over alters but not perceiving lower 
power over alters explained variance in the relationship between the type of network position 
and innovation. As shown in Table 4.3, there is a positive and significant interaction between 
brokerage and perceived power over alters (Model 4: b = 1.321, p = .007). We probed the 
interaction to examine the effect of brokerage on innovation at different levels of perceived 
power over alters. For individuals perceiving lower power over alters (at 1 SD below the mean), 
we found a nonsignificant negative relationship between brokerage and innovation (b = -.545, 
p = .411). We found, however, a positive and significant effect of brokerage on innovation for 
individuals perceiving higher power over alters (b = 2.450, p < .001; +1SD above the mean).4 

4  �To have a full overview of the moderating effect of perceived power over alters in close networks, we probed the 

interaction using the raw variable of constraint where high levels of constraint indicate more network closure. For 

individuals perceiving lower power over alters, we found a nonsignificant positive relationship between closed networks 

and innovation (b = .545, p = .411). We found, however, a negative and significant effect of closed networks on innovation 

for individuals perceiving higher power over alters (b = -2.450, p < .001). 
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Table 4.3 Results of OLS Regression Models of Innovation

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

b    SE b    SE b     SE b   SE

Education -.023 (.157) .015 (.154) -.002 (.618) .069 (.146)

Tenure .003 (.011) .002 (.012) .001 (.011) -.003 (.011)

Male -.104 (.193) -.082 (.191) -.015 (.194) -.156 (.189)

Number of friends .025 (.037) -.024 (.041) .017 (.037) -.051 (.040)

Brokerage 1.053* (.411) .952* (.393)

Perceived power over alters .170* (.080) .302** (.102)

Brokerage X
Perceived power over alters

1.321** (.469)

Intercept 2.836 1.962 2.118 2.780

R2 .520 .105 .077 .234

n 73 68 71 67

Note: Unstandardized coefficients; Standard error (SE) in partentheses. 
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Figure 4.1 allows us to interpret better the interaction effect of network positions (closed vs. 
brokering) for individuals with higher and lower perceived power over alters. Since Burt’s 
network constraint, our independent variable, is a continuous variable that captures brokering 
and closed networks, the two slopes depicted in Figure 4.1 show the expected innovation values 
of individuals perceiving higher (+1SD) and lower (-1SD) power over alters in brokering (+1SD) 
and closed (-1SD) network positions. Consistent with our theorizing, the interaction plot shows 
that in brokering network positions, individuals perceiving higher power over alters achieve 
higher innovation than individuals perceiving lower power over alters. In contrast, we do not 
find the expected contingency in closed networks: employees’ level of innovation does not 
seem to depend on their perceived power over alters. Therefore, we found partial support for 
H3.
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Figure 4.1 Marginal Effects of Network Position and Perceived Power Over Alters on Innovation

Note: The four dots indicate the predicted innovation values for brokering network position (+1SD) and closed 

network position (-1SD) when focal individuals perceive higher (+1SD) and lower (-1SD) power over alters.

4.4.1 Robustness Checks
In this section, we perform various robustness checks to confirm the validity of our findings. 
Given that power has multiple dimensions (Mast, 2010), we assessed whether other facets 
of power – namely, perceived power of alters over others, and dominance – had the same 
moderating effect as perceived power over alters. We also controlled for all of these alternative 
variables in a model to ensure that perceived power over alters had explanatory power above 
and beyond these other power perceptions5. In addition, we tested the moderating effect of 
perceived power over alters with an alternative measure of brokerage to ensure that the 
effects are robust to different representations of brokerage. 

Perceived Power of Alters Over Others. With this facet of power, we wished to check 
that it is indeed the relative power between the focal employee and alters rather than the 
perceived power of alters in the organization more generally that explains our results. We 
asked respondents to indicate whether their alters had power in the network. Following a 
well-established definition of power (Guinote, 2017), we asked participants to indicate who is 
able to influence acts and thoughts of people within the company’s network. We then counted 
the number of perceived powerful alters each focal individual had. The results of the OLS 
regression showed that perceived power of alters over others does not predict innovation (b = 

5  Correlation tables and OLS regression models are found in Appendix C
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-.009, p = .770) and does not moderate the relationship between brokerage and innovation (b 
= .131, p = .217). 
	 Dominance. With this facet of power, we wished to make sure that our results were 
not driven by the fact that some people score higher on dominance as a personality trait. 
Personality traits, in general, are important predictors of human behavior and the power 
literature highlights, in particular, that the personality trait dominance increases individuals’ 
desire to control or influence others (Mast, 2010), which has a direct influence on behavioral 
disinhibition but not necessarily on the information processing style. We measure dominance 
with three adjectives from the Dutch Interpersonal Adjective Scales (NIAS) developed by 
Rouckhout and Schacht (2008), namely: dominant, authoritarian, and bossy6. Participants 
rated the extent to which each adjective described them (from 1 = not at all to 7= extremely). 
Dominant trait was not significantly associated with innovation (b = -.002, p = .981) and did not 
moderate the relationship between brokerage and innovation (b = -.125, p = .682).
	 Brokerage as Betweenness Centrality. We used a different operationalization of brokerage, 
namely betweenness centrality (Freeman, 1978), to assess the robustness of perceived power 
over alters as a moderator. Betweenness centrality (Freeman, 1978) is often seen as a measure 
of “gatekeeping” positions in a network as actors with high betweenness centrality have control 
over the flow of information between disconnected actors in a given network (Borgatti et al., 
2018; Porter et al., 2020; Stea & Pedersen, 2017; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This measurement 
captures how often an individual falls along the shortest path between two other individuals 
in a network (Borgatti et al., 2018) where the two nonadjacent actors might depend on the 
‘gatekeeper’ who lies on their shortest path (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). For example, in an 
advice network, if the shortest path between actors A and D is A-B-C-D then we could say 
that actors B and C have control over the information flowing between A and D. Thus, actors 
“in between” can exert control over the information flow and decide, for example, whether 
or how this information will be shared with others. While brokerage with network constraint 
is considered a local measure of brokerage because it focuses on focal actors’ direct ties in 
their personal networks, betweenness centrality is considered a global measure of brokerage 
because it focuses on focal actors’ position in the whole network which accounts for indirect 

6  �To mitigate demand effects, we collected data for other personality traits from the NIAS scale and we displayed them 

to the participants in a random order. Prior to assessing the internal reliability of trait dominance, we conducted 

exploratory factor analyses with varimax rotation (Eigenvalue = 1.62, α = .82) to assess the underlying factor structure 

for the 22 adjectives we selected for distinct personality traits. We excluded six adjectives (one at a time) throughout 

several iterations due to high cross-loading or low loading following the recommended .32 criterion level (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2012). Our results supported a four-factor solution for the remaining 16 adjectives which explained 62.24% of the 

total variance in the items. Apart from the factor corresponding to trait dominance, we identified a factor consisting of 

five adjectives related to “self-confidence” (Eigenvalue = 4.25, α = .80), a factor of five adjectives related to “empathy” 

(Eigenvalue = 2.88, α = .72), and a factor related to “persevering” (Eigenvalue = 1.22, α = .58). 
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connections. In essence, this index captures the extent to which a person brokers indirect 
connections between all other individuals in the whole network and the volume of information 
flowing through them (Burt, 2000). As with network constraint, we calculated betweenness 
centrality from the advice network because it proxies more closely the flow of knowledge and 
information. 
	 Following prior research (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001; Perry-Smith, 2006; Stea & 
Pedersen, 2017), we symmetrized the advice network before calculating this measurement 
to ease its interpretation where an advice relationship existed when at least one individual 
sought for advice. Consequently, we calculated the score of betweenness centrality for each 
node via a routine available in UCINET 6.738 (Borgatti et al., 2002) which follows Freeman’s 
(1978) operationalization. A score is calculated for a given focal node by estimating, for each 
pair of nodes other than the focal node, what proportion of all the shortest paths between the 
two passes through the focal node and all these proportions are summed across all pairs. Our 
results with this alternative measure of brokerage replicate the findings reported above for H3. 
	 First, we found that perceived power over alters moderated the relationship between 
global brokerage and innovation (b = .005, p = .031). When probing the interaction, we found a 
positive and significant effect of betweenness centrality on innovation for individuals perceiving 
higher power over alters (b = .006, p = .014; 1SD above the mean). We found a negative and 
marginally significant effect of betweenness centrality on innovation for individuals perceiving 
lower power over alters (b = -.006, p = .095; minimum value observed7). These results are 
in line with our findings for brokerage measured via constraint and show that the proposed 
moderating effect of perceived power over alters on the relationship between brokerage and 
innovation is positive across different measures of brokerage.
	 Finally, the hypothesized moderating effect of perceived power over alters on the 
relationship between brokerage (measured with the additive inverse of Burt’s constraint) and 
innovation was robust after controlling for the direct effect of dominance and perceived power 
of alters over others (b = 1.337, p = .012)8. The simple slope analyses showed the same patterns 
of results as the main analyses. We found a positive and significant effect of brokerage on 
innovation for individuals perceiving higher power over alters (b = 2.487, p = .003; 1SD above 
the mean). We did not find an effect of brokerage on innovation for individuals perceiving lower 
power over alters (b = -.545, p = .422; 1SD below the mean).
	 In sum, all these findings suggest that perceived power over alters, and not dominance 
or perceive power of alters over others, is a strong predictor and boundary condition of 
innovation.

7  �1SD below the mean was below the minimum observed in the data for betweenness centrality, so the minimum value of 

this variable was used for the slope analysis instead
8  These supplementary analyses are available from the authors upon request.
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4.5 DISCUSSION 

Our theory and findings make the following contributions to the network and power literatures. 
First, showing that the effect of brokerage on individual innovation is contingent on individuals’ 
perception of power over alters contributes to the growing literature taking a contingency 
view for the effects of brokerage on innovation (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015; Soda et al., 2019; 
Stea & Pedersen, 2017). This research stream has mostly focused on individuals’ idiosyncratic 
characteristics (Carnabuci & Diószegi, 2015) and on the attributes of their work environment 
(Soda et al., 2019; Stea & Pedersen, 2017) as boundary conditions and less on focal individuals’ 
perceptions of their alters.9 We addressed this gap by identifying perceived power over alters 
as an important contingency of innovation. 
	 We argued and found support for the idea that employees perceiving higher power 
over alters achieve higher innovation in brokering network positions than in closed network 
positions due to the global and flexible information processing and disinhibited behaviors 
associated with power that help brokers to process non-redundant information and to mitigate 
the action problem linked to brokering network positions. However, we did not find support 
for a contingent effect of perceived lower power over alters in closed vs brokering network 
positions. In our robustness analyses, we also found that neither dominance or perceived 
power of alters over others moderated the relationship between brokerage and innovation. 
	 Taken together, our findings suggest that the moderating effect of perceived power 
over alters may be mainly due to the global and flexible information processing linked to the 
experience of perceiving power over others, which allows focal individuals to benefit from 
the informational advantage conferred by brokering positions. Global (e.g., betweenness 
centrality) and local (e.g., Burt’s constraint) brokerage provide access to higher levels of non-
redundant information, which gives individuals more opportunities to recombine information 
in novel ways to generate creative ideas (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Simonton, 2010). Individuals 
perceiving higher power over alters can seize these opportunities because they can process 
all this information more flexibly than individuals perceiving lower power over alters. Future 
research can examine the effect that perceived power over alters has on radical vs incremental 
innovation. Our expectation is that the difference in the generation of radical innovations 
between individuals perceiving higher vs lower power over alters is greater than for incremental 
innovation because radical innovation requires more flexible information processing (Yu & 
Choi, 2022). Radical innovation requires more flexible information processing than incremental 
innovation because radical innovation involves the development of significantly new ideas that 

9  �We acknowledge that recent work has considered the effect of the interplay between brokering network position and 

actors’ perception on innovation (Iorio, 2022). However, this recent study has focused on how focal actors’ innovation 

depends on the perception of alters toward focal actors whereas our work complements this view by showing that focal 

actors’ perceptions of alters also matter.
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differ from existing practices while incremental innovation entails minor extensions to existing 
practices (Madjar, Greenberg, & Chen, 2011; McDermott & O’Connor, 2002; Yu & Choi, 2022). In 
essence, it is more cognitively demanding to generate something highly novel.
	 As we did not find the expected contingency in closed networks for individuals perceiving 
lower power over alters, we speculate that the increased cooperation from others that follows 
from behavioral inhibition tendencies that lower power triggers may not suffice to achieve 
higher innovation since information flowing in dense networks may be redundant. Future 
research can clarify whether perceiving lower power over alters in closed network is beneficial 
to innovation when information flowing therein is more diverse (Ter Wal, Alexy, Block, & 
Sandner, 2016) or for other type of individual performance that requires more cooperation 
from others but less novel information such as interdependent routine performance.
	 More fundamentally for the social network and innovation literature, whereas brokerage 
and power are often seen as one and the same (Burt, 2005; Kwon et al., 2020), our study shows 
that they can vary independently from each other and explain together outcomes the literature 
wishes to elucidate. In other words, our findings also imply that brokers should not automatically 
be seen as powerful change agents. Brokers only innovate more than non-brokers if they 
perceive higher power over alters. Although our theory builds on some widespread structural 
assumptions in terms of information heterogeneity, trust, and cooperation tied to network 
positions (Burt, 2000; Coleman, 1990), it takes on board that actors have agency and must 
act on these structural opportunities to overperform others in terms of innovation (Tasselli 
& Kilduff, 2021) and brings to light that agents’ perceptions of their social situation affect their 
behavior. 
	 Second, our work contributes to the literature examining the relationship between 
power and network cognition by providing evidence that individuals’ perception of alters is an 
important factor explaining organizational outcomes. Doing so is important because following 
prior research, one would expect that individuals perceiving higher power over others are 
likely to forsake their network advantage and underperform in the workplace. Empirical 
work priming the experience of having power over others has indeed shown that individuals 
perceiving higher power over others have poorer network accuracy (Simpson et al., 2011) and 
recognize fewer brokerage opportunities (Landis et al., 2018). In contrast, our analyses show 
that, regardless of whether individuals perceiving higher power over alters are less aware of 
their brokering position or the opportunities it offers, the cognitive and behavioral effects of 
perceived power are strong enough to help them reach higher levels of innovation. This is 
consistent with studies showing that, although perceiving higher power over others decreases 
the recognition of brokering opportunities, it increases one’s willingness to act as broker in 
terms of sharing and controlling information (Landis et al., 2018, Study 2).
	 To further advance our understanding of the interplay between power and network 
perception in the workplace, the literature needs to be explicit about the power facet under 
examination because in our empirical study only perceived power over alters and no other 
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perceptions of power such as dominance and perceived power of alters over others explained 
innovation.10 The perceived power over alters we put the spotlight on is highly relational and 
situated. Our results suggest that brokers act on their network advantage when their sense of 
power is socially constructed and relative vis-à-vis their direct connections, but not necessarily 
when they report having a dominant personality or being connected to powerful people. 
Perhaps the seemingly conflicting findings for power and network accuracy in the literature 
(Landis et al., 2018; Marineau et al., 2018; Simpson et al., 2011) can be explained by differences 
in the power facets examined across studies. 
	 Finally, our work contributes to the literature on power. Prior research has mostly 
focused on the effects of power on early stages of innovation via experiments (Galinsky et 
al., 2008; Gervais et al., 2013; Hildreth & Anderson, 2016; Sligte et al., 2011). By integrating the 
psychological literature on power and the literature on social networks we show that the effects 
of perceived power over alters extend to innovation in the workplace. The fact that the positive 
effect of perceived power over alters was more pronounced in brokering positions provides 
further evidence of the impact that power has on cognition (Guinote, 2010; Smith & Trope, 
2006), which helps individuals act on their informational advantage. Our work highlights the 
relevance of examining the effects of power on organizational outcomes while also considering 
the social context in which individuals are embedded because the positive effects of power 
can be bounded to particular network structures. Specifically, in our sample, there were no 
significant difference between individuals perceiving higher or lower power over alters in 
closed network. 
	 Our theory and findings have implications for practice. While power hierarchies are 
sometimes not desired by organizations because, among others, they are seen as sources of 
negative social comparisons for those lower in power, our work shows that perceived power 
over others help individuals achieve higher innovation. Therefore, organizations motivated to 
increase innovation internally could involve individuals occupying leadership positions, such 
as team managers, in intrapreneurial endeavors. Individuals in leadership positions often feel 
greater power over others due to their job role, thus, they are likely to process the information 
flowing through their networks more globally and flexibly. In addition, stimulating the sense of 
power of employees in brokering positions when doing innovation projects can be a promising 
strategy. For example, firms can carry out temporal job rotations of employees in unconnected 
teams and assign the brokering employee (i.e., the rotated employee) as a project lead for 
initiatives aimed to boost innovation. 

10  �Although less directly comparable to our work in terms of power facets, we acknowledge that there is other relevant 

work showing that individuals higher in formal and informal power have higher network accuracy and this explained 

important organizational outcomes such as employee transfer and exit (Marineau et al., 2018).
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4.5.1 Limitations and Future Research
Our work has some limitations that open avenues for future research. First, our analyses 
were performed in only one organization where creativity and innovation were important 
for employee performance, which limits the generalizability of our findings. It remains an 
empirical question if the positive effects of perceived power over alters are present in contexts 
where creativity and innovation are less or not important for individual performance given 
that prior research suggests that power promotes creative thinking mainly when creativity 
advances personal goals (Gervais et al., 2013). Therefore, future research should examine the 
relationship between perceived power over alters and innovation in different organizational 
contexts and for categories of employees for whom innovation is less (or not) central to 
individual performance.
	 Second, although our measurement of innovation is in line with the definition of innovation 
and captured the extent to which employees generated and implemented creative ideas, it 
remains unclear whether perceived power over alters has a greater impact on one phase 
over the other of the innovation process. Since there is evidence that both network positions 
(Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017) and formal power (Keum & See, 2017) can influence differently 
some innovation phases, future research could further our understanding by investigating 
whether perceived power over alters has distinct effects on each phase and the processes 
actors go through to reach innovation. Clarifying these effects can help practitioners when 
assigning employees to different tasks in an innovation project. 

4.5.2 Clonclusion
	 In conclusion, we identified perceived power over alters as an important predictor and 
boundary condition of innovation in the workplace. By integrating the psychology literature 
of power and the social network literature we showed that in brokering positions, individuals 
perceiving higher power over alters achieve higher innovation than individuals perceiving 
lower power over alters. We argue that these brokers achieve greater innovation because 
power affects cognition and leads to disinhibited behaviors that helps these brokers process 
the non-redundant information found in brokering positions while mitigating the action 
problem associated with brokering network positions. 


