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A B S T R A C T

Employees’ creative ideas often require managerial endorsement to be implemented. It is therefore important to 
understand factors that impact managers’ willingness to endorse their employees’ creative ideas. We investigate 
the role of social status dynamics and test two main hypotheses. First, we find managers lose more status for 
endorsing an idea that fails than they gain for endorsing an idea that succeeds (asymmetric status change hy
pothesis). Second, we find managers’ status gain for endorsing an idea that succeeds is smaller than the idea 
generating employee’s status gain, producing a status distance loss (status distance hypothesis). We characterize 
these findings as the idea endorser’s dilemma. Study 1 tested these hypotheses and Studies 2A-B tested boundary 
conditions of perceiver role and idea creativity. Study 3 investigated an attribution search mechanism, finding 
that the status change patterns were attenuated by a prompt that drew attention to the manager’s contributions. 
Study 4 found that managers are intuitively aware of these status dynamics and anticipate not only no status loss 
for rejecting an idea, but also a status distance gain over the employee whose idea they rejected. We discuss 
implications for creativity research and for implementing creative ideas in organizations.

1. Introduction

At LEGOLAND, kids entertain themselves at Lego play tables while 
their parents wait in line for rides. This idea for these play tables was 
suggested by a frontline employee who saw the stress that waiting in line 
caused kids and, by extension, their parents. At Amazon, the idea to 
provide free, unlimited, two-day shipping with an Amazon Prime 
membership—what would become a defining feature of the pro
gram—was suggested by an engineer within Amazon’s ranks. As these 
examples illustrate, an organization’s employees are a valuable source 
of creative ideas, defined as ideas that are both novel and potentially 
useful for the organization (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Amabile 1988). 
Entry- and mid-level employees are often in a unique position to 
generate creative ideas because of their proximity to customers, clients, 
protocols, and raw data (Zhou & George, 2003; Van Dijk & Van Den 
Ende, 2002). However, the very position that enables unique insights 
also produces a barrier: the path to implementation requires 

endorsement by a higher-ranked intermediary, such as a supervisor or 
manager (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017; Sethi et al., 2012). In both 
more and less hierarchical organizations, managers serve as gatekeepers 
that decide whether an employee’s idea is “relayed” up the organiza
tional hierarchy toward implementation (Carzo & Yanouzas, 1969; 
Drucker, 1988).

Given the important role that managerial idea endorsement plays in 
the creative process, it is not surprising that the creativity literature has 
shown a growing interest in how managers respond to creative ideas 
(Katz et al., 2021; Zhou et al., 2019). Specifically, scholars have called 
for research to better understand why managers may not accept their 
employees’ ideas (Carnevale et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2019; Baer, 2012; 
Mueller et al., 2012). In the current research, we investigate social status 
dynamics (Menon et al., 2006) as a potential impediment to idea 
endorsement. Social status is defined as the respect, admiration, and 
voluntary deference a person is afforded in the eyes of others and status 
is conferred upon individuals that contribute to a group’s goals 
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(Anderson et al., 2015).1 We propose that one reason managers may 
hesitate to endorse their employees’ ideas is because idea endorsement 
raises the prospect of status loss, whether the idea fails or succeeds.

Our predictions draw on negativity bias research (Baumeister et al., 
2001), which finds an attribution search asymmetry whereby negative 
outcomes prompt a broader search for causal explanation and positive 
outcomes prompt a narrower search. We expect a similar asymmetry in 
the context of idea endorsement. We propose that when an idea fails, 
this negative outcome prompts a broad causal attribution search for 
blame that includes both the employee and the manager as viable 
attribution targets. Alternatively, when an idea succeeds, we propose 
that this positive outcome prompts a narrow causal attribution search 
that focuses on the most salient attribution target. Drawing on the 
creativity judgments literature, we theorize that the employee’s role as 
an idea creator (vs. the manager’s role as an idea intermediary) leads 
observers to perceive the employee (vs. manager) as the more salient 
attribution target for creative outcomes. Together, this produces an 
asymmetry whereby failed ideas are attributed to both managers and 
employees, but successful ideas are attributed relatively less to man
agers than to employees.

This attribution asymmetry produces two hypotheses about how idea 
endorsement influences manager status perceptions. First, because 
managers are perceived as an outcome attribution target when an 
endorsed idea fails but relatively less so when an endorsed idea suc
ceeds, we hypothesize that managers receive more status loss for an idea 
that fails than status gain for an idea that succeeds (H1: the asymmetric 
status change hypothesis). Second, because employees are the more 
salient attribution target when an endorsed idea succeeds, we hypoth
esize that a manager’s status increase for a successful idea is smaller than 
the idea generating employee’s status increase, producing a status dis
tance loss for managers relative to employees (H2: the status distance 
hypothesis). Taken together, these status judgment patterns produce 
what we call the idea endorser’s dilemma: idea endorsement raises the 
possibility that the manager may lose status whether the idea fails 
(absolute status loss) or succeeds (status loss relative to the employee). 
We test and support these hypotheses across five studies that also test 
boundary conditions (Studies 2A-B), attribution search as an underlying 
mechanism (Study 3), and whether managers themselves anticipate the 
status dynamics associated with idea endorsement decisions (Study 4).

This research contributes primarily to the creativity literature. 
Whereas much creativity research has focused on idea generators 
(Goncalo & Katz, 2020), we answer a call in the literature for more focus 
on those who evaluate and endorse ideas (Zhou et al., 2019). Although 
creativity can be a ticket to higher status for idea generators (Amabile, 
1996; Zhou & Shalley, 2011), we propose that the status benefits of 
creativity are not as straightforward for idea endorsers, who are top-of- 
mind when ideas fail and less so when ideas succeed. Status dynamics 
thereby provide one explanation for why managers often espouse a 
desire for creative ideas but then reject them (Mueller et al., 2012; Staw, 
1995). We also contribute to research on status and creativity. Past 
research primarily focused on how status dynamics influence idea gen
eration (Duguid & Goncalo, 2015; Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). We join a 
growing area of research focused on how status dynamics influence idea 
endorsement decisions (Venkataramani et al., 2023). Prior work has 
focused on the manager’s perspective and documented different con
ditions under which status concerns influence managers’ idea endorse
ment decisions (Carnevale et al., 2023; Venkataramani et al., 2023). We 

contribute to this discussion by focusing on observers’ status perceptions 
of managers and employees in idea endorsement contexts. We demon
strate that idea endorsement decisions can have negative status conse
quences for an endorsing manager whether the endorsed idea fails or 
succeeds. This places managers in a potential dilemma that pits new idea 
exploration against status preservation and demonstrates how the social 
context might disincentivize idea endorsement (Zhou et al., 2019). 
Further, we identify attribution search as a mechanism underlying these 
status change effects.

1.1. Idea endorsement

Creativity is the generation of ideas that are both novel and useful 
and innovation is the implementation of those ideas (Amabile & Pratt, 
2016). Though research has typically focused on the end points of this 
creative process (i.e., idea generation or idea implementation), crea
tivity scholars now devote more attention to the steps that occur in 
between (Berg & Yu, 2021; Khessina et al., 2018; Perry-Smith & Man
nucci, 2017). One essential step on the path toward implementation is 
idea endorsement, or the acceptance of or advocacy for an employee’s 
idea by others in the organization (Burris, 2012; Perry-Smith & Man
nucci, 2017; Zhou et al., 2019). In the current research, we focus on a 
specific idea endorsement context: managers deciding whether to 
endorse their employees’ creative ideas.2

In recent years, creativity researchers have increasingly turned 
attention to the influence of idea endorsers in the creative process (Zhou 
et al., 2019; Sijbom et al., 2015). The literature (and anecdotes) suggests 
managers are generally hesitant to endorse creative ideas (Mueller et al., 
2012; Staw, 1995). Some research explains this tendency by investi
gating the nature of managerial roles. Workers in managerial roles are 
decision makers who must consider the expected value of their de
cisions. Managers adopt an economic mindset and favor ideas that are 
likely to succeed rather than ideas with creative potential (Mueller et al., 
2018). On top of this economic mindset, general decision biases, such as 
status quo bias and inertia (Gal, 2006), prompt hesitancy to endorse 
creative ideas. Other research focuses on qualities of the ideas them
selves. For instance, research finds that an idea’s originality is often 
inversely related to the idea’s perceived effectiveness (Rietzschel et al., 
2010). That is, endorsing a highly creative idea may carry a higher risk 
of failure compared to endorsing a less creative ideas or compared to 
doing nothing. We extend this literature by shifting focus to the idea 
endorser’s social environment and to how idea endorsement decisions 
can influence perceptions of the endorser’s social status.

1.2. Idea endorsement and social status

Creative ideas provide significant instrumental value to groups and 
organizations (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Given this, creative ideas can 
meaningfully raise the status of the employees that generate them. As 
one engineer explained in Sutton and Hargadon’s study of IDEO, “The 
more you [generate great ideas in a brainstorm] the more people seek after 
you to be a guru in their brainstorms. It self-perpetuates” (1996, p. 706). In 
other words, an employee’s creative ideas positively influence their 
status in the eyes of others.

But how does idea endorsement influence the idea endorsing man
ager’s social status? The answer to this question is less clear. Much of the 
prior research on status and creativity focused on how status dynamics 
influence idea generation (Duguid & Goncalo, 2015; Sutton & 

1 We focus on this “respect and admiration” conceptualization of status, also 
referred to as sociometric status (Anderson et al., 2015), because it captures the 
fluctuating and dynamic nature of subjective status perceptions, in comparison 
to constructs such as socioeconomic status or hierarchical rank. We also note 
that status is conceptually distinct from performance-related perceptions such 
as perceived competence, which are typically conceptualized as antecedents 
and consequences of one another (Swencionis & Fiske, 2016; Fiske et al., 2018).

2 We note that idea endorsement can come from anyone in the organization. 
Even those that have no formal authority to implement the employee’s idea – 
such as a junior, a peer, or a leader in a different part of the organization – can 
advocate for the idea as a show of moral or popular support. We focus here on 
endorsement from managers because of managers’ proximity to idea selection 
and implementation decisions (Amabile et al., 2004).
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Hargadon, 1996), with less emphasis on idea endorsement. Extant 
research on status and endorsement tends to focus on the idea endorsing 
manager’s perspective and tests how managers’ own status concerns 
influence support for ideas (rather than how the manager’s status is 
actually perceived by third parties). For instance, Menon and colleagues 
(2006) found that individuals fear they will lose status if they use an
other’s idea, as this is "tantamount to being a ’follower’ and losing status 
relative to" (p. 1129) the ideator, causing lower valuation of and in
vestment in those ideas. For a manager and employee, this inverts their 
leader and follower roles, aligning with recent findings from Venkatar
amani and colleagues (2023), that an employee’s creativity is experi
enced as particularly threatening for lower-status managers, leading 
these managers to resist endorsing their employees’ ideas. Carnevale 
and colleagues (2023) found managers anticipate that their employees’ 
creative ideas will raise the employee’s status and thereby shrink the 
status distance between them; for managers with low creative self- 
efficacy, this led to envy toward the employee and dysfunctional resis
tance (for a similar envy dynamic among creative employees and co- 
workers, see Breidenthal et al., 2020). When employees pose ideas 
that challenge (vs. support) the status quo, managers perceive these 
employees as threats and are less likely to endorse their ideas (Burris, 
2012; Fast et al., 2014). In sum, this research demonstrates that man
agers’ social status concerns can influence their willingness to endorse 
employee ideas. However, it does not speak to how managerial idea 
endorsement decisions are actually perceived by others. How do idea 
endorsement decisions influence observers’ judgments of the manager’s 
social status? Are the status concerns exhibited by some managers 
realistic or unfounded? To begin answering this question, we draw on 
negativity bias research and the creativity judgments literature to 
develop hypotheses about observers’ status judgments of managers and 
employees when endorsed ideas succeed or fail.

1.3. Negativity bias and attribution search asymmetry

Negativity bias research finds that negative outcomes are more 
psychologically impactful than equivalent positive outcomes3

(Baumeister et al., 2001). A key consequence of negativity bias is that 
when people assess outcomes, there is an asymmetry whereby people 
conduct a broader search for causal explanations when evaluating 
negative outcomes compared to positive outcomes (Bohner et al., 1988; 
Ditto, 2009; Wong & Weiner, 1981). For instance, gamblers expend 
more effort explaining the circumstances of their losses as compared to 
their wins (Gilovich, 1983). Students examine information more criti
cally when that information reveals an unwanted outcome as compared 
to a wanted outcome (Ditto & Lopez, 1992).

Particularly relevant to the idea endorsement context, research also 
finds that negative outcomes prompt a broader search for human agency 
as compared to positive outcomes (Morewedge, 2009). That is, negative 
outcomes prompt a broader search for targets to blame than positive 
outcomes prompt a search for targets to credit. For instance, in one 
study, people were more likely to attribute an unfavorable resource 
allocation (vs. a neutral or favorable allocation) to a human agent than 
to other non-human explanations such as a computer program or 
randomness (Morewedge, 2009). We expect a similar attribution search 
asymmetry to operate in the context of idea endorsement decisions, such 
that observers adopt a broader search for causal explanation when faced 
with failed idea outcomes and a narrower search for causal explanation 
when faced with successful idea outcomes. When faced with a failed 

idea, we expect that the broader attribution search leads observers to 
perceive both the manager and employee as sources of causal attribu
tion, leading both the manager and employee’s status to be negatively 
affected. However, when faced with a successful idea, we expect the 
narrower attribution search leads observers to focus on the more salient 
source of causal attribution: the idea generating employee. In the next 
section, we draw on the creativity judgments literature to argue that 
when an idea succeeds, the idea generating employee (vs. the endorsing 
manager) is perceived as the more salient attribution source.

1.4. Creativity perceptions of employees (as generators) and managers 
(as intermediaries)

Managers and employees occupy distinct roles within organizations 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Managers are decision makers who are 
responsible for the strategic and effective allocation of resources and 
making these resource allocation decisions effectively is how managers 
add value to the organization (Ford & Gioia, 2000). In contrast, em
ployees are producers that add value to the organization via their pro
ductivity and output. In the context of an idea endorsement decision, the 
manager’s role is “defined by the responsibility for allocating or with
holding resources for ideas” (Mueller et al., 2018, p. 96) and the em
ployee’s role is to generate creative ideas. In lay parlance, an employee 
reflects the role of a “creative” and a manager reflects the role of a “suit” 
(Mollick, 2012; Berg, 2016; Mueller et al., 2018).

We argue that these manager and employee role requirements shape 
how observers perceive the contributions of managers and employees to 
creative outcomes. Specifically, we propose that observers associate 
ideas more closely with the idea generator than with those that play 
subsequent roles in the creative process, such as the idea endorsing 
manager that relays the idea to senior leadership. In the idea endorse
ment context, we propose that this leads the idea generating employee 
(vs. the endorsing manager) to be a more salient attribution target in the 
minds of perceivers. This argument draws on a few related phenomena 
in the creativity literature. First, people perceive a close link between 
idea generators and their ideas. As the source of the idea, people 
perceive ideas to be an extension of the idea generator’s self (Goncalo & 
Katz, 2020) and perceive ideas as imbued with the personal qualities of 
the creator, such as their expertise, demeanor, personality, and moti
vation (Fuchs et al., 2015; Elsbach & Kramer, 2003). Relatedly, people 
perceive idea generators to have ownership over their ideas (Pierce 
et al., 2003). Brown and Baer (2015) found that workers acknowledge 
colleagues’ signals of idea ownership and these signals inform how 
workers approach feedback interactions (see also, Rouse, 2020). 
Further, the intuition that idea generators have ownership over their 
ideas is one reason why stealing someone’s idea is considered morally 
wrong (Ellis & Lucas, 2024) and even more of a personal violation than 
stealing that person’s money (Ellis, 2022). Together, this research sup
ports the idea that people perceive a close association between creators 
and their ideas.

In contrast, idea endorsing managers are intermediaries through 
which the idea passes on the path toward implementation. The idea 
endorsing manager’s contributions are removed from the initial creative 
act and final implementation. While integral to the innovation process, 
we propose that this intermediary role leads managers (vs. employees) 
to be perceived as a less salient source of attribution for successful 
creative ideas.4 Consistent with this idea, Kay et al. (2018) found that 
observers more strongly attribute creative outcomes to a focal idea 
generator than to supporting team members. Other research finds that 

3 In this literature, negative outcomes loosely refer to outcomes that are 
negatively valenced, undesirable, or unexpected, and are generally threatening 
or unwanted (e.g., losing vs. winning, failing vs. succeeding). The opposite logic 
applies to positive outcomes, which tend to be positively valenced, desirable, or 
expected, and are affirming or wanted (Baumeister et al., 2001; Rozin & 
Royzman, 2001).

4 Whether an employee is perceived as a relevant source of attribution for the 
idea also depends on whether the employee is credited with idea generation. 
We acknowledge that in some cases managers may claim credit for their em
ployees’ ideas. We view such instances of idea theft as an important moderator 
of our assumptions but beyond the focus of our research question.
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intermediary and coordination roles are generally undervalued in pro
duction processes. Heath and Staudenmayer’s (2000) theory of coordi
nation neglect proposed that people overlook the value of coordination 
activities relative to production activities. Relative to the employee’s 
idea production, the manager’s coordination activities (i.e., linking the 
employee’s idea to the upper levels of the organization) may be 
undervalued in the minds of perceivers. This point is illustrated by an 
IDEO manager who lamented the lack of recognition for their role: 
“everyone here acts like being a good designer is all that matters, like nothing 
else matters, even though they need us desperately” (Sutton & Hargadon, 
1996, p. 705).

To summarize, we propose an asymmetry whereby failed ideas are 
likely to be attributed to both the manager and employee (broad attri
bution search) and successful ideas are less likely to be attributed to the 
manager compared to the employee (narrow attribution search). From 
this asymmetry, we form two hypotheses relevant to manager idea 
endorsement decisions. Because managers are focused on more as 
attribution targets when ideas fail but less so when ideas succeed, we 
predict: 

Hypothesis 1. An endorsing manager’s status loss from endorsing an 
idea that fails is greater than that endorsing manager’s status gain from 
endorsing an idea that succeeds (asymmetric status change hypothesis).

Hypothesis 1 suggests that the status downside of endorsing an idea 
that fails is larger than the upside of endorsing an idea that succeeds. 
Hypothesis 2 focuses on successful ideas. Because managers (idea in
termediaries) are less associated with creative outcomes than employees 
(idea generators), we predict: 

Hypothesis 2. The endorsing manager’s status gain from endorsing an 
idea that succeeds is less than the generating employee’s status gain, 
producing a status distance loss for the manager relative to the employee 
(status distance hypothesis).

Taken together, Hypotheses 1 and 2 suggest why status dynamics 
may disincentivize managers from endorsing their employees’ ideas: the 
potential status loss of endorsing an idea that fails is significantly larger 
than the status gain of endorsing an idea that succeeds (asymmetric 
status change hypothesis, H1) and even when an idea succeeds, the 
manager may receive a smaller status gain than the employee, reducing 
the status distance between them (status distance hypothesis, H2).5

1.5. Moderation by downward counterfactual thinking

We theorize that the pattern of manager status change described in 
H1-2 occur because of an attribution search asymmetry prompted by 
negativity bias. When an idea fails, negativity bias prompts a broader 
causal attribution search that focuses on the manager’s and the em
ployee’s negative contributions. However, when an idea succeeds, the 
manager’s contributions are less salient than those of the employee. 
Thus, the attribution search asymmetry influences both H1-2 because 
the manager’s positive contributions when ideas succeed are less 
considered than the employee’s contributions and the manager’s con
tributions when ideas fail. Given this, we propose that prompting per
ceivers to focus on the manager’s positive contributions may decrease 
negative attributions for failed ideas and increase positive attributions 
for successful ideas, attenuating H1-2. To gain insight on how to prompt 

observers to focus on the manager’s contributions (e.g., broaden the 
attribution search for successful ideas), we turn to research on coun
terfactual thinking.

The counterfactual thinking literature finds that one way to increase 
focus on the manager’s positive contributions is by prompting down
ward counterfactual thinking. Counterfactual thinking is when people 
engage in thoughts about “what might have been” (Roese, 1997). When 
faced with a negative outcome, people tend to generate upward coun
terfactuals (thoughts about how things could have been better). These 
thoughts are functional in that they help one to analyze the situation and 
prepare for more fortuitous future outcomes (Roese, 1994). People can 
also generate downward counterfactuals (thoughts about how things 
could have been worse). Research finds that people are less likely to 
naturally generate downward counterfactuals in response to negative 
events (Markman et al., 1993). However, when people do engage in 
downward counterfactual thinking, they tend to feel more positively 
about the target of the counterfactual thoughts (Roese, 1994). In our 
context, we propose that prompting perceivers to think about manager- 
related downward counterfactuals (i.e., how the situation could have 
been worse if the manager behaved differently) increases the salience of 
the manager’s positive contributions. In the case of idea success, this 
increases positive attributions to the manager relative to the employee, 
and in the case of idea failure, this increases positive attributions (vs. 
negative attributions) to the manager. We expect that prompting 
counterfactual thinking redirects the default attribution process such 
that the manager’s positive contributions are considered more when 
ideas fail and succeed. When ideas fail, we expect this will lead the 
manager to receive less absolute status loss and when ideas succeed, we 
expect this will lead the manager to receive less relative status loss 
compared to the employee. Thus, we expect: 

Hypothesis 3a/b. Manager-focused downward counterfactual 
thinking attenuates (a) H1 and (b) H2.

2. Overview of studies

We tested our hypotheses across five studies. In each study, we 
measured status perceptions of a manager and employee before and 
after an idea endorsement decision. Study 1 was an initial test of status 
change after the manager endorsed an idea that succeeded or failed. 
Study 2A provided a conceptual replication and tested whether status 
perceptions are moderated by the evaluator’s organizational rank rela
tive to the manager (i.e., junior, peer, senior) and Study 2B tested idea 
creativity as a boundary condition. Study 3 tested the attribution search 
mechanism via a downward counterfactual thinking manipulation. 
Study 4 tested whether managers anticipate the status consequences of 
their idea endorsement decisions.

We report all variables, manipulations, and measures included in 
each study. All studies were pre-registered at AsPredicted.org and all 
manipulations and measures are included in supplementary materials. 
Data and code (when used) for all studies are available at https://osf. 
io/f9tw6/?view_only=bd32015ab4554a4fa61b47b27ceb5cc2. All 
studies received ethics approval from the authors’ university institu
tional review board.

3. Study 1

Study 1 was an initial test of how people perceive the status of 
managers and employees in the context of idea endorsement. It is pre
registered at https://aspredicted.org/G25_XXJ.

Participants. Study 1 recruited 398 United States full-time workers 
from Prolific Academic for compensation. Four failed an attention 
check, leaving a sample of 394 for analysis (43 % male, 55 % female, 2 % 
other; Mage = 36.14, SDage = 10.89). Our recruitment goal was a heu
ristic of 200 participants per between-participants condition. Sensitivity 
analyses in G*Power revealed this sample size gave us 80 % power to 

5 This attribution pattern produces a symmetric status change prediction for 
employees, such that employees receive similar magnitudes of status gain and 
loss for successes and failures, respectively. Given that our focus is on manager 
status dynamics, we do not formalize this hypothesis. But we note here that, 
consistent with this hypothesis, the magnitude of employee status change was 
not significantly different across the idea success and idea failure conditions in 
six of seven empirical tests (see analyses and results in the online supplement, 
Appendix B, Section 2.
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detect effect sizes of d = 0.28 and d = 0.14.
Procedure. We used a 2 (target: manager, employee) x 2 (status rat

ing: baseline, post-outcome) x 2 (idea outcome: success, failure) design 
with the first two factors within-participants and the last factor 
manipulated between-participants.

Participants read a brief description of a manager and one of the 
manager’s employees (see full text in the Online Supplement, Appendix 
A). Then participants rated the status of both the manager and the 
employee (baseline status rating). Next, participants read about a cre
ative idea that the employee pitched to the manager. The idea was for a 
new way to recycle and reuse old diapers and was described as having 
the potential to add value to the organization. We adapted this idea from 
Mueller et al. (2018), who validated that the idea is perceived as high 
(5.99 of 7) in creativity.6

After reading the idea, participants were randomly assigned to one of 
two outcome conditions. In the idea failure condition, participants 
learned that the manager endorsed the idea to the executive team and 
that the idea was implemented, but “the idea became a huge failure, ac
counting for 10 % of the company’s losses in the first three years after 
implementation.” In the idea success condition, the manager endorsed the 
idea to the executive team and it was implemented, and “the idea became 
a huge success, accounting for 10 % of the company’s profits in the first three 
years after implementation.” Participants then rated the status of the 
manager and the employee a second time (post-outcome status rating) 
and completed an attention check.

3.1. Measures

Status change. Participants rated social status on a six-item scale 
adapted from Yu and colleagues (2019). For both the pre-outcome rating 
and the post-outcome rating, participants responded to the scale once 
for the manager and again for the employee. Status change was 
measured as the difference between post-outcome status and pre- 
outcome status.7 Sample items included, “Others often seek [manager/ 
employee]’s opinion because they respect [manager/employee]” and 
“[manager/employee] is highly respected by others at work,” (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; α ranged from 0.96 to 0.98; see full 
scale in Appendix A).

Attention check. After reading the vignette, participants were asked to 
select whether the employee’s idea was a success, a failure, or if it was 
not endorsed.

3.2. Results

Descriptives. Means and 95 % confidence intervals appear in Table 1. 
We began by observing basic assumptions underlying our hypotheses. As 
anticipated, managers saw negative status change in the idea failure 
condition (d = − 0.87) and positive status change in the idea success 
condition (d = 0.60).

Hypothesis testing. We first tested whether a manager’s status loss for 
endorsing an idea that fails is larger than the status gain for endorsing an 
idea that succeeds (H1). For this analysis, to allow direct comparison of 
the magnitudes of status change across the failure and success condi
tions, we recoded the failure condition by multiplying each observation 
by “− 1”. A t-test comparing the manager’s status change in the success 
condition to the reverse coded failure condition revealed that the 

magnitude of status loss in the failure condition was significantly larger 
than the magnitude of status gain in the success condition, t(392) =
6.28, p < 0.001, d = 0.63, 95 % CI = [0.50, 0.96], supporting hypothesis 
1 (see Fig. 1). Next, we tested whether a manager’s status gain for 
endorsing an idea that succeeds is less than the employee’s status gain, 
resulting in status distance loss (H2). Supporting H2, a paired-samples t- 
test within the idea success condition revealed that the manager’s status 
gain for an idea that succeeds was significantly smaller than the em
ployee’s status gain, t(196) = − 6.76, p < 0.001, d = 0.57 (see Fig. 1).

3.3. Discussion

Study 1 found initial support for our two main hypotheses. First, the 
manager’s status loss from endorsing an idea that fails was significantly 
larger than their status gain from endorsing an idea that succeeds. 
Second, the manager’s status gain from endorsing an idea that succeeds 
was significantly smaller than the status gain of the idea generating 
employee, producing a status distance loss for the manager. Together, 
these effects demonstrate that idea endorsement opens managers to the 
possibility of status loss whether the idea fails or succeeds. Next, Studies 

2A-B conceptually replicate these effects and test boundary conditions.

4. Study 2A

Study 1 provided initial evidence for the absolute status loss and 
status distance loss hypotheses. Study 2A served as a conceptual repli
cation and robustness check in which we also manipulated the partici
pant’s rank in the organization relative to the idea endorsing manager 

Table 1 
Manager and employee status change by outcome condition, Study 1.

Idea Outcome

Failure 
(n = 197)

Success 
(n = 197)

Manager Status Change − 1.23 
[− 1.43, − 1.03]

0.50 
0[0.38, 0.62]

Employee Status Change − 1.16 
[− 1.34, − 0.97]

0.96 
0[0.85, 1.07]

Note: Brackets contain 95% confidence intervals.

Fig. 1. Manager and employee status change by idea outcome, Study 1. Note: 
Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

6 Given that Mueller and colleagues’ reported creativity rating is from 2018, 
we recruited a separate sample of 100 adults in Spring 2024 to confirm the idea 
is still perceived as creative. A one-sample t-test revealed the idea was rated 
significantly higher than the scale midpoint of “4″ (M = 5.21; SD = 1.52), t(99) 
= 8.33, p < 0.001.

7 Status change can also be measured as a percentage of difference from 
initial status. We tested all hypotheses in all studies using this method and 
found no meaningful difference in results.
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(junior employee, peer manager, senior manager).8 One limitation of 
Study 1 was that we did not specify the participant’s role or organiza
tional affiliation. It is possible that where the evaluator sits in the 
organizational hierarchy, or simply making it clear that they are a 
member of the organization, could affect status change judgments. We 
expected our main predictions to be robust across evaluator ranks but 
were open to the possibility of moderation. Study 2 is pre-registered at 
https://aspredicted.org/LST_FCV.

Participants. Study 2A recruited 1191 adults from Prolific Academic 
for compensation. Fifty-two failed at least one of two attention checks, 
leaving 1139 for analysis (44 % female, 54 % male, 2 % other; Mage =

40.44, SDage = 12.47). Our recruitment goal was based on a heuristic of 
200 participants per between-participants condition.

Procedure. The experimental design was a 3 (role: junior employee, 
peer manager, senior manager) × 2 (idea outcome: success, failure) 
between-participants design.

Participants read a description of a manager (Sam) and one of the 
manager’s employees (Alex; see full text in the Appendix). Participants 
were asked to imagine that they work at the same company as the 
manager and employee and then were randomly assigned to one of three 
role conditions. In the senior manager condition, participants were told, 
“You are at a higher organizational level than both Sam and Alex. Sam and 
Alex are junior to you but work in a different workgroup in your organiza
tion.” In the peer manager condition, participants were told, “You are at 
the same organizational level as Sam. You and Sam are peers but manage 
different workgroups.” In the junior team member condition, participants 
were told, “You are at the same organizational level as Alex. You and Alex 
are peers but work in different workgroups in your organization.”

Following the role manipulation, the protocol mirrored Study 1. 
Participants rated the status of both the manager and the employee 
(baseline status rating) using the same scale as Study 1. Participants read 
that the employee pitched an idea to the supervisor (the same idea used 
in study 1) and we randomly assigned participants to learn that the idea 
succeeded or failed. Participants then rated the status of the manager 
and the employee a second time (post-outcome status rating).

Status. Given that the designs of these studies require participants to 
complete the status scale from Yu et al. (2019) 4 times and that we were 
able to demonstrate and replicate prior to conducting this study that that 
there was no reliability difference in the 3- vs. 6- item version of the 
scale, we opted to shorten it out of consideration for participant con
venience and fatigue.

Attention checks. Participants responded to two attention checks. One 
asked them to identify the role they had been assigned (senior, peer, 
junior) and the other asked them to name the idea outcome (success, 
failure).

4.1. Results

Descriptives. Means and 95 % confidence intervals appear in Table 2. 
As expected, manager status significantly decreased following idea 
failure across each role condition [senior manager, d = − 0.93; peer 

manager, d = − 0.92; junior employee, d = − 0.97] and manager status 
significantly increased following idea success across each role condition 
[senior manager, d = 0.73; peer manager, d = 0.69; junior employee, d 
= 0.68].

Hypothesis testing. First, we tested the absolute asymmetric status 
change hypothesis (H1). We followed Study 1′s approach of multiplying 
the idea failure condition scores by “− 1” so that we could directly 
compare the magnitude of change could be directly compared across 
outcome conditions. Supporting H1, managers experienced significantly 
more status loss in the failure condition (M = − 1.21, SD = 1.29) than 
status gain in the success condition (M = 0.50, SD = 0.72), t(1137) =
11.40, d = 0.68, 95 %CI [0.58, 0.83]. To test for moderation by role 
condition, we regressed manager status change on idea outcome (suc
cess, failure), role condition (junior employee, peer manager, senior 
manager—with junior employee coded as the baseline comparison), and 
the idea outcome × role condition interaction. The model revealed non- 
significant idea outcome × role condition interactions, demonstrating 
that H1 did not significantly vary by role condition (junior employee vs. 
peer manager: b = − 0.13, t = − 0.85, p = 0.393, CI 95 % [− 0.43, 0.17]; 
junior employee vs. senior manager: b = 0.16, t = 1.05, p = 0.292, CI 95 
% [− 0.14, 0.45]). There was also a significant main effect of idea 
outcome, such that failed ideas saw more status change, b = − 0.72, t =
− 6.71, p < 0.001, 95 %CI [− 0.93, − 0.51], and non-significant main 
effects of role condition (junior employee vs. peer manager: b = 0.10, t 
= 0.90, p = 0.366, CI 95 % [− 0.12, 0.31]; junior employee vs. senior 
manager: b = − 0.12, t = − 1.14, p = 0.254, CI 95 % [− 0.33, 0.09]).

Next, we tested the status distance loss hypothesis (H2). Supporting 
H2, a t-test revealed that managers (M = 0.50, SD = 0.72) saw a 
significantly smaller status gain than did the idea generating employee 
(M = 1.11, SD = 0.92), t(577) = − 15.49, p < 0.001, d = − 0.74, 95 % CI 
[− 0.68, − 0.53]. To test for moderation by role condition, we used a 
multi-level model that regressed status change on target (manager, 
employee), role condition (junior employee, peer manager, senior 
manager—with junior employee coded as the baseline comparison), the 
target × role condition interaction, and a random effect for participant. 
The model revealed non-significant target x role condition interactions, 
demonstrating that H2 did not significantly vary by role condition; 
(junior employee vs. peer manager: b = 0.05, z = − 0.49, p = 0.625, CI 
95 % [− 0.14, 0.24]; junior employee vs. senior manager: b = − 0.13, z =
− 1.35, p = 0.176, CI 95 % [− 0.32, 0.06]. There was also a significant 
main effect of target, such that the employee saw higher status change, b 
= 0.64, z = 9.40, p < 0.001, 95 %CI [0.50, 0.77], and non-significant 
main effects of role condition (junior employee vs. peer manager: b =
− 0.03, z = − 0.38, p = 0.706, CI 95 % [− 0.20, 0.13]; junior employee vs. 

Table 2 
Manager and employee status change by idea outcome and role conditions, 
Study 2A.

Role Condition

Junior Employee Peer Manager Senior Manager

Manager Status Change:
Idea Failure − 1.22 

[− 1.40, − 1.04] 
(n = 188)

− 1.32 
[− 1.53, − 1.10] 
(n = 179)

− 1.10 
[− 1.26, − 0.93] 
(n = 194)

Idea Success 0.50 
0[0.40, 0.61] 
(n = 193)

0.47 
0[0.38, 0.57] 
(n = 189)

0.54 
0[0.43, 0.64] 
(n = 196)

Employee Status Change:
Idea Failure − 1.12 

[− 1.29, − 0.95] 
(n = 188)

− 1.30 
[− 1.49, − 1.10] 
(n = 179)

− 0.97 
[− 1.39, − 0.88] 
(n = 194)

Idea Success 1.14 
[1.00, 1.27] 
(n = 193)

1.15 
[1.02, 1.29] 
(n = 189)

1.04 
0[0.92, 1.17] 
(n = 196) 

Note: Coefficients represent mean status change and brackets contain 95% 
confidence intervals.

8 Although we did not formally hypothesize moderation by perceiver rank 
(nor did we predict it in our pre-registration), there are a variety of effects that 
we viewed as theoretically plausible that could have produced moderation. For 
instance, peer managers (who also make idea endorsement decisions) might be 
more likely to empathize with the target manager, and make less harsh judg
ments when the idea fails and more positive judgments when the idea succeeds. 
The same logic could apply to peer junior employees, leading to less harsh 
(more positive) judgments to the target employee when the idea fails (suc
ceeds). It is also plausible that senior managers’ higher rank (and greater power 
distance to the employee) may make them more likely to discount the em
ployee’s contributions. Alternatively, it could be that senior managers view the 
target manager’s success as a threat and discount the target manager’s contri
butions. While we saw these as plausible accounts that were interesting enough 
to test but not theoretically central enough to formalize into hypotheses.
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senior manager: b = 0.04, z = 0.44, p = 0.661, CI 95 % [− 0.13, 0.20]).

4.2. Discussion

Study 2A further bolstered our main hypotheses: Managers lost 
significantly more status for a failed idea than they gained for a suc
cessful idea (H1) and managers gained significantly less status for a 
successful idea than did the idea generating employee (H2). Study 2A 
found that these patterns are robust across evaluator organizational 
ranks (junior, peer, senior).

5. Study 2B

We theorized the asymmetric status change and the status distance 
hypotheses (H1-2) in the context of creative idea endorsement. 
Accordingly, Studies 1-2A tested our hypotheses in the context of a 
highly creative idea. Study 2B tested whether these effects generalize to 
less creative ideas. On one hand, given that our theoretical logic builds 
on aspects of the creative process (e.g., manager versus idea generator 
roles), one could expect our hypotheses to hold only in the context of 
highly creative ideas. On the other hand, creativity (and its elements, 
novelty and usefulness) is perceived as continuous (higher vs. lower), 
with most ideas being perceived as creative to some degree. Given this, it 
is possible that H1-2 would be robust across lower creativity ideas. Study 
2B tests these alternatives and is pre-registered at https://aspredicted.or 
g/XWV_V3Y.

Participants. Our recruitment goal was 800 participants (200 per 
between-participants condition). Following our preregistration, of the 
800 participants that completed the survey we excluded 85 that failed an 
attention check, leaving 715 for analysis (51 % women, 48 % men, 1 % 
other; Mage = 42.81, SDage = 13.40).

Procedure. We used a 2 (target: manager, employee) x 2 (status rat
ing: baseline, post-outcome) x 2 (idea outcome: success, failure) x 2 
(idea creativity: lower vs. higher) design with the first two factors 
within-participants and the last two factors manipulated between- 
participants.

The protocol was similar to Study 1, with the addition of the idea 
creativity manipulation. Participants read a brief description of a man
ager and an employee at a cybersecurity company and rated the status of 
both (baseline status rating). Next, participants read about a creative 
idea that the employee pitched to the manager. Participants were 
randomly assigned for the idea to be higher-creativity (“password pill”) 
versus lower-creativity (“security keycard”) (see more about the ideas 
below), and for the idea outcome to result in success versus failure 
(similar outcome manipulation as in Study 1). Participants then rated 
the status of the manager and the employee a second time (post-outcome 
status rating) and rated the creativity of the idea as a manipulation 
check.

Idea creativity manipulation. We developed a pair of higher- and 
lower-creativity ideas for products that might be pitched at a cyberse
curity company. For the higher-creativity idea, we used the password pill 
idea from prior research (Mueller et al., 2018): “A password pill. This is a 
tiny chip that uses the acid in one’s stomach to power it on, once activated it 
emits a specific 18-bit EKG-like signal that can be detected by your phone or 
computer, essentially turning your body into a password”. For the lower 
creativity idea, we developed a version called keycard scanner that was 
similar in domain and level of description but intended to be lower in 
creativity: “A keycard scanner. This is a device that employees need to insert 
their keycards into and enter a PIN in order to be able to open doors to access 
certain areas in the building that need greater security, such as a server 
room.” Utilizing the same measures and protocol as the original study, 
we conducted a manipulation check confirming the password pill (the 
higher-creativity idea; M = 5.68, SD = 1.36) was rated as significantly 
more creative than keycard scanner (the lower-creativity idea; M = 3.85, 
SD = 1.77), t(777) = 16.15, p < 0.001, d = 1.16. One-sample t-tests 
revealed that password pill was rated significantly higher than the scale 

midpoint, t(386) = 24.28, p < 0.001, d = 1.23, whereas keycard scanner 
did not significantly differ from the scale midpoint9 t(391) = − 1.69, p =
0.091, d = − 0.09.

Measures. Status change was measured with the same scale as Study 
2B, shortened from the scale in Study 1 (α’s ranged from 0.88 to 0.97). 
As a manipulation check of idea creativity, participants rated the crea
tivity of the idea by indicating their agreement with three items 
describing the idea as creative, innovative, and novel (1 = strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree; α = 0.94).

Attention checks. One question asked participants to identify the roles 
that Alex and Sam occupied (employee, manager) and their industry 
(cybersecurity). A second check later in the survey asked participants to 
name the idea outcome (success, failure).

5.1. Results

We first tested the asymmetric status change (H1) and status distance 
(H2) hypotheses collapsed across idea creativity condition, using the 
same analysis procedure as previous studies. Supporting H1, the 
magnitude of the manager’s status loss in the failure condition was 
greater than the magnitude of status gain in the success condition, t 
(713) = 9.27, p < 0.001, 95 % d = 0.69, CI = [0.62, 0.95]. Supporting 
H2, when the idea succeeded, employee status gain was significantly 
greater than manager status gain, t(363) = − 12.31, p < 0.001, d =
− 0.78, 95 % CI = [− 0.75, − 0.54], see Table 3.

Next, we tested the moderating effect of idea creativity on H1. We 
regressed manager status change on outcome (0 = failure, 1 = success), 
idea creativity (0 = lower, 1 = higher), and their interaction. This 
analysis revealed a significant effect of outcome, b = − 0.61, t = − 5.16, p 
< 0.001, CI = [− 0.85, − 0.38], a significant effect of idea creativity, b =
0.33, t = 2.75, p = 0.006, CI = [0.10, 0.57], and a significant outcome ×
idea creativity interaction, b = − 0.35, t = − 2.08, p = 0.037, CI =

Table 3 
Manager and employee status change by idea creativity, Study 2B.

Idea Creativity

Higher Lower

Manager Status Change:
Idea Failure − 1.45 

[− 1.67, − 1.23] 
(n = 172)

− 1.11 
[− 1.31, − 0.91] 
(n = 179)

Idea Success 0.48 
[0.36, 0.60] 
(n = 182)

0.50 
[0.40, 0.60] 
(n = 182)

Employee Status Change:
Idea Failure − 1.30 

[− 1.49, − 1.11] 
(n = 172)

− 1.19 
[− 1.36, − 1.01] 
(n = 179)

Idea Success 1.17 
[1.04, 1.31] 
(n = 182)

1.09 
[0.97, 1.22] 
(n = 182)

Note: Coefficients represent mean status change and brackets contain 95% 
confidence intervals.

9 We acknowledge that because keycard scanner was not significantly lower 
than the scale midpoint it is a moderate-creativity, rather than low-creativity, 
idea. Our initial piloting revealed that the ideas participants perceived as 
significantly below the creativity scale midpoint tended to be less detailed and 
of noticeably lower quality compared to password pill. To preempt face validity 
concerns, we decided to use keycard scanner rather than an even lower crea
tivity idea for both its comparability to password pill and for believability that 
all involved (the employee, manager, and executive team) would think the idea 
is worth implementing. We use the labels higher-creativity and lower-creativity 
idea to emphasize that the ideas significantly differ in creativity relative to one 
another.
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[− 0.68, − 0.02]. Simple slopes analysis revealed that the manager’s 
magnitude of status loss was larger when the idea failed than the 
magnitude of status gain when the idea succeeded for both the higher- 
creativity idea (b = − 0.97, t = − 8.04, p < 0.001, CI = [− 1.20, 
− 0.73]) and the lower-creativity idea (b = − 0.61, t = − 5.16, p < 0.001, 
CI = [− 0.85, − 0.38]), but this effect was smaller for the lower-creativity 
idea (as indicated by the significant interaction).

Finally, we tested the moderating effect of idea creativity on H2. 
Looking only at the success outcome condition, we built a multilevel 
model (xtmixed in STATA) that regressed status change on target (1 =
manager, 2 = employee), idea creativity (0 = lower, 1 = higher), their 
interaction, and a random effect for participant (to account for target as 
a repeated-measures factor). This analysis revealed a significant effect of 
target, b = 0.59, z = 8.05, p < 0.001, CI = [0.45, 0.74], a non-significant 
effect of idea creativity, b = − 0.02, z = − 0.23, p = 0.815, CI = [− 0.19, 
0.15], and a non-significant target × idea creativity interaction, b =
0.10, t = 0.97, p = 0.334, CI = [− 0.10, 0.31].

5.2. Discussion

Study 2B replicated support for H1 and H2 and found partial evi
dence of idea creativity as a moderator. The asymmetric status change 
hypothesis (H1) was robust for higher- and lower-creativity ideas but 
was attenuated for the lower-creativity idea, with managers receiving 
less status loss when the lower-creativity idea failed compared to when a 
higher-creativity idea failed (see Fig. 2). The status distance hypothesis 
(H2) was robust for higher- and lower-creativity ideas. However, there 
was no evidence of moderation, as managers received similar status 
gains across the higher- and lower-creativity ideas (the same was the 
case for employees; see Fig. 2). This asymmetry—whereby idea crea
tivity influences responses to idea failure but not responses to idea 
success—is consistent with past research that finds different responses to 
outcome failure versus success (e.g., Crant & Bateman, 1993), a point we 
return to in the General Discussion. Overall, this study reveals that our 
hypotheses are robust across higher- and lower-creativity ideas.

6. Study 3

Study 3 tested a mechanism underlying the status change effects: 
attribution search (or lack thereof). We theorize that H1-2 are produced, 
in part, by how much observers view the manager as a target in their 
search for causal attributions. For a successful idea, the employee (vs. 
manager) is perceived as the more salient attribution target and, 
consequently, the outcome more positively impacts the employee’s 
status. For a failed idea, negativity bias leads the manager to also be 
included in a wider attribution search. However, the dominant attri
bution search pattern for a negative outcome is blame attributions (i.e., 
what the manager did wrong) rather than praise attributions (i.e., what 

the manager did right). Given this, prompting an attribution search that 
focuses on the manager’s positive contributions (via downward coun
terfactual thinking) should attenuate both H1-2, by shifting positive 
attention from the employee to the manager for successful ideas (to 
attenuate H1) and shifting blame attributions to credit attributions for 
failed ideas (to attenuate H2). This study is pre-registered at https:// 
aspredicted.org/s2mm-nwzz.pdf.

Participants. We recruited 1621 participants via Connect, of whom 17 
failed an attention check, leaving a final sample of 1604 (49.5 % women, 
50.0 % men, 0.5% other, Mage = 41.60, SDage = 12.26), averaging 19.64 
years of work experience (SD = 13.80) and 5.30 years of management 
experience (SD = 7.68). Our recruitment goal was a heuristic of 400 
participants per between-participants condition, which we increased 
from previous studies because of uncertainty around the effect sizes for 
the mechanism variables.

Procedure. The study design was a 2 (baseline, intervention) x 2 
(outcome: idea failure, idea success) design manipulated between- 
participants, wherein all participants rated manager and employee sta
tus both before and after knowing the outcome of the idea. The pro
cedure for the baseline condition was the same as Study 1. The 
intervention condition used a downward counterfactual thinking 
prompt to facilitate positive information search about the manager. We 
measured status change with the same scales as in Study 2A-B (α’s 
ranged from 0.92 to 0.98).

Downward counterfactual thinking intervention. Participants in the 
intervention condition saw the same scenario as those in the baseline 
condition. However, before making the time two status rating, partici
pants were asked, “How could Sam (the manager that endorsed the idea) 
have acted differently that would have led to a much more negative outcome? 
Write as many ways as you can think of.”.

Attention check. After reading the vignette, participants were asked to 
select whether the idea was a success, a failure, or if it was rejected.

6.1. Results

Descriptives. Means and 95 % confidence intervals appear in Table 4. 
As expected, managers lost status after endorsing an idea that failed (d 
= − 0.76) and gained status after endorsing an idea that succeeded (d =
0.79).

Main hypotheses. We tested the asymmetric status change hypothesis 
(H1) and the status distance hypothesis (H2) using the same analytic 
strategy as in Study 1. Supporting H1 in the baseline condition, the 
magnitude of the manager’s status loss (M = 1.45, SD = 1.54) in the idea 
failure condition was significantly larger than the magnitude of status 
gain (M = 0.55, SD = 0.82) in the idea success condition, t(826) = 10.58, 
p < 0.001, d = 0.74. Supporting the status distance hypothesis (H2), the 
manager gained (M = 0.55, SD = 0.82) significantly less status after a 
successful idea than did the idea generating employee (M = 0.93, SD =
0.81), t(415) = 9.34, p < 0.001, d = 0.46, resulting in a status distance 
loss for the manager relative to the employee.

Mechanism hypothesis: Hypotheses H3a and 3b predicted attenuation 
of H1 and H2 in the intervention condition. Results are summarized in 

Fig. 2. Manager and employee status change by idea outcome and idea crea
tivity, Study 2B.

Table 4 
Manager and employee status change by outcome condition, Study 3.

Baseline Intervention

Failure 
(n = 412)

Success 
(n = 416)

Failure 
(n = 383)

Success 
(n = 393)

Manager Status 
Change

− 1.45 
[− 1.30, 
− 1.60]

0.55 
[0.47, 
0.62]

− 1.01 
[− 1.14, 
− 0.88]

0.52 
[0.44, 
0.61]

Employee Status 
Change

− 1.50 
[− 1.64, 
− 1.36]

0.93 
[0.85, 
1.01]

− 0.99 
[− 1.13, 
− 0.85]

0.72 
[0.64, 
0.80]

Note: Brackets contain 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 5. First, we looked at whether the intervention attenuated H1. We 
regressed manager status change on outcome (failure, success), inter
vention condition (baseline, intervention), and their interaction. This 
model revealed significant main effects of outcome, b = 2.00, t = 24.06, 
p < 0.001, 95 % CI = [1.84, 2.16], β = 0.67, and intervention condition 
b = 0.46 t = 5.41 p < 0.001, 95 % CI = [0.29, 0.63], β = 0.15, as well as a 
significant outcome x intervention interaction, b = − 0.48, t = − 4.03, p 
< 0.001, 95 % CI = [− 0.72, − 0.25], β = − 0.14 (see Table 5, Model 1). 
Simple slopes analysis revealed that the effect of outcome condition was 
weaker in in the baseline condition (t(826) = –23.30, d = − 1.62, 95 % 
CI [− 1.78, − 1.46], p < 0.001, difference = − 2.00, 95 % CI of difference 
[− 2.17, − 1.83]) compared to in the intervention condition (t(774) =
− 18.34, d = − 1.32 95 % CI [− 1.47, − 1.16], p < 0.001, difference =
− 1.52, 95 % CI of difference [− 1.68, − 1.36]).

Next, we looked at whether the intervention attenuated H2. To test 
this, we built a multi-level model that regressed status change on target 
role (manager, employee), intervention (baseline, intervention), the 
target role x intervention interaction, and a random effect of participant 
(to account for target role as a repeated measures factor). The model 
revealed significant main effects of target role, b = − 0.39, t = − 6.78, p 
< 0.001, 95 % CI = [− 0.49, − 0.27], β = − 0.23, and intervention con
dition, b = − 0.21, t = − 3.61p < 0.001, 95 % CI = [− 0.32, − 0.10], β =
− 0.12, as well as a significant target role x intervention interaction, b =
0.19, t = 2.28, p = 0.023, 95 % CI = [0.03, 0.35], β = 0.10. Simple slopes 
analysis revealed significant attenuation of H1 such that the effect of 
target role was smaller in the intervention condition (t(784) = 3.40, d =
.24 95 % CI [0.10, 0.38], p < 0.001, difference = 0.20, 95 % CI of dif
ference [0.08, 0.32]) compared to in the baseline condition (t(830) =
6.81, d = .47 95 % CI [0.33, 0.61], p < 0.001, difference = 0.39, 95 % CI 
of difference [0.27, 0.50]).

6.2. Discussion

Study 3 replicated support for H1 and H2 and found support for the 
attribution search mechanism. Additionally, we found that a downward 
counterfactual thinking manipulation—that prompted attention to the 
manager’s positive contributions—reduced the manager’s absolute 
status loss when the idea failed (attenuating H1) and reduced the 
manager’s relative status loss when the idea succeeded (attenuating H2). 
Notably, although the intervention significantly attenuated the asym
metric status change and status distance hypotheses (H1-2), they were 
both still significant in the intervention condition, demonstrating 
robustness.

7. Study 4

Studies 1–3 established how managers’ idea endorsement decisions 
influence status judgments from others in the organization. Study 4 
turned to the managers’ perceptions of these status dynamics and tested 
managers’ expectations of how their idea endorsement decisions would 
influence judgments of their status. Measuring the manager’s perspec
tive is important for establishing that these status dynamics are recog
nized in the minds of managers and actually pose a “dilemma”. We 
measured managers’ expectations in the context of endorsing an em
ployee’s idea that fails, an idea that succeeds, and declining to endorse 

the employee’s idea.
We hypothesize that managers anticipate the endorser’s dilemma 

and project H1 and H2 occurring. However, idea rejection prevents 
evaluation of the success or failure of an implemented idea and therefore 
managers will not anticipate H1 and H2 occurring if they reject a 
generating employee’s idea. Rejection will also demonstrate the man
ager’s authority and power over the generating employee and highlight 
that employee’s lack of power to advance their idea. Therefore, we 
predict a generating employee whose idea is rejected will experience a 
status loss. Combined with the manager’s lack of status loss from 
rejecting the idea, this generates a status distance gain for the rejecting 
manager: 

Hypothesis 4. Managers project a) they will not lose status from not 
endorsing an employee’s idea but b) the rejected employee will lose 
status; the combination of a) and b) result in projecting c) a status dis
tance gain for the rejecting manager relative to the employee whose idea 
was rejected.

This study is pre-registered at https://aspredicted.org/hs2p-858z. 
pdf.

7.1. Participants

Our recruitment goal was 600 participants (200 per between- 
participants condition). We recruited 719 current managers from Con
nect (we oversampled in anticipation of failure to meet current direct 
report criteria and attention check fails). Participants were filtered out 
of the survey unless they indicated a current role as a supervisor, man
ager, or leader with direct reports and also had a direct supervisor to 
whom they report (n = 83) or failed an attention check (n = 34), leaving 
602 for analysis (Mage = 37.84 SDage = 10.06; 50 % Female, 50 % male). 
Participants averaged 17.39 years of work experience (SD = 9.61) and 
7.87 years of managerial experience (SD = 6.81).

7.2. Procedure

Study 4 used a 2 (target: manager, employee) x 2 (status: baseline, 
post-outcome) x 3 (outcome: idea failure, idea success, not-endorsed) 
experimental design with the first two factors measured within- 
participants and the third factor manipulated between-participants.

First, participants rated their status in the workplace, using the same 
scale as Studies 2a-3. Then participants were asked to write down the 
initials of one of their employees and to rate that employee’s status 
(baseline status ratings). Next participants completed the main task, 
which asked participants to imagine their employee pitched a new idea 
to them. Participants read, “Suppose this employee spoke up in your 
workgroup meeting and said the following: “I’ve got a creative, new idea for 
increasing our effectiveness. It has not been done before but I believe it could 
help us be 10 % more productive.” We chose not to describe the content of 
the idea to because we recruited managers from many contexts for 
generalizability and to preempt participants forming judgments of the 
idea itself that might influence their expectations of status change 
following failure, success, or no endorsement. Participants were then 
randomly assigned to one of three outcome conditions. In the idea failure 
condition, participants imagined that they endorsed their employee’s 
idea to their supervisor who implemented it, but the idea failed and led 
to a 10 % decrease in productivity. In the idea success condition, par
ticipants imagined that they endorsed their employee’s idea to their 
supervisor who implemented it and the idea increased productivity by 
10 % as intended. In the no-endorsement condition, participants imag
ined that they decided not to endorse their employee’s idea (see Ap
pendix A for full vignette text). After reading the vignette, participants 
provided a second rating of their own status and their employee’s status 
in their workplace (post-outcome status). Participants completed the 
survey by indicating their demographic information.

Table 5 
Manager status change expectations.

Expected Status 
Change

Idea Failure 
(n = 202)

Idea Success 
(n = 210)

Idea Rejected 
(n = 190)

Manager − 0.39 [− 0.50, 
− 0.27]

0.08 [0.03, 
0.14]

− 0.05 [− 0.14, 
0.03]

Employee − 0.80 [− 0.94, 
− 0.65]

0.65 [0.53, 
0.76]

− 0.34 [− 0.45, 
− 0.24]

Note: Brackets contain 95% confidence intervals.
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7.3. Measures

Status change. We utilized the same scale as studies 2a/b and 3 (α’s =
0.84 to 0.97).

Attention check. After reading the vignette, participants were asked to 
select whether the idea succeeded, failed, or was not endorsed.

7.4. Results

We analyzed managers’ expectations of status change with the same 
analytic strategy used to test H1-2 in prior studies. Testing manager 
expectations of H1, using absolute values, a t-test revealed that the 
magnitude of anticipated status loss when an idea failed (M = 0.39, SD 
= 0.80) was significantly greater than the magnitude of anticipated 
status gain when the idea succeeded (M = 0.08, SD = 0.40), t(410) =
4.86, p < 0.001, 95 % CI [0.18, 0.42], d = 0.48. Testing manager per
ceptions of H2, when the idea succeeded, managers expected their status 
gain (M = 0.08, SD = 0.40) to be significantly smaller than the em
ployee’s status gain (M = 0.65, SD = 0.85), t(209) = − 8.73, p < 0.001, 
95 % CI [− 0.69, − 0.44], d = − 0.60. Finally, managers expected that not 
endorsing the employee’s idea would result in no significant change 
their own status (M = − 0.05, SD = 0.62), as indicated by a one-sample t- 
test against zero, t(189) = − 1.14, p = 0.258, 95 % CI [− 0.14, 0.04], d =
− 0.08, supporting H4a. Further, managers expected that not endorsing 
the employee’s idea would lead to status loss for the employee (M =
− 0.34, SD = 0.74), as indicated by a one-sample t-test against zero, t 
(189) = − 6.38, p < 0.001, 95 % CI [− 0.45, − 0.24], d = − 0.46, sup
porting H4b. Comparing the lack of manager status loss to the employee 
status loss in the rejection condition reflected more status loss for the 
employee (M = − 0.34, SD = 0.74) compared to the manager (M =
− 0.05, SD = 0.62), t(189) = 4.18, p < 0.001, 95 % CI [0.15, 0.43], d =
0.30, granting the manager a status distance gain over the employee 
whose idea they rejected, supporting H4c.

7.5. Discussion

Study 4 found that managers’ expectations of how their idea 
endorsement decisions influence status judgments is consistent with the 
pattern of status judgments found in Studies 1–3 and that underlie the 
idea endorsement dilemma (H1-2). Interestingly, managers expected 
that when the endorsed idea failed, they would lose less status than the 
employee. This is inconsistent with the status judgments observed in 
Studies 1–3, which find that managers and employees lose similar 
amounts of status when the idea fails (see Appendix B for these sup
plemental analyses and results). Study 4 also examined managers’ ex
pectations when they do not endorse the employee’s idea. Managers 
believed that not endorsing an employee’s idea results in no status 
change for themselves and negative status change for the employee, 
resulting in a status distance gain over the employee when rejecting 
their idea and avoiding forms of status loss inherent in the idea en
dorser’s dilemma. This finding suggests that managers may not only 
perceive rejecting their employees’ ideas as the “safest” solution to the 
idea endorser’s dilemma but also anticipate a status distance gain for 
doing so; this may doubly disincentivize idea endorsement given in
dividuals’ desire to have higher status than those around them (c.f., 
Staw, 1995; Anderson & Hildreth, 2024; Venkataramani et al., 2023).

8. General discussion

We investigated how managers’ idea endorsement decisions influ
ence status perceptions. Studies 1–4 found status disincentives for 
managers to endorse their employees’ ideas, including incentives to 
reject an employee’s idea, and that idea creativity exacerbates manager 
asymmetric status loss. First, we found that managers lose significantly 
more status for endorsing an idea that fails than they gain for endorsing 
an idea that succeeds (asymmetric status change hypothesis) a finding 

robust across observer roles but attenuated for ideas lower in creativity. 
Further, even when an idea succeeds, the manager’s status gain is 
smaller than the employee’s status gain, resulting in status distance loss 
relative to the idea generating employee (status distance hypothesis). 
These effects may produce a dilemma for managers who want both to 
explore new ideas and to preserve their social status.

Study 3 found that the asymmetric status change and status distance 
effects (H1-2) were attenuated when the attribution search process was 
disrupted by manager-focused downward counterfactual thinking. 
Study 4 tested whether managers anticipate these status dynamics and 
confirmed that they do. Managers anticipated that they would lose more 
status for endorsing an idea that failed than an idea that succeeded (H1) 
and that they would gain less status than their employee when the idea 
succeeded (H2), as well as perceiving that the employee would lose 
more status than themselves when rejecting the idea.

8.1. Theoretical implications

We contribute to the creativity literature by examining the role of 
idea endorsers in the creative process and finding that status stakes for 
them may be higher for more creative ideas. Whereas creativity research 
has tended to focus on the workers that generate ideas (Goncalo & Katz, 
2020), we investigate the decision making of managers tasked with 
endorsing employees’ ideas. This inquiry answers a broad call in the 
literature for a greater focus on the steps of the creative process between 
idea generation and implementation (Perry-Smith & Mannucci, 2017), 
and more specifically, for research that bridges the roles of those who 
generate ideas and those who evaluate ideas (Zhou et al., 2019). We find 
that idea endorsement decisions hold the prospect of negative status 
consequences for managers whether the endorsed idea fails or succeeds, 
and that rejecting an employee’s idea may avoid these consequences, 
which are greater for more creative ideas, while conferring a status 
distance gain over the employee whose idea the manager rejects. Our 
findings echo recent work on social status and idea endorsement by 
suggesting that the status consequences of idea endorsement decisions 
may pose a meaningful barrier to idea endorsement (Carnevale et al., 
2023; Venkataramani et al., 2023).

Contributing further, we identify an attribution search mechanism 
that explain why idea endorsement decisions lead to different status 
consequences for idea generators versus idea endorsers. Because people 
asymmetrically scrutinize failures more than successes (i.e., broader vs. 
narrower attribution search), managers and employees are perceived as 
salient attribution targets when an idea fails but employees are 
perceived as the salient attribution target when an idea succeeds.10

These patterns produce status dynamics (i.e., asymmetric status change, 
status distance loss) that may disincentivize idea endorsement in the 
eyes of managers. Accordingly, this research also contributes to the 
literature on why managers reject creative ideas (Mueller et al., 2012). 
Idea endorsement may constitute a decision context in which the man
ager’s self-interest systematically diverges from the organization’s in
terests, resulting in a structural bottleneck that inhibits creativity (Staw, 
1995). We found that the manager status loss asymmetry is exacerbated 
by idea creativity, providing even stronger rationale for managers to 

10 Our findings also speak to research on attributions to managers for per
formance outcomes, such as the “Romance of Leadership”, i.e. the persistent 
tendency of individuals to attribute firm performance to manager behaviors, 
particularly when firm performance is more extreme in either highs or lows 
(Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). By finding that endorsing managers 
receive less status gain than generating employees when a creative idea suc
ceeds, and explaining the mechanism of this effect- we identify a boundary 
context to leadership over-attribution. Although individuals often over- 
attribute even unrelated outcomes to leadership (Avolio, Walumbwa & 
Weber, 2009), this pattern may be mitigated in contexts involving creative 
ideas.
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reject creative ideas.
We also contribute to the status literature by further elucidating the 

impact of status in the creative process. Past research has focused on 
how status can influence idea generation (Duguid & Goncalo, 2015; 
Sutton & Hargadon, 1996). We move downstream in the creative pro
cess, from idea generators to idea evaluators, and demonstrate how 
status perceptions are influenced by managers’ idea endorsement de
cisions. We find that observers allocate status differently based on the 
target’s role in the idea endorsement process. These findings demon
strate that the perceived value a group member brings to the creative 
process and subsequent status perception, is assessed differently 
depending on the member’s role (i.e., idea endorser vs. idea generator).

Furthermore, we find evidence in Study 4 that managers may 
perceive idea rejection as a “safer” option than idea endorsement, given 
that idea rejection not only avoids asymmetric status loss (H1) and 
status distance loss (H2) but also managers anticipate that idea rejection 
may lead to a status distance gain relative to the employee whose idea 
they reject. This could provide a perverse incentive against idea 
endorsement. When considering the question of “why people reject 
creativity” (Staw, 1995), these findings highlight the importance of 
considering absolute status change as well as relative status change 
compared to others.

8.2. Future directions and limitations

An important direction for future research is to test our hypotheses in 
organizational field settings. Our studies assumed that observers have 
accurate knowledge about the employee that generated the idea and the 
manager that endorsed the idea. However, observers may lack this 
knowledge in some contexts such as a manager claiming credit for the 
employee’s idea (Ellis, 2022), a behavior for which managers may have 
both motive (e.g., status concerns) and opportunity (being a “relay” 
between organizational levels). Future research should examine the 
contexts in which this is more or less likely to occur. For example, idea 
theft may be less likely when generation requires high technical 
expertise. In these cases, employees often keep track of one another’s 
ideas, which would make it difficult for managers to claim credit. As 
Sutton and Hargadon (1996) describe in their study of IDEO, “[d] 
esigners usually show consensus about which ideas were best and refer to 
ideas by the name of the designer who suggested it” (706). Sutton and 
Hargadon also describe, “This technical hierarchy was so dominant that 
managers sometimes complained they didn’t get enough credit” (705).

Our studies contained roughly equivalent knowledge and awareness 
of the generating employee and the endorsing manager. But there are 
organizational contexts where this may not be the case, such as when the 
observer has a close relationship with the manager or the employee or 
when the manager or employee has a reputation that increases their 
visibility in the organization. Future research could test how factors that 
influence the salience of the manager or employee in idea endorsement 
contexts influence judgments. The current research focused on the 
magnitude of status change, a global judgment that may not capture 
nuances and qualitative differences within that magnitude, such as 
differences in how manager and employee contributions are valued and 
how resulting status change differences may have different utility for 
their different roles and goals. Future research could investigate these 
differences.

Future research could explore additional boundary conditions of 
these effects. For example, prior research finds that lower-status man
agers are particularly prone to feeling threatened by their employees’ 
creativity and rejecting employees’ ideas (Venkataramani et al., 2023). 
An open question is whether observers’ status perceptions account for 
the initial status distance between the idea endorsing manager and idea 
generating employee. On one hand, a smaller status distance may lead 
observers to perceive the manager as closer to the source of the idea, 
leading them to attribute higher salience and thus allocate more status to 
the manager after endorsing a successful idea. On the other hand, a 

larger status distance may make salient the manager’s decision power, 
leading observers to focus on the manager’s contributions, and thereby 
allocate more status to the manager after endorsing a successful idea. 
Another factor to explore in future research is the manager’s rank and 
visibility in the organization. While, by definition, managers are in the 
middle of the organization (Mollick, 2012), some may hold higher ranks 
than others (e.g., entry-level manager vs. mid-level manager) or may 
otherwise be more or less visible. The extent to which the idea en
dorser’s dilemma affects higher versus lower ranked managers is an 
interesting open question for future research.

Another direction for future research would be to test whether the 
status change effects underlying the idea endorser’s dilemma emerge for 
idea endorsement situations involving outcomes (i.e., successes and 
failures) of varying magnitudes. One limitation of the current research is 
that we only examined outcomes that led to relatively large profit swings 
(i.e., 10 % gains or losses). One possibility is that less consequential 
outcomes would simply lower the perceived stakes of the idea 
endorsement situation all around, resulting in the same idea endorser’s 
dilemma, but with a smaller magnitude. However, it is also possible that 
lower stakes could differentially affect perceptions of successes and 
failures. This is an open question for future research. Another possible 
boundary condition involves whether the idea endorsement decision is 
made by a single manager or a group and whether the decision must be 
approved at more versus fewer layers of organizational hierarchy. It is 
possible that adding more decision makers and decision levels would 
simply dilute the perceived contribution of all involved, in which case 
we would retain our predictions but expect smaller effects. Another 
possibility is that the manager’s contribution would get lost in the 
bureaucratic minutiae, but the employee would still be credited as the 
originator of the idea, exacerbating the status distance effect between 
the manager and employee. We see these as interesting questions for 
future research.

Finally, future research could investigate ways to change how idea 
endorsement decisions are perceived in an organization so that the 
status consequences do not disincentivize managerial idea endorsement. 
For example, organizations could describe positive idea endorsement 
outcomes as “successful decisions” as well as “successful ideas” to 
highlight the role of the endorsement decision. Another intervention 
could involve asking people to consider external factors outside of the 
manager’s control that may have influenced the outcome, particularly 
given the high levels of uncertainty that characterize some creative 
contexts.

8.3. Practical implications

We find that status loss concerns may disincentivize managers from 
endorsing their employees’ creative ideas. Recognizing this imbalance 
between status loss and gain regarding creativity gives practitioners and 
firms an opportunity to correct it. We make three suggestions for how 
organizational leaders can address the idea endorsement dilemma. The 
first is to focus on process over outcome and to positively recognize 
managers who endorse creative ideas, regardless of the outcome of those 
ideas. For example, a “fail forward” culture that emphasizes willingness 
to try creative ideas may foster an environment in which managers’ 
status is less damaged by endorsing creative ideas that fail. Our second 
suggestion is for organizations to create infrastructure that reduces the 
weight of idea endorsement decisions on managers by dispersing it to 
others. This approach could include introducing other pathways of 
getting creative ideas approved, such as research and development 
panels, suggestion boxes, and other methods by which an employee’s 
creative ideas do not go directly to their immediate supervisor; other 
researchers have previously found that transparency in which ideas are 
pitched to managers, i.e. greater visibility of them from more actors, can 
help (Miron-Spektor, Vashdi, Amabile & Holzmann, 2018). Thirdly, 
endorsing a peer’s idea while attributing them as the source can increase 
the status of the voicer and the person endorsing (Bain, Kreps, Meikle & 

W. Johnson and B.J. Lucas                                                                                                                                                                                                                   Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 190 (2025) 104439 

11 



Tenney, 2021). Thereby, shifting some of the weight of endorsement 
decisions from managers to peers may be a useful strategy for organi
zations seeking to increase idea endorsement.

8.4. Conclusion

We investigated how idea endorsement decisions influence judg
ments of employee’s and managers’ status in idea endorsement out
comes. We found attribution search- with different effects based on role 
and outcome- drive the observed effects. This research spotlights the 
decision-making of managerial idea endorsers in the creative process 
and, in doing so, further sheds light on the path that ferries creative ideas 
from conception to implementation.
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