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1) Supplemental Mediation Analyses 

For exploratory purposes, we replicated the mediation analyses of Studies 2 and 3a 

using an alternative mediation test. Specifically, we used the causal mediation approach 

proposed by Imai, Keele, and Tingley (2010), which does not rely on the framework of linear 

structural equation models and instead relies on the counterfactual framework of causal 

inference. To do so, we used the “mediate” package for STATA developed by Hicks and 

Tingley (2011). We used 5,000 simulations across all analyses to estimate the average causal 

mediation effect (ACME). 

Study 2 

We first estimated the causal mediation effects using a single contrast variable as the 

independent variable (1 = high power, -2 = equal power, 1 = low power) to compare both 

conditions of unequal power (high/low power) jointly with the equal power condition. In line 

with the analyses presented in the manuscript, the average causal mediation effect of power 

on cooperation via interpersonal trust was negative and significant, β = -.02, CI95 [-.03; -.01], 

and explained 24.08% of the total effect (CI95 [.17; .44]). 

Second, we estimated separate mediation effects for high (vs. equal) power and low 

(vs. equal) power using the same indicator coding approach as for the primary analyses in the 

manuscript (Hayes & Preacher, 2014). There was a significant negative average causal 

mediation effect of high (vs. equal) power on cooperation via trust, β = -.04, CI95 [-07; -.01], 

which explained 13.90% (CI95 [.10; .24]) of the total effect. Similarly, we found a significant 

negative average causal mediation effect of low (vs. equal) power on cooperation via trust, β 

= -.07, CI95 [-.11; -.03], which explained 45.36% (CI95 [.26; 1.59]) of the total effect. 

Thus, these analyses provide additional confidence in the mediation analyses 

presented in the manuscript. 

Study 3a 
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We first estimated the causal mediation effects using a single contrast variable as the 

independent variable (1 = high power, -2 = equal power, 1 = low power) to compare both 

conditions of unequal power (high/low power) jointly with the equal power condition. As 

expected, the average causal mediation effect was negative and significant, β = -.51, CI95 [-

.81; -.26], and explained 39.37% (CI95 [.25; .96]) of the total effect. 

Next, we estimated separate mediation effects for high (vs. equal) power and low (vs. 

equal) power using the same indicator coding approach as for the primary analyses in the 

manuscript. There was a significant negative average causal mediation effect of high (vs. 

equal) power on trust via conflict of interest, β = -.86, CI95 [-1.60; -.29], which explained 

28.89% (CI95 [.14; 1.51]) of the total effect. Similarly, we found a significant negative 

average causal mediation effect of low (vs. equal) power on trust via conflict of interest,  

β = -2.14, CI95 [-3.31; -1.11], which explained 45.33% (CI95 [.29; 1.03]) of the total effect. 

Thus, these analyses reinforce the robustness of the mediating role of perceived 

conflict of interest. 
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2) Internal Meta-Analysis Overview 

 

Table S1. Overview of main and supplemental studies included in the internal meta-analysis 
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3) Supplemental Studies 

Study S1 

 Study S1 was a broad-based exploratory study examining the influence of relative 

power on a range of different outcomes (e.g., perspective taking, objectification, interaction 

efficiency, trust). The purpose of the study was to get a better understanding of how equal- 

and unequal-relationships affect the perceptions and behaviors in those relationships. Power 

was manipulated using a relational recall task (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky, 2008; 

Inesi, Gruenfeld, & Galinsky, 2012). Specifically, participants were asked to think of a 

person at work that had more (high-relative-power condition), the same (equal-relative-power 

condition), or less (low-relative-power condition) power than them. Trust in the person 

participants wrote about was measured using three items (i.e., “I can trust [recalled name]”, 

“[recalled name] has my best interests at heart”, and “[recalled name] is good to me”). Both 

low- (p < .001) and high-power participants (p < .125) reported lower trust than equal-power 

participants, though the latter difference was not statistically significant. We did not include 

this study in the main text because it was exploratory in nature and included several unrelated 

measures. However, based on the results of this exploratory study, we decided to further 

examine the relationship between relative power and interpersonal trust. 

Study S2 

 Study S2 is a constructive replication of a published study (Inesi et al., 2012; Study 

3). Because the original study only compared high and equal power, we added a low-power 

condition to test whether low power – like high power – would result in lower trust relative to 

equal power. Participants were asked to think of a person at work that had more (high-

relative-power condition), the same (equal-relative-power condition), or less (low-relative-

power condition) power than them. Then, participants imagined that this person had provided 

them with a favor. Participants indicated how much they trust this person. In line with our 

predictions, both high- (p = .010) and low-power participants (p = .028) reported lower trust 
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than equal-power participants. We did not use this study as we decided to run a better 

powered and pre-registered version (i.e., Study S3).  

Study S3 

 Study S3 is a preregistered (link), constructive replication of a published study (Inesi 

et al., 2012; Study 3). It used identical materials as Study S2 but was based on a larger 

sample. In line with our predictions, both high- (p = .029) and low-power participants (p < 

.001) reported lower trust than equal-power participants. We removed this study during the 

revision to address reviewer comments.  

Study S4 

 Study S4 is a conceptual replication of Study S3. Similar to Study S3, participants 

thought of a person at work that had more (high-relative-power condition), the same (equal-

relative-power condition), or less (low-relative-power condition) power than them. In contrast 

to Study S3, Study S4 did not include any mention of a favor. Instead, participant simply 

indicated whether they trusted the other person or not. Trust was measured using a scale by 

Levine, Bitterly, Cohen, and Schweitzer (2018). We observe the predicted pattern such that 

low power led to significantly less trust than equal power (p = .004) and high power led to 

significantly less trust than equal power (p = .040). We did not include this study during the 

initial submission as it did not provide any incremental benefits to the study package over 

Study S3, which was a more direct replication of the original study.  

Study S5 

 Study S5 is a preregistered (link), direct replication of Study S4. The materials and 

methods were identical to Study S4, except that we used a different participant pool. 

Although we observe the predicted pattern directionally, only low power led to significantly 

less trust than equal power (p = .031), while the effect for high vs. equal power did not reach 

significance (p = .19). We did not include this study during the initial submission as it did not 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=xw6rw4
https://aspredicted.org/QR2_Q49
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provide any incremental benefits to the study package over Study S3, which was a more 

direct replication of the original study.  

Study S6 

 Study S6 is a preregistered (link) study testing the effects of relative power on trust. 

The study uses the same vignette as Studies 1c and 3b in the main paper. Identically to Study 

3b, participants were randomly assigned to a high-, equal-, or low-relative-power condition. 

The same 3-item trust measure as in Studies 1c and 3b was used. In line with our predictions, 

both high- (p < .001) and low-power participants (p < .001) reported lower trust than equal-

power participants. We did not include this study in the paper as it uses the same design as in 

the conflict-of-interest control condition of Study 3b and thus provides no additional 

theoretical value.  

Study S7 

 Study S7 tested the effects of relative power on trust using the same power 

manipulation and trust measure as Study 5 in the main paper. Participants were randomly 

assigned to either take the role of a supervisor (high-relative-power condition), a peer (equal-

relative-power condition), or a subordinate (low-relative-power condition) and then 

completed a trust game with another participant with whom they had ostensibly been 

matched with. Supporting our predictions, trust was lower when relative power was high (p = 

.049) or when relative power was low (p < .012), compared to when relative power was 

equal. We did not include this study in the paper as it uses the same design as in the 

superordinate-goal control condition of Study 5 and thus provides no additional theoretical 

value.  

Study S8 

 Study S8 was a close replication of a published study (Schilke, Reimann, & Cook, 

2015; Study 2) examining the effects of relative power on trust. The original study 

manipulated the focal individual’s relative power (high vs. low). In our replication attempt, 

https://aspredicted.org/HY1_R57
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we also included an equal-relative power condition and a neutral control condition in which 

no power-related information was mentioned. Power was manipulated by providing 

information about participant’s own and the other person’s ability to switch to different 

partners within the game (i.e., the availability of alternatives). Trust was measured using a 

variation of the trust game in which participants could send (or keep) a small amount of 

money to their counterpart. There were no significant differences among the high-, low-, and 

equal-power conditions (ps > .21). Because we were also unable to replicate the high-low-

power difference found in the original study (p = .27) and the difference was even trending in 

the opposite direction, we did not pursue this paradigm further. We offer three potential 

explanations for the absence of any effect. First, it is possible that our sample size 

(approximately 50 observations per condition) was simply too small to detect an effect. 

Second, it is possible that we did not fully capture the realism of the original study through 

our close replication that was designed based on the methods description in the original 

paper. Third, it is possible that in this context, trust takes on a different meaning. In fact, in a 

commentary on the original study, Wu and Wilkes (2016) argued that “participants who are 

assigned to a high-power position have more attractive alternatives and, as a result, do not 

need to trust their exchange partners” (p. 1). Thus, the lack of a significant result of both the 

original and our predicted effect may be a consequence of the fact that in this particular 

context people depend on trust more or less but not whether they trust more or less.   

Study S9 

 Study S9 tested the effect of relative power on interpersonal trust and the mediating 

effect of goal similarity. Study S9 used the same design as Study 3a in the main text, except 

that Study 3a includes a leadership questionnaire to make the power manipulation more 

legitimate and realistic and a different mediator scale (conflict of interest instead of goal 

similarity). Participants in the high-power condition trusted less than those in the equal-power 

condition (p = .049). Participants in the low-power condition trusted less compared to those 
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in the equal-power condition (p = .012). The difference between the high- and low-power 

conditions was not significant (p = .61). Finally, the effect of high power (vs. equal power) 

on trust was mediated by perceived goal similarity, CI95 [-7.48; -2.14]. and the effect of low 

power (vs. equal power) on trust was mediated by perceived goal similarity, CI95 [-9.91; -

4.51]. This study was a non-preregistered and lower-powered version of Study S10. 

Study S10 

 Study S10 tested the effect of relative power on interpersonal trust and the mediating 

effect of perceived goal similarity. Study S10 used the same design as Study S9 but used a 

larger sample and was preregistered (link). Participants in the high-power condition trusted 

directionally less than those in the equal-power condition although the difference was not 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (p = .080). Participants in the low-power condition 

trusted less compared to those in the equal-power condition (p = .001). The difference 

between the high- and low-power conditions was not significant (p = .13). Finally, the effect 

of high power (vs. equal power) on trust was mediated by perceived goal similarity, CI95 [-

4.15; -1.73]. and the effect of low power (vs. equal power) on trust was mediated by 

perceived goal similarity, CI95 [-6.80; -3.49]. We replaced this study during the revision to 

address reviewer comments. 

Study S11 

Study S11 tested the differential effects of relative power on affective and cognitive 

trust (McAllister, 1995). We reasoned that affective trust would be lower in unequal- than 

equal-power relationships since affect-based trust is based on the perceived benevolence of 

an individual and our theorizing suggests that individuals in power-unequal relationships, 

compared to those in power-equal relationships, care more about their own goals and less 

about the welfare of others. In contrast, a different pattern of results was expected for 

cognitive trust. Because cognition-based trust depends on the extent to which another 

individual’s behavior can be predicted (Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng, 2011), and having more 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=6i7jk2
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power is associated with a greater control over others’ behavior (Fiske, 2010; Magee & 

Galinsky, 2008), we expected cognition-based trust to increase as social power increases. The 

study used the same role power manipulation as Study 1b in the main text. To measure 

affective and cognitive trust, we used the scale developed by McAllister (1995). 

We found a significant relative power × trust type interaction (p < .001), suggesting 

that power led to different effects for the two types of trust. For affect-based trust. 

participants in the high-power condition reported significantly lower levels of affective trust 

than those in the equal-power condition (p = .001) and participants in the low-power 

condition indicated less affective trust than those in the equal-power condition (p < .001). 

Those in the high-power condition also reported higher levels of affective trust than those in 

the low-power condition (p = .001). Conversely, for cognitive trust, participants in the low-

power condition reported significantly lower levels of cognition-based trust compared to 

those in the equal-power condition (p = .003) and significantly lower compared to those in 

the high-power condition (p = .003). Cognition-based trust did not differ between the high- 

and equal-power conditions (p = .93).  

We removed this study from the manuscript during the revision because it was no 

longer testing central aspects of our revised theory and to address reviewer comments.  

Study S12 

Study S12 used the same design as Study S11 but a different sample (MTurk instead 

of laboratory participants). Replicating the effects of Study S11, we found a significant 

relative power × trust type interaction (p < .001). For affect-based trust, participants in the 

high-power condition reported significantly lower levels of affective trust than those in the 

equal-power condition (p = .031). Participants in the low-power condition also indicated less 

affective trust compared to those in the equal-power condition (p = .001). There was no 

significant difference between the high- and low-power conditions (p = .25). For cognitive 

trust, participants in the high-power condition reported significantly higher levels of trust 
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than those in the low-power condition (p = .002). The equal-power condition was 

directionally lower on cognitive trust compared to the high-power condition (p = .17) and 

directionally higher compared the low-power condition (p = .09). We originally reported this 

study in the Supplementary Online Materials as a replication of Study S11. 

Study S13 

Study S13 tested the effect of power type (intrapersonal vs. interpersonal) on 

interpersonal trust. Study S13 used the same design as Study 4 in the main text, with a few 

exceptions. First, in the intrapersonal power condition, control participants did not recall a 

time in which they had equal power as another individual (as in Study 4), but instead recalled 

the last meal they had (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). Second, Study S13 used 

separate manipulation check scales for interpersonal and intrapersonal power, while Study 4 

uses a consistent scale across all power type conditions. Third, Study S13 had a lower sample 

size. In the interpersonal power condition, participants in the high-power condition reported 

significantly lower levels of trust than those in the equal-power condition (p = .031). 

Participants in the low-power condition also indicated less trust compared to those in the 

equal-power condition, but the difference was not statistically significant (p = .165). When 

intrapersonal trust was manipulated, no differences between the three levels of power 

emerged (ps > .63). We did not use this study because we replaced it with Study S14, which 

was preregistered and better powered. 

Study S14 

Study S14 was an exact replication of Study S13 but was preregistered (link) and had 

a larger sample size. In the interpersonal power condition, participants in the high-power 

condition reported significantly lower levels of trust than those in the equal-power condition 

(p = .008). Participants in the low-power condition also indicated less trust compared to those 

in the equal-power condition (p < .001). When intrapersonal trust was manipulated, no 

differences between the three levels of power emerged (ps > .76). We replaced this study 

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=c3w2sq
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with Study 4 in the main text to address reviewer comments. 

Study S15 

Study S15 used the same design as Study 5 in the manuscript but with a smaller 

sample size. In line with Study 4 in the main text, the moderated mediation models of the 

indirect effect of low (vs. equal) power, CI95 = [3.10, 9.04], and high (vs. equal) power, CI95 

= [2.32, 8.00], on interpersonal trust via perceived conflict of interest were significant. We 

replicated this study with a preregistered and better-powered version and reported it as Study 

5 in the main text.  

Study S16 

 The purpose of Study S16 was to test whether the effect of relative power on trust was 

influenced by whether people would interact with their partner in the future or not (San 

Martin, Swaab, Sinaceur, & Vasiljevic, 2015). The study was preregistered (link). The 

relative power manipulation was the same as in Study S6. Future expectations were 

manipulated using a manipulation adopted from San Martin et al. (2015), which informed 

participants that they would either expect future interactions with their counterpart or not. 

Trust was measured using a scale by Levine et al. (2018). There was no significant 

interaction of power and future interactions (p = .17), suggesting that the effects of relative 

power on trust are invariant to the expected longevity of a relationship. Nevertheless, we 

found support for the main effect of power on trust. Participants in the high-power condition 

reported significantly lower levels of trust than those in the equal-power condition (p < .001), 

and participants in the low-power condition indicated less trust compared to those in the 

equal-power condition (p < .001). 

 

 

  

https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=/G9S_CJG
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