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Abstract

Despite growing research in star performers, little research as of yet has explored the mechanisms
by which stars affect team performance. Drawing on Social Information Processing theory, I examine a
potential mediating mechanism as well as conditions that may affect the relationship between stars and
team performance. Specifically, I explore the effects of peer feedback quality as a mediator between the
proportion of star performers and team performance. In addition, I explore the potential moderating
conditions of individual performance diversity and supervisor feedback quality on the hypothesized
relationship between star performers and peer feedback quality. Lastly, I conduct a moderated-mediated
analysis of the relationship between stars and team performance. Data was obtained from the U.S. Air
Force’s Squadron Officer School located at Maxwell Air Force Base, AL, a six-and-a-half-week course
for all U.S. Air Force Captains. The data consisted of 1200 responses from individuals assigned to one of
121 teams. Results largely do not support my hypotheses regarding the mediating and moderating
relationships or the moderated-mediated relationships. However, they do provide additional support to
extant research that has found a positive relationship between star performers and team performance.
Contributions to the star performer and Social Information Processing theory literature, as well as

limitations and recommendations for future research are discussed.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Statement of Problem
Grand achievements depend on the performance of many individuals; however, such
achievements are often due in large part to the actions of an exceptional few, and the effects they
have on their teams and organizations (Aguinis & Bradley, 2015). Over the past several decades,
as the U.S. economic landscape has shifted from a largely manufacturing, product-based
economy characterized by much of the twentieth century, toward an information and service-
based environment that has defined the early part of the twenty first century, practitioner and
scholarly interest in these “star performers” or “stars” has steadily risen (Campbell, Liao,
Chuang, Zhou, & Dong, 2017). However, despite this growing interest, much remains to be
learned about how these star performers affect, and are affected by individuals, organizations,
and the teams with which they work. The star performer literature has revealed conflicting
results regarding the impact stars have on teams and their organizations. While most assume that
stars provide an overall positive effect, as supported by research (e.g., Azoulay, Zevin, and
Wang, 2010; Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011; Church, 1997), others have found negative
consequences of having star performers (e.g. Borghans & Groot, 1998; Campbell, Liao, Chuang,
Zhou, &Dong, 2017; Kim & Glomb, 2014). Several reasons are likely behind these inconsistent
findings. First, this research is still in its nascent state and few general conclusions have received
consensus support. A second reason is that a unified definition of star performers has yet to be
established (see Table 1 for a list of extant definitions). While most definitions reference
individual performance as the primary differentiator between stars and nonstars (Aguinis &

O’Boyle, 2014), there is variation in the literature. Aguinis and O’Boyle (2014) define stars by



their location on the production distribution, and they can only be identified by viewing them in
relation to the productivity of others. They go on to argue that time is also an important
component, as stars should not be defined by an isolated exceptional achievement, but rather by
consistently superior results. On the other hand, while individual performance can be considered
by many as the most important component of defining stars, some scholars argue that there are
other factors that need to be considered. For example, Call, Nyberg, and Thatcher (2015) make
the case that in addition to “disproportionately high and prolonged” performance, that similarly
exceptional visibility and relevant social capital are also necessary to identify stars.

In addition to stars, work teams are playing an ever more critical role in today’s
organizations (Bush, LePine, & Newton, 2018). With the aforementioned shift in the U.S.
economy, an ever-increasing number of work teams are also becoming a critical component of
organizational life (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008).
Several causes are behind this growth, as teams are better able to handle complex and
complicated tasks, bring a greater number of resources, and provide a greater breadth in team
members’ knowledge versus individuals alone (Gardner, Gino, & Staats, 2012). Much of this
research has focused on the effects of team composition and diversity on overall performance.
Harrison and Klein (2007: 1200) define diversity in the team setting as “the distribution of
differences among the members of a unit with respect to a common attribute, X, such as tenure,
ethnicity, conscientiousness, task attitude, or pay.” They go on to state that when “describing the
diversity of a given attribute within a unit (e.g., a group or organization), one describes the unit
as a whole, not a focal member’s differences from other members — which is the subject of most
relational demography research.” In other words, they argue that a unit or team is not diverse in

and of itself, but rather diverse with respect to specific features of its members. While research



on the effects of team diversity on performance is nothing new, with few exceptions, little focus
has been given on the effect of individual performance diversity on team performance (Doerr,
Mitchell, Schriesheim, Freed, & Zhou, 2002).

While both stars and teams are becoming more valuable to organizations (Call, Nyberg,
& Thatcher, 2015; Bush et al., 2018), there is limited research exploring how one affects the
other, and how they affect team outcomes. Thus, the aim of this study is to shed light on this
relationship by focusing on how, and when, star performers affect overall team performance
outcomes. I do this by taking a social information processing theory (SIP) (Salancik & Pheffer,
1978) perspective to explore a critical process in social information exchanges between
individuals and teams. More specifically, I use SIP to explain how peer feedback can act as a
mechanism by which the proportion of star performers in teams affects team performance. I
further explore conditions that may affect this potential relationship by analyzing how team
composition with respect to individual performance and the feedback standards set by the team’s
supervisor affect such a relationship. However, a brief introduction of feedback is needed first.

Peer feedback programs, a component of multisource or 360-degree feedback, have
grown in popularity in organizations over the past two decades (Peng & Zeng, 2017). Peer
feedback research is a subset of the more general feedback literature that has been explored
through the lenses of Organizational Behavior (OB), Human Resource Management (HRM),
Industrial/Organizational Psychology (I/O Psychology), Sociology, and other scholarly
endeavors for several decades. Feedback, in general, has been shown to be related to several
important work outcomes including learning and development, motivation, and work
performance (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). However, this study takes a

narrower look at feedback by focusing specifically on peer feedback quality within teams.



London and Smither (1995) define multisource feedback as the process by which
performance evaluations of an employee are collected from more than one source (e.g.,
subordinates, peers, supervisor, and customers). They go on to explain the difference between
the more general multisource feedback from 360-degree feedback, which tends to focus more on
feedback toward a manager from multiple sources. However, others make no distinction between
the two (Antonioni & Park, 2001; Craig & Hannum, 2006), and neither do I. More narrowly,
peer feedback focuses on that which come from, and is directed to structurally equivalent peers.

Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, and Fleenor (1998) argue that the rationale behind the use
of this type of intervention rests with the notion of self-perception. Further, Harris and
Schaubroeck (1988) show that feedback from relevant others close by tends to be more accurate
than self-assessment alone.

However, the quality of such feedback is another important aspect of the feedback-
performance relationship. This quality, and the environment characterizing an organization’s
feedback system, affect several other employee outcomes. Such work has shown that when
higher levels of feedback quality are present, they are associated with higher levels of
commitment, job satisfaction, and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Norris-Watts & Levy,
2004), employee morale (Rosen, Levy, & Hall, 2006), feedback seeking behavior (Whitaker &
Levy, 2012), and job performance (Rosen, et al., 2004; Whitaker & Levy, 2012). As well as
lower levels of employee-perceived organizational politics (Rosen et al., 2006).

Contributions of the Study

This study is valuable from both a scholarly and practitioner perspective. As mentioned,

stars and teams are becoming an ever more important part in organizational settings. As such,

this study aims to not only address several unanswered questions in the literature, but also



provide practical insight regarding the relationship between stars and team performance.
Accordingly, I aim to make three primary contributions to the literature. First, I contribute to the
star performer literature by providing a comprehensive and updated definition of star performers
that leverages critical aspects of extant definitions while narrowing and specifying an ever-
broadening construct. I do this by explicating how individual performance, visibility, social
capital, and influence contribute to defining and identifying star performers. It is my hope that
this will allow scholars to more consistently differentiate who are, and are not, star performers.
Second, I link the mature field studying multisource feedback quality with the more nascent field
of star performers to explore how the quality of such feedback acts as a mechanism by which star
performers affect team performance. In other words I describe how star performers affect team-
level feedback quality, how this catalyzes enhanced intra-team performance feedback, and how it
leads to better overall team performance. I believe this feedback quality to be a salient instrument
that can help to bring clarity to inconsistent findings regarding the effect of star performers on
teams and organizations. Third, I contribute to Social Information Processing theory by
supporting more recent SIP research exploring performance-related effects of social information
transfers by individuals, as opposed to simply behavioral and attitudinal transfers, as has been
the primary focus of past SIP research. From a practical perspective, this study also provides
additional evidence regarding the positive and negative effects, as well as the mechanistic utility
of the use of peer feedback systems in team settings. It is my hope that this extends our
understanding of the effects of star performers, and inspires future research, for which I provide

several recommendations.



Structure of the Dissertation

To achieve the objectives of exploring the relationships described above, this dissertation
is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, I review the relevant literatures including research on star
performers, work on peer feedback quality and its effects on individual and team outcomes, as
well as provide a brief summary of work focusing on team performance. In Chapter 3, I detail
Social Information Processing theory as well as present and explain my hypothesized
relationships. Chapter 4 outlines the research methodology used to test these hypotheses, and
Chapter 5 details the results of my analysis. Finally, Chapter 6 provides a summary of the study
and results, as well as the theoretical and practical contributions, study limitations, and avenues
for potential future research. Following this are all of the tables and figures that supplement the

study.



Chapter 2
Literature Review

Overview

In the following sections I establish the foundation of my study by discussing extant
research related to three areas within the management literature: star performers, peer feedback
(quality), and team performance. I then elaborate on the intended contributions of the study by
reviewing empirical and theoretical gaps in the extant literature. I structure and organize the
literature review in the following manner.

First, I begin by focusing on the nascent field of star performers. Although research under
the name of “star performers” is relatively young, scholarship in related constructs has occurred

9% ¢¢

for several decades in the management literature and beyond. These include, “talent”, “talent
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management”, “war for talent”, “rainmaker” and “high potential” (Call, Nyberg, & Thatcher,
2015). The majority of this review, however, will focus on the more recent work in star
performers. The fundamental differences in these constructs lie in the foci of the research. For
example, work exploring the constructs of “talent” and “war for talent” often explore recruiting,
retaining, and compensating high performers. Furthermore, research studying “high potential”
looks at possible future star performers, and not necessarily star performers themselves.
Conversely, the literature studying star performers tends to look at the individuals themselves, as
well as the effects on and by teams and organizations. For a summary of the antecedents of
stardom in the management literature, as well as how stars are typically identified, see Table 2.

For a summary of the major team and organizational outcomes associated with star performers,

see Table 3.



As a necessary first step, I start the review on star performers by addressing definitions
found the in literature (see Table 1 for a summary of these definitions). I also highlight common
operationalizations and methods for measuring individual performance. I then provide a
summary of the literature with a focus on: finding and recruiting star performers; characteristics
of star performers; their impact on organizations; and in the last section, the downsides of
stardom.

Star Performers

Definition. Early work defined star performers as those individuals whose performance
greatly exceeds that of their peers, in a relative sense (e.g., Spreitzer, McCall, & Mahoney,
1997). However, as our understanding evolved, so did the definitions. For example, Call et al.
(2015) proposed a multidimensional typology for the definition of star performers. This includes
“disproportionately high and prolonged (a) performance, (b) visibility, and (c) relevant social
capital” (Call et al., 2015: 2). Disproportionately high simply means that which vastly exceeds
that of those around the focal individual. Further, prolonged levels of these three categories are
necessary to distinguish true star performers from those with fleeting fame or one-time
successes. Call and colleagues go on to elaborate that star performers’ actual level of
performance, visibility, and relevant social capital are less important than their relative levels,
when compared to peers. Their definition leverages extant research in order to elaborate on the
components of performance, visibility, and social capital. I briefly expound on these three
components in the follow paragraphs.

First, Beck, Beatty, and Sackett (2014) suggest than when evaluating an individual’s
performance that it should include (a) the full range of performance, (b) be time bounded, and (c)

focus on comparable jobs with respect to peers. Some scholars use top 10% as a cutoff for star



performers (e.g., Gagne, 2000), others use one standard deviation above the mean (Beck et al.,
2013), and others yet are less specific in the way high performers are identified (Nyberg, 2010).

Second, star performer visibility refers to the extent to which an employee’s job
performance and reputation are observable (Merton, 1968), both in and out of an organization.
Call et al. (2015) further differentiate between internal and external visibility because they have
different organizational implications. Internal visibility refers to greater focus on a focal
individual relative to others by that employee’s organization. External visibility, on the other
hand, refers to focus on an individual by other organizational leaders that results in more options
for mobility as well as more leverage for the individual.

Lastly, social capital refers to the value obtained through relationships (Bourdieu, 1986;
Coleman, 1988). It can also be viewed as resources or influence that a focal star performer has
over another. Furthermore, past work has shown how star performers benefit from valuable
relationships (Malhotra & Singh, 2016). Call et al. (2015) argue that prolonged relevant social
capital is essential in identifying star performers for several reasons. First, great achievements
often depend on the efforts of a group of individuals through collaboration. Second, relevant
social capital often enables additional opportunities (e.g., promotions). Third, social capital can
assist in gaining access to additional resources.

While one can use the three components detailed in the paragraphs above to aid in
identifying star performers from average or low performers, this in no way implies that
employees who meet the criteria to be considered a star performer are necessarily homogenous.
It also creates questions regarding the required level of standing in all three categories. Does one

really need to have disproportionately high levels in all three facets in order to be considered a



star performer? Kehoe, Lepack, and Bently (2018) address this question by defining three types
of star performers based on their individual performance and level of status.

Universal stars are those employees who have exceptional task performance as well as
broad external status, meaning their prestige is not limited to the confines of their organization.
In other words, high performers who are likely to be coveted by leaders in other organizations.
This is the type of star most closely aligned with common definitions of star performers
prevalent in the literature.

Performance stars are those employees who demonstrate exceptional task performance
and possess a high within-organization status. However, their status is not as influential outside
the confines of their organization. Kehoe and colleagues list several of reasons why this might be
the case. One, they could be a rising star with a reputation not well enough defined to be
identifiable by other organizational members. They could also be former stars who have “fallen
from grace,” and are no longer coveted outside of their own firm.

Finally, status stars are those who perform moderately high (but not necessarily
disproportionately high) and enjoy relevant internal and external status among stakeholder
groups who are strategically important for their organization.

Largely consistent with this argument, Bish and Kabanoff (2014) argue that people are
unlikely to be described as outstanding performers without above-average levels of both task (the
application of technical skills and knowledge to perform a task) and contextual performance
(behaviors that support the organizational, psychological, and social context in which tasks are
performed). However, they argue that exceptional task performance and contextual performance
alone are insufficient to be labeled a star. Based on a qualitative review of managers’ perceptions

of outstanding performance, the authors find that other characteristics are also necessary. These
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include job dedication, being self-directed, as well as having a willingness to engage in
leadership behaviors.

In yet another way of categorizing star performers, Grigorious and Rothaermel (2013)
identify two types of relational stars: integrators and connectors. Integrators are those individuals
who have an extraordinarily large, extensive, and dense network of intrafirm collaborators. They
generally occupy a highly central position in their organization, and are a key node in “holding
together dense interindividual knowledge cocreation clusters” (Grigorious & Rothaermel, 2013:
6). The primary mechanism through which integrators affect network-level outcomes lies in their
ability to execute a highly effective micro-evolutionary process of knowledge recombination.
Connectors, on the other hand, are those who collaborate with previously unconnected
individuals, and recombine knowledge from distant or external clusters of knowledge. In other
words, connectors assist in bridging structural holes in existing knowledge networks.

In order to provide clarity and boundaries regarding who are and are not star performers,
I developed a new definition of stars that leverages aspects of several definitions in the literature.
Building largely off of Call et al.’s (2015) definition, , I define star performers as those who have
both exceptionally high performance of value, as well exceptionally high status, both relative to
the peers within their organization. Consistent with most definitions of star performers,
disproportionately high performance in a relative sense is critical in differentiating high from
average or poor performers. However, this performance must be of value to the individual’s team
or organization. Using a simple example, a Nobel laureate in economics, while demonstrating
exceptionally high performance in his or her specific field of study, may not provide substantial
value in another field of study, or even in a work team outside of academia (e.g., automobile

design team). Thus, that individual is likely to be considered a star performer in one context, but
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not in another. Furthermore, in order to be considered a star, one must possess disproportionately
high and relative levels of visibility, social capital, and influence. Consistent with Magee and
Galinsky (2008), I group these components into the broader definition of status, which I argue is
the second critical dimension of star performance. It is this crafted definition of star performers
that I use for the following study, and one that I hope brings consistency to future work in the
field. In the discussion section I elaborate on potential follow-on studies, some of which could
look at the star performers-team performance relationship by examining how and when the
different types of stars described above affect team outcomes.

Operationalizations. While precise operationalizations of star performers in past
research varies (Azoulay et al., 2010; Groysberg & Lee, 2009), with a few exceptions, the
literature tends to share commonalities in the way in which these individuals are identified.
Where operationalization debates exist is less in who decides star performers from non-star
performers, but #ow such delineations are made. The most common approach prevalent in
existing studies is supervisor or manager evaluations of individual performance (Campbell et al.,
2017; Church, 1997; Jensen, Patel, & Raver, 2014). An advantage to this method is its parsimony
and practicality from an organization’s perspective. Furthermore, as shown by Bish and
Kabanoff (2014), other contextual factors such as being self-directed and willingness to lead are
also important in identifying star performers. A disadvantage to such an approach is that it can be
subject to manager bias. However, the debate in the literature tends to center around the point of
separation between stars and non-stars.

For example, O’Boyle and Aguinis (2012) as well as Aguinis and O’Boyle (2014) argue
against the commonly held belief in the literature that star performers can be found at the

extreme end of a normal distribution. They instead provide evidence that individual performance
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more accurately follows a non-symmetrical power-law distribution. However, in response to
these studies Beck, Beatty, and Sackett (2014) suggest, and provide support for their claims, that
O’Boyle and Aguinis’ findings are likely more a factor of the performance measures used and
that a normal distribution is appropriate. Furthermore, Beck and colleagues argue that seven
measurement criteria must be present for assessments to be made about job performance. These
include (a) reflective behavior, (b) aggregation of multiple behaviors, (c) full range of
performers, (d) full range of performance, (e) time boundaries of performance, and (g) the
performance evaluations should not be distorted by motivational forces.

In other cases, some authors even utilize stochastic models (randomly determined), such
as the Yule (1925) model, suggesting that superstardom is likely more a factor of luck or
randomness than that of individual talent (Chung & Cox, 1994). However, this too has been
contradicted by scholars. In rejecting this theory, Giles (2006) shows a Yule distribution is likely
an artifact of a different underlying stochastic process, and not simply a factor of randomness.
Spierdijk and Voomeveld (2009) take a more balanced stance by showing that a Yule
distribution can capture stardom, but not superstardom, a definition of which is more aligned
with the common definitions of star performers prevalent in the management literature. Note that
it is not common in the literature to differentiate between stardom and superstardom, and for
consistency and simplicity sake, I make no differentiation in this study. The differences rest in
the precise delineation between stars and nonstars. Because there is a lack of an
operationalization consensus in the scholarship within the definitions of stars and superstars, I
argue that attempting to make clarity across these definitions is unwarranted at this time.

As mentioned above, there are exceptions to the measurement commonalities in the

literature. These other operationalizations include objective-based measures (Groysberg & Lee,
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2008; Tzabbar & Kehoe, 2013), awards received (Kovacs & Sharkey, 2014), and self-rated
measures (Kim & Glomb, 2014). Similar constructs have also been used as proxies for star
performance. These include workplace status (Djurdjevic, Stoverink, Klotz, Koopman, da Motta
Veiga, Yam, & Chiang, 2017; Graffin, Bundy, Porac, Wade, & Quinn, 2013), as well as Political
Skill Inventory (PSI) (Ferris, Treadway, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, Kacmar, Douglas, & Frink,
2005).

Recruiting, Retaining, and Compensating Star Performers. Adler (1985) argues that
the phenomenon of star performers exists where they are needed. In other words, a star
performer, to be identified as such, needs to be in a position and organization that can benefit
from such high performers (e.g., a Nobel laureate conducting research in his or her field).
Further, the nature of 21st century work has facilitated the need and utility of stars. It is no longer
the norm that machinery controls the rate of output (Aguinis & Bradley, 2015). In fact, star
performers are worth exceptionally more to organizations than their non-star colleagues (Aguinis
& O’Boyle, 2014; Fang & Yasuda, 2014; Veksler, 2010). As such, demand for the employment
of star performers continues to become more important (Aguinis & Bradley, 2015).
Organizations are willing to offer substantial compensation packages in attempts to recruit these
individuals. Interestingly, Salamin and Horn (2005) show that firms wishing to keep their high
performers are better able to do with bonus pay, as opposed to pay increases. Not surprisingly,
with such demand, star performers are more likely to quit than their average performing
counterparts (Trevor, Gerhart, & Boudreau, 1997).

However, research exploring the costs and benefits of recruiting star performers has
indicated that firms may be better off trying to grow stars rather than acquire them. For example,

Groysberg, Nanda, and Nohria (2004) find that star performers recruited by firms will perform
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less well for their new firm than for the one in which they previously worked. Similarly, later
work by Groysberg, Lee, and Nanda (2008) showed that star analysts who switched employers
experienced an immediate decline in performance that continued for at least five years. This
decline was most pronounced among star analysts who moved to firms with lesser capabilities as
well as those who moved solo, without other team members. These findings are echoed by
Tervid (2009) who shows that firms may be better off trying to hire more novice workers in
attempt to find stars rather than recruiting existing stars from other firms.

Additionally, while focusing on star CEOs, Malmendier and Tate (2009) also find that
CEOs after receiving an award (e.g., a top ranking by a media outlet) tend to underperform both
relative to their prior performance and relative to a matched sampling of non-winning CEOs.
These same CEOs, however, upon receiving an award demand more compensation both in
absolute terms, as well as relative to other top executives in their firms. Later in this review, a
more detailed explanation of downsides of stardom found in the literature is provided.

Characteristics of Star Performers. Thus far, I have shown how the literature defines
and measures star performers, as well as provided a brief summary of findings regarding
organizations attempts at recruiting, retaining, and paying superstars. At this point I begin to
shed light on the bulk of the research on stars by exploring their individual characteristics, their
impact on organizations, as well as the potential downsides of stardom.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned debate regarding the proper statistical distribution to
use when measuring individual performance, perhaps the oldest debate regarding star performers
is whether or not stardom is more a factor of Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs), or simple
luck. A series of articles in the early 1990s laid the foundation for this debate. In 1991 Hamlen,

used an external measure of voice quality in music to show a statistically significant relationship

15



between voice talent and record sales, providing evidence to doubters that talent is a necessary
prerequisite for stardom. This early research, however, was not limited to work outside the
boundaries of traditional organizational scholarship. In response, Chung and Cox (1994), using a
stochastic model developed by G. Udny Yule (1925) and elaborated upon by Herbert A. Simon
(1955), provided evidence that supports the notion that the superstar phenomenon could exist
among individuals with equal talent. In other words, they argue that stardom could be a factor of
luck as opposed to special KSAs. It was this article that provided much of the spark for the
subsequent luck-talent debate that followed.

For example, Ericsson, Krampe, and Tesch-Romer (1993) show that exceptional
performance is the result of individuals’ prolonged efforts to intentionally improve performance
while negotiating motivational and external constraints. To put it another way, when individuals
want their performance to be superior to their relative others, and are willing to put in the work
to do so, their rated performance can be significantly higher. In fact, internal competition may
motivate employee effort, however the benefits of this competition may depend on workers’
relative abilities. Large differences in skills may actually reduce competition, and subsequent
effort (Brown, 2011). Research shows that these higher ratings are not merely a factor of
popularity or favoritism. Both talent and popularity significantly contribute to stars’ market value
(Franck & Nuesch, 2012). Further supporting the talent-based argument, star analyst’s rank in
the prior year was found to be an important indicator of his or her future performance ratings
(Groysberg & Lee, 2009). These results, however, also show that the quality of colleagues who
contribute to an employee’s output has a significant impact on the extraordinary performance
(Groysberg & Lee, 2009), meaning higher performing coworkers is related to stardom in a focal

employee. Finally, early observed distinctions of intellectual capacity in children (e.g.,
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quantitative reasoning and verbal reasoning abilities) was a strong predictor of the differences in
their developmental trajectories and occupational pursuits (Lubinski, Webb, Morelick, &
Benbow, 2001). This not only provides evidence that stardom can be explained by intellectual
capacity (i.e., not random), but that such capacity in children may be a predictor of future
stardom potential.

The common expression “it’s not what you know, but who you know” is meant to
express the belief that skill can be less important than network connections. Providing evidence
that KSAs may not be a key prerequisite for stardom, some scholars have explored the value of
friendships and connections. For example, being perceived as having a prominent friend in an
organization increased an individual’s reputation as a high performer (Kilduff & Krackhardt,
1994). However, the same authors found that the perception of such a connection appeared to be
more important than a real connection, as having a friend highly placed in the organization did
not actually have a direct effect on an individual’s performance rating. Furthermore, in a study of
National Basketball Association (NBA) all-stars, first-ballot inductees into the NBA Hall of
Fame, meaning those who were elected in the first year of eligibility upon retirement, were found
to have more diverse developmental networks featuring greater multiplexity, as well as a greater
number of single-function ties (Cotton, Shen, & Livne-Tarandach, 2011).

Finally, high performing managers were significantly more managerially self-aware
compared to average performing managers (Church, 1997). These findings were consistent
regardless of data source, organization, or performance operationalization (Church, 1997).
Lockwood and Kunda, (1997) also find that these high-performing, self-aware managers help to
provoke self-enhancement and inspiration in others around them when their success seems

attainable, but self-deflation when it does not.
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Star Performers Impacts on Organizations. Although most of the research on star
performers has been in the Organizational Behavior/Human Resource Management domain,
several scholars have explored superstars through the lens of strategic management, aiming to
answer questions regarding star performers impact on their organizations. For sake of simplicity,
I also group research exploring superstars’ effects on teams in this section.

The general consensus of the literature is that star performers impact on team and group
performance is generally positive (Call et al., 2015). This, however, is not without conditions.
For example, groups benefit from having more star performers on teams, but the marginal benefit
decreases before the slope of the curvilinear relationship becomes negative (Groysberg, Polzer,
& Elfenbein, 2011). Additionally, Nihalani, Wilson, Thomas, and Robinson (2010) predicted
that groups consisting of an exceptionally high-performing member would achieve greater
group-level academic performance than groups consisting of members who performed similarly.
However, they came to a similar conclusion as Groysberg and colleagues when they found that
the greater the distance between the highest-performing member’s score and the average of the
other group members’ scores on individual-level tasks, the worse they performed on group-level
tasks. This Superstar Difference Score, or the difference between the highest scoring group
member and the rest of the members was shown to be a reliable, negative predictor of group-
level academic performance.

While too wide of gap between individual performance of a superstar and the rest of a
team or group can lead to negative group performance, so too can the departure of long-tenured
star teammates. Oettl (2012) finds that following the death of a star performer, coauthors of high-

performing scientists experience a decrease in output quality, but not necessarily quantity. In
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fact, research collaborators, on average, experience a lasting 5-8% decline in their quality-
adjusted publication rates (Azoulay, Zivin, & Wang, 2010).

The role or position that star performers occupy is also of importance when evaluating
their effect on group and team performance. As an example, while exploring star security
analysts who join new firms in exploration versus exploitation roles, Groysberg and Lee (2009)
find that stars hired to explore (initiate new activities) experience a short- and long-term
performance decline. By contrast, stars who join new firms to exploit (reinforce existing
activities) suffer only a short-term drop in performance (Groysberg & Lee, 2009).

Downsides of Stardom. While the majority of research studying star performers tends to
be framed around their benefits and positive contributions, there is growing research exploring
the potential negative consequences of stardom. For instance, high performers are more likely to
be targets of victimization than lower performing employees, with fellow group members’ envy
shown to be a reason and mediating factor, and work group identification as a mitigating factor
(Kim & Glomb, 2014). While peers tend to offer more support to their star colleagues, they also
perpetrate more undermining to these individuals (Campbell, Liao, Chuang, Zhou, & Dong,
2017). Campbell and colleagues also discovered that peers behaviors toward star performers are
not simply reactionary, but are instead strategic and thought out. Additionally, Jensen, Patel, and
Raver (2014) also showed that with respect to employee victimization, high performing
employees tend to receive more covert forms of victimization, while low performers tend to
experience overt forms.

Furthermore, high status resulting from stardom can also be a liability with respect to
justice. Fragale, Rosen, Xu, and Merideth (2009) found that observers attribute greater

intentionality to the actions of high status wrongdoers than identical actions of low status
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wrongdoers. They further recommend more severe punishments for high status wrongdoers than
those of lower status. In the same study Frangle and colleagues found the reasoning for this is
that higher-status performers were presumed to be more self-interested and self-concerned than
lower-status colleagues.

Supporting these findings, Graffin, Bundy, Porac, Wade, and Quinn (2013) while
studying British members of Parliament (MPs), found that elite MPs were more likely to be
targeted by the press and voters if they abused the authorized expense system than lower status
MPs. These high-status MPs were subsequently more likely than non-elite MPs to exit
Parliament, but interestingly were not more likely than lower status to actually abuse the expense
system.

As can be seen from this past work, not only have conflicting findings been published,
but both positive and negative effects of stardom appear to exist. Furthermore, as mentioned
earlier, this study aims to explore the specific ways in which star performers affect team
outcomes. One such mechanism that I believe has an effect on this relationship is not only the
feedback provided from stars to nonstars, but the feedback facilitation and education conducted
amongst nonstars facilitated by stars.

Feedback Quality

The proposed study, detailed further in chapter 3, utilizes peer feedback quality as a
mediator by which star performers affect team outcomes. The feedback literature includes many
constructs in numerous settings. Even when narrowing the focus to management research, the
breadth of constructs representing feedback is immense. These includes feedback mechanisms
(Dellarocas, 2003; Caemmerer & Wilson, 2007; Luoma, Aspara, & Tikkanen, 2013), feedback-

seeking behavior (Anseel, Beatty, Shen, Lievens, & Sackett, 2015; Ashford, Blatt, & Walle,
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2003; Lam, Huang, & Snape, 2007), and feedback culture (London & Smither, 2002; Dahling,
Chau, & O’Malley, 2012), just to name a few. The present study utilizes a narrower
conceptualization of feedback by focusing not only on feedback quality, but more specifically on
the quality of feedback provided by multiple sources. In this section, I provide a brief review of
general feedback, then narrow the focus to peer feedback quality.

Despite decades of research on the antecedents and effects of feedback, Kluger and
DeNisi (1996) found, while examining past research through a meta-analysis, that individual
feedback typically only has a moderately positive effect on performance. In fact, they found that
in slightly more than a third of the studies examined, feedback actually had a negative effect on
performance. These surprising findings suggested that the mechanisms of feedback were not well
understood. In response, Steelman, et al. (2004) provided a research-based solution for
examining the feedback processes within organizations. They argued that in order to better
understand and diagnose feedback processes, as well as to train managers and others to give
more meaningful feedback, scholars must first understand the contextual and situational
characteristics of the feedback process. They referred to this as the feedback environment.
However, a unified theory of the variables that create the feedback environment did not exist
(Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).

As such, Steelman and colleagues developed the Feedback Environment Scale (FES) to
better organize feedback processes. They take special effort to differentiate their FES from
previous feedback environment measures which largely captured the amount and availability of
positive and negative feedback from different sources within an organization (Steelman et al.,
2004). Their FES consists of seven primary dimensions: feedback source credibility, feedback

quality, feedback delivery, favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, source availability, and the
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promotion of feedback seeking behavior. Furthermore, these dimensions are considered
separately with respect to both supervisor and peers as the source of feedback.

Several scholars have explored the effects of feedback on team and organizational
performance with some mixed findings. In a narrative review, Seifert, Yukl, and McDonald
(2003) came to the conclusion that there is little evidence to show that feedback consistently
results in behavior change or performance improvement. Conversely, in another review, Smither,
London, Flautt, Vargas, and Kucine (2003) found that in the majority of studies analyzed that a
positive relationship exists between peer feedback and individual and team performance over
time. Additional research has examined the feedback-performance relationship using several
lenses. These include the characteristics of feedback (positive or negative) (Smith & Helland,
2002) to an individual’s feedback seeking behavior (Anseel, Beatty, Shen, Lievens, & Sackett,
2015; Sijbom, Anseel, Crommelinck, De Beuckelaer, & De Stobbeleir, 2018), feedback
orientation (Wang, Burlacu, Truxillo, James, & Yao; 2015) as well as feedback immediacy and
frequency (Kuvaas, Buch, & Dysvik, 2017). However, largely unexplored in the literature is how
peer feedback quality can be used as a mechanism between individual performers and overall
team performance. This study aims to explore such a relationship.

Team Performance

Origins of Modern Team Performance Research. Research on group and teams has
dramatically increased over the last ten years (Mathieu, Hollenbeck, van Knippenberg, & Ilgen,
2017). Kozlowski and Ilgen’s (2006: 79) define a team as: “(a) two or more individuals who; (b)
socially interact (face-to-face or, increasingly, virtually); (c) possess one or more common goals;
(d) are brought together to perform organizationally relevant tasks; () exhibit interdependencies

with respect to workflow, goals, and outcomes; (f) have different roles and responsibilities; and
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(g) are together embedded in an encompassing organizational system, with boundaries and
linkages to the broader system context and task environment.”

Scholars often trace the origins of work group research to the Hawthorne studies
conducted at the Western Electric Company during the 1920s and 1930s (see McGrath, 1997;
Salas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008). These studies spawned much theorizing and research about the
influence of group phenomena. More recently, several theories have been used to explore the
effects on various types of teams and teamwork on team and organizational performance. As
summarized by Horwitz and Horwitz (2007), these theories include sociotechnical theory
(Kolodny & Kiggundu, 1980; Trist & Bamforth, 1951), group process and productivity theory
(Steiner, 1974), input-process-output (IPO) models (Gladstein, 1984; Hackman & Motris, 1975;
McGrath, 1984), as well as antecedent-outcome paradigms (Campion, Papper, & Medsker, 1996;
Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Much of this research focuses on team composition and diversity and its
effect on team performance. In general, scholars conducting this research tend to focus on one of
two competing views affecting team performance: heterogeneity or homogeneity regarding team
composition. In terms of nomenclature, this can also be described as a complementary versus
supplementary debate.

Dimensions and Operationalizations of Team Performance. While work prior to the
1990s often focused on individual outcomes or the quality of team processes as the focus of
studies, more recently scholars have paid more attention to the importance and relevance of team
outcomes in both field and laboratory investigations (Mathieu, Hollenbeck, van Knippenberg, &
Ilgen, 2017). Team research tends to focus on measures of firms’ operational and financial
objectives as team outcomes (Dunphy & Bryant, 1996). These often include volume of sales,

number of outputs, and return on equity (ROE). Other outputs include productivity (O’Leary &
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Mortensen, 2011), efficiency (Ancarani, Ayach, Mauro, Gitto, Mancuso, 2016), work quality
(Waldman, 1994), retention (Hausknecht, Trevor, & Howard, 2009), and creative outcomes
(Vakili & Zhang, 2015). However, Mathieu, et al. (2017) argue that beyond these tangible
outputs, team members’ reactions is a second general commonly studied outcome. These include
affective tone (Sy, Coté, & Saavedra, 2005), viability (Druskat & Wolft, 1999), cohesion (Rosh,
Offermann, & Van Diest, 2012), and problem solving (Tjosvold, Yu, & Hui, 2004). For sake of
parsimony, I utilize objective evaluations of success and failure in several team-based events as
the operationalization of team performance in this study.

Team Diversity. Diversity is often portrayed as a double-edged sword in organizational
research. On one side, proponents of team diversity stress positive effects of member
heterogeneity on team outcomes, whereas others counter that many irreconcilable divisions
among heterogeneous members lead to dysfunctional team interaction and suboptimal
performance (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007)

Several researchers have proposed arguments and found evidence supporting the belief
that diversity has a positive impact on team performance. This is in large part due to the unique
KSAs that individual group members bring to promote team creativity, innovation, and problem
solving (Cox & Blake, 1991; Hambrick, Cho, & Chen, 1996). Team diversity also unveils
differing perspectives by promoting healthy debate (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) and better
strategic decision making (Dooley & Fryxell, 1999).

However, other scholars have found conflicting findings (Byrne, Clore, & Worchel,
1966; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Tziner, 1985). They argue that team member heterogeneity has an
adverse impact on team performance. Reasons for this include increased time needed for

decision making (Nemeth & Staw, 1989) as well as difficulty reaching agreements on plans of
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action. Supporting this research, pro-homogeneity arguments are often built on the similarity-
attraction perspective that states that, given the opportunity, individuals prefer to interact with
persons similar to themselves (Byrne Griffitt & Stefaniak, 1967; Lincoln & Miller, 1979). In
addition to this, these scholars argue that homogeneous teams work well together because of
their shared characteristics, which ultimately leads to better team cohesion and performance.
Amason and Schweiger (1994) also argue that a certain amount of diversity is needed to improve
the quality of team decision making.

Team Diversity-Performance Moderators. The inconsistent findings in research
exploring the relationship between team diversity and team performance has led many scholars
to explore moderating effects of this relationship. For one, the impact of member diversity on
team diversity is likely to be affected by aspects of the task (Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980). The
quality of discussion and debate with teams that are necessary for particularly complex tasks
largely depends on the diversity of team members KSAs (Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Fiol,
1994; Jehn, 1995). In fact, Bowers, Pharmer, and Salas (2000) found a significant moderating
effect of task complexity on the relationship between team diversity and team performance. Task
interdependence has also been shown to affect team performance. Stewart and Barrick (2000)
define task interdependence as the degree to which competing tasks requires the interaction of
team members. In tasks requiring low interdependence, team members tend to operate more
independently, reducing the need for coordination and collaboration among team members
(Bass, 1980; Stewart, 20006).

In other research, scholars have found that team types can moderate the relationship
between team diversity and performance (Cannon-Bowers, Oser, & Flanagan, 1992; Cohen &

Bailey, 1997). These teams can be categorized into work teams, project teams, parallel teams, as
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well as top management teams (TMTs) (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). Finally, team size can also
affect team performance. For example, Dennis and Valacich (1994) found that as team size
increases, team effectiveness can be diminished by process inefficiency and intragroup conflict
among additional members. Despite findings that suggest larger teams can generate more
outputs, adding more team members can complicate intra-team interaction and coordination,

decreasing cohesion and performance (Magjuka & Baldwin, 1991).
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Chapter 3
Theory and Hypotheses

Overview

Building on previous research in the fields of star performers, peer feedback quality, and
team performance, I theorize and empirically test a mediation model of team performance when
such teams include star performers through peer feedback quality, grounded in social
information processing theory. In this chapter, I describe social information processing theory
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), provide a brief review of the literature, and provide theory-based
arguments for seven hypotheses regarding the relationship between stars and team performance.

The primary research question driving this proposed study is “how do star performers
affect team performance?” It is important to note that I’'m not merely looking at whether such a
relationship exists, or simply under what situational conditions the relationship exists.
Furthermore, I’m also not simply exploring whether star performers affect team performance by
the mere aggregation of their higher individual performance. Rather, to answer the Zow, I am
exploring mechanisms by which star performers affect team performance. Thus, this study will
aid in shedding light on the black box processes involved in team outcomes. As mentioned
before, one such mechanism I believe to be fruitful in the processes between star performer
actions and team outcomes is that of information exchange between stars and other team
members. In particular, feedback, especially with respect to performance, is a critical process by
which information is exchanged amongst team members. As such, I adopt a model (see Figure 1)
that explores peer feedback quality as a mediating mechanism for the proposed positive
relationship between stars and team performance. I choose peer feedback over subordinate or

supervisor feedback because of the abundance of potential sources. Not all employees have
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subordinates, and there are usually fewer sources of superordinate (e.g., managers and
supervisors). Furthermore, I propose that social information processing theory provides an
appropriate framework for predicting and explaining the relationships for which I hypothesize
below.
Social Information Processing Theory

Social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) suggests that
information received from other people can influence individuals’ perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors. The theory argues that individuals’ attitudes and perceptions can be derived from the
social and environmental context from which they are formulated. Salancik and Pfeffer (1978)
also argue that these perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors are shaped by information cues such as
values, work requirements, and expectations regarding the social and environmental context, and
that this is beyond that of an individual’s disposition and traits. Broadly speaking, the theory was
developed to predict and explain attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of individuals in organizational
contexts by looking at the people that surround a focal employee. More specifically, social
information processing theory argues that employees do not operate in a vacuum. Instead, they
“actively seek to understand and behave in congruence with the norms and expectations within
their organizations by processing surrounding social cues” (Yam, Christian, Wei, Liao, & Nai,
2018: 351). Furthermore, SIP supports the notion that, when faced with uncertainty about norms
for acceptable and appropriate workplace behavior, employees will search for cues within their
social environment (e.g. leaders, colleagues, etc.) (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). In short, SIP helps
to explain how, in times of uncertainty, individuals use cues from other individuals to shape their

perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors.
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Initially, social information processing theory focused largely on the attitudes and beliefs
of individuals (Ibarra & Andrews, 1993; Rentsch, 1990, Rice & Aydin, 1991), however this has
since expanded to also explain performance related outcomes as well (Bommer, Miles, &
Grover, 2003; Goldman, 2001; Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). Furthermore, the theory is
beginning to play a particularly important role in predicting and explaining employee and team
outcomes. As mentioned earlier, a goal of this study is to add to this nascent aspect of the theory
by focusing on SIP-related performance outcomes. Social information-processing predicts that
employees’ perceptions or judgments regarding a particular situation is influenced by: (1) the
perceived reality of the situation, (2) the social context, and (3) factors related to the person (e.g.,
individual differences) (Burke & Moore, 2000). However, an early critique of social information
processing theory was its lack of defined mechanisms by which social information flows
between individuals (Contractor and Eisenberg, 1990). In response to this, Fulk (1993) proposed
several ways in which influential social information from co-workers can take form: (1) overt
statements that individuals assimilate, (2) interpretations of events, (3) communications that
increase the saliency of events simply by calling attention to them, and (4) provision of standards
for judging the appropriateness of particular behaviors and for appropriately rationalizing
workplace activities.

Social information processing theory has been used as a lens to explore a multitude of
organizational outcomes and phenomena. For example, SIP helps to predict and explain how
abusive behavior by supervisors and managers can trickle down to affect the behaviors of lower
level employees (Mawritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, & Marinova, 2012; Priesemuth, Schminke,
Ambrose, & Folger, 2014). In a similar focus, Glomb and Laio (2003), using a social information

processing theory-based framework, show how workplace aggression can spread among
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employees, and Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998) show that work group antisocial behavior
can be influenced by individuals within the group. Other SIP-based focus within the management
literature include job satisfaction (Thomas & Griffin, 1983; O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1985),
distributive and procedural justice (Goldman, 2001), antecedents of trust (Hill, Bartol, Tesluk, &
Langa, 2009), as well as communication among virtual teams (Wilson, Straus, & McEvily,
2006).

Additionally, SIP has also been utilized in strategic management research. Roberson and
Colquitt (2005) show how shared perceptions are more likely among strongly linked employees
who occupy structurally equivalent positions, such as Chief-level officers within a top
management team (TMT). Further, Pless, Maak, and Waldman (2012) show that TMT members
directly influence organizational climate by communicating meaning in three ways. One, they
convey their interpretations of interactions amongst other TMT members to middle managers.
Two, social information processing theory suggests that people tend to seek opinions form
similar others (e.g., middle managers). Three, information from different middle managers is
compared and negotiated in order to arrive at a conclusion.

The effects of leaders on subordinates has been a particularly salient area of focus by
social information processing theorists. For example, Shamir, House and Arthur (1993) show
that leaders provide followers direct and indirect guidance regarding how to organize and make
sense of their environment. They argue that leaders are seen as role models or symbols of the
way things should be done, and subordinates subsequent behavior and attitudes are related to
those leaders in which they follow. In fact, in organizational settings, leaders are one of the
primary sources from which employees gather information about the job, or the norms for

interpersonal interaction. Further, Yaffe and Kark (2011) argue that leaders are vital sources of
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social information because of their high status and direct interactions with those individuals in
which they lead.

Additionally, scholarly work using social information processing theory examining
leaders and followers have covered several behavior and attitudinal themes. For example, Rego,
Owens, Yam, Bluhm, Cunha, Silard, Goncalves, Martins, Simpson, and Liu (2017) show that
leader humility facilitates the development of collective team psychological capital, leading to
higher team task allocation effectiveness, as well as team performance. In a study on leader
humor, Yam et al. (2018) found that leaders can not only signal to followers the acceptability of
such humor in the workplace, but such actions can actually lead to negative consequences. By
integrating SIP with benign violation theory (BVT), they argue that a leader’s sense of humor
signals the acceptability of norm violations within an organization, leading followers to engage
in increased workplace deviance. More specifically, when leaders use humor in interactions with
subordinates, the implications are beyond that of simple imitation (follows believing humor is
expected and rewarded). Rather, it sends a message to followers that the values of the
organization, that behaving counter-normatively, is just “the way things are done.”

The following sections will detail how I argue that social information exchanges explain
how star performers on a team affect team performance. I also make arguments regarding the
mediating mechanism of this relationship, as well as conditions that affect the strength of the
relationship.

Star Performers and Peer Feedback Quality

Below I argue that the proportion of star performers on a team is positively related to the

team’s perception of peer feedback quality for the following reasons. First, employees look to

each other for cues on proper ways to behave and act. More specifically, Shah (1998) suggests
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that employees monitor structurally equivalent employees in order to acquire job-relevant
information. Structural equivalence is more than simple positional equivalence. It has been
conceptualized as the degree to which one employee’s relationships with all other employees in
the organization are correlated, regardless of whether or not they have a formal direct tie to each
other (Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 2006). Team members in search of meaning and information,
especially in situations of uncertainty, turn to structurally equivalent individuals to discuss their
experiences and share their interpretations of events, leading to collective assessments of group
member experiences (Roberson, 2006). Additionally, a tenant of social information processing
theory suggests that social interactions based on structural work arrangements, such as divisions,
work groups, and teams are particularly influential on member perceptions, attitudes, and
behaviors (Roberson & Williamson, 2012). This is because group processes impose situational
constraints on the flow of social information, resulting in shared meanings of work events
(Roberson & Williamson, 2012).

Furthermore, research utilizing social information processing theory also suggests that
shared perceptions are more likely among strongly linked individuals who occupy structurally
equivalent positions (Roberson & Colquitt, 2005). As an example, advice ties are instrumental
connections by which individuals share job-related information (Ibarra, 1993), and are an
important source of social information (Umphress, Labianca, Brass, Kass, & Scholten, 2003).
Advice givers are influential in work teams because they have high levels of task mastery and
organizational knowledge useful to others (Morrison, 2002). As such, coworkers tend to trust
that they have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to provide assistance (Ho & Levesque, 2005;
McAllister, 1995). Additionally, teammates tend to view these advice givers as more powerful

and higher status (Brass & Burkhardt, 1993).
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Second, star performers hold higher status within work teams, are more influential, and as
such, occupy advice giving roles. Because most of an individual’s development and training
occurs at work, they depend on their peers and teammates for suggestions and guidance (McCall,
1998). Within these teams, star performers hold structurally equivalent positions as nonstars, but
tend to hold a higher status (Kehoe, Lepak, & Bentley, 2018). These higher status individuals are
viewed as having more esteem, worth, or relative social positon (Magee & Galinksy, 2008). As
such, they are viewed as examples of how best to act, behave and perform assigned duties in
order to best achieve higher performance and status. Working with star performing colleagues
allows workers to broaden their range of skills and competencies, enhancing their contributions
to their team (Groysberg et al., 2011). They also provide a range of developmental functions,
such as coaching, counseling, role modeling, confirmation, protection, and friendship (Kram,
1988), and thereby increase the performance of their teammates (Shapero, 1985; Jain & Triandis,
1990).

Star performers are in the best position to provide advice and guidance (i.e., feedback) to
their colleagues not only because of their respected performance, but the status that they bring to
their team. In fact, Yaffe and Kark (2011) show that high-status individuals (e.g., star
performers) are vital sources of such social information for team members. The information
received from stars about how best to perform task duties is also likely to be more accurate than
information received by lower performing colleagues precisely because of their perceived
experience and success. I argue that individuals will assess the quality of star performers’
feedback not only by the legitimacy associated with the star performers’ success, but also by how
it affects their ability to improve their own performance (and status). In fact, research on peer

feedback quality commonly uses individual’s perception of the quality of such feedback received
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from others as the measure of overall feedback quality (Steelman, Levy, & Snell, 2004).
Furthermore, Grigoriou and Rothaermel (2013) emphasized the importance of these embedded
relationships by individuals in groups and teams in order to effectively perform knowledge-
sharing activities. More specifically, they found that the presence of relational stars results in
firm-level knowledge advantages not only through their own superior recombinant efforts, but
also through their ability to enable others around them to have more effective knowledge
recombination. In short, feedback is valuable only if it is of high quality. I further argue that star
performers feedback is of higher value not only because of their proven success and status, but
also because of their ability to show others how to effectively provide such feedback. Therefore,
team members are likely to use these individuals as a source of social information, the focus of
structural equivalence evaluations, and as the focus of how to successfully perform their tasks
and duties.

It is important to note that this likely holds even in cases where teammates may be in
competition with each other (e.g., for resources or promotion). Goode (1978) argued that in
psychological sense, people do not possess sufficient time and energy (i.e., shelf space) to focus
on anything but the top competitors in a specific field or domain. Thus, in addition to providing
better feedback, star performers are likely to attract more attention from teammates either
through a sense of competition or through the desire to improve overall team performance.

Third, having more star performers on a team (i.e., a higher proportion) not only provides
more sources of exceptional performance examples, but also may provide more advice ties with
individuals holding respected knowledge, skills, and abilities. I argue that social information
exchange of feedback between stars and nonstars is stronger in groups with more stars than with

fewer. This is also consistent with Groysberg and colleagues’ (2011) finding that the larger the
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proportion of high status individuals you have on a team, the greater the positive benefits to team
effectiveness.

As such, I hypothesize that a higher proportion of star performers on a team will be
positively related to the aggregate perception of peer feedback quality within that team.

Hypothesis 1: The proportion of star performers on a team is positively related to peer

feedback quality.
Moderation of Individual Performance Diversity

I also argue that the performance diversity of the work team affects the relationship
between star performer proportion and peer feedback quality. Organizations are increasingly
implementing diverse work teams based on heterogeneous compositions of functional and
educational backgrounds (Williams & OReilly, 1998). Diversity refers to the differences
between individuals on an attribute that may lead to the perception that one person is different
from another (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Furthermore, these differences in a work
group or team affect team outcomes (Stewart, 2006). However, results from several decades of
workplace diversity studies have continued to show both positive and negative effects (van
Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). A leading reason for this is due to the breadth of diversity
contexts studied. For example, diversity studies in the organizational behavior/human resource
management domain alone have explored the effects of numerous types of diversity including
age, race, ethnic background, gender, education, technical abilities, functional background,
tenure, socioeconomic background, personality characteristics, and values, to name a few (see
Milliken & Martins, 1996 and Williams & O’Reilly, 1998 for reviews on diversity). In practice,
however, diversity research has largely focused on demographic differences, educational

background, and functional background (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). For the three primary
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reasons outlined below, I argue that the diversity of team members with respect to their
individual performance will affect the relationship between the proportion of star performers and
the team’s perceived peer feedback quality. More specifically, I believe that a larger proportion
of star performers will lead to a stronger relationship, while a smaller proportion will result in a
weaker relationship.

First, more diverse work groups possess a broader range of knowledge, skills, and
abilities for which more intra-team information exchange becomes necessary. In their review of
the literature, Williams and O’Reilly (1998) highlighted two main categories of research within
work-group diversity and performance: the social categorization perspective and the
information/decision-making perspective. The social categorization perspective argues that
similarities and differences are used as a basis for categorizing self and others into in-groups and
out-groups. Research in this category largely finds that team members tend to prefer working and
coordinating with other in-group members as opposed to out-group members. As a result,
homogeneous work groups tend to have several positive benefits such as higher member
commitment (Riordan & Shore, 1997), cohesion (O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989), less
conflict (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999), as well as less turnover (Wagner, Pfeffer, & O’Reilly,
1984). On the other hand, the information/decision-making perspective argues that diverse
groups should outperform homogeneous groups because diverse groups are more likely to
possess a broader range of task-relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities that are distinct and non-
redundant and to have different opinions and perspectives for accomplishing work-related tasks
(van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004).

Second, more diversity within work teams requires higher quality intra-team information

processing, a situation where higher quality feedback can become more valuable. Milliken and
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Martins (1996) show that groups with skill and performance based diversity seem to have greater
coordination and social integration costs than groups composed of people with more
homogeneous skills or backgrounds. The need to reconcile conflicting perspectives and
viewpoints may force the group to more thoroughly process task relevant information, and may
even prevent the group from opting for an easy consensus with regard to a course of action. In
other words, groups made up of a collection of diverse individuals, in some specified manner,
tend to require more work to process the increased variation of social information presented and
received by its members.

Furthermore, the increased variation in individual performance may require more
complex information processing, and research suggests that more diverse groups tend to consider
a greater range of perspectives and to generate more high-quality solutions than less diverse
groups (McLeod & Lobel, 1992; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993). Therefore, I argue that
situations defined by the need for higher quality information exchange will lead to higher quality
feedback.

Third, the greater information exchange complexity associated with more diversity, and
the enhanced value of feedback based on variation in performance, creates a situation where star
performers’ status and past performance becomes even more valuable. In other words, a team
characterized by increased individual performance diversity is likely to create more uncertainty
than less, with respect to future team performance. As Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) explained, in
situations characterized by uncertainty, individuals look to the social cues of others to gain
understanding. As such, consistent with social information processing theory, team members are
likely to look to others for cues to mitigate the uncertainty. As I have explained previously, the

status associated with star performers lends them more social information credibility than
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nonstars. Thus, star performers provide ideal and convenient examples for these colleagues.
While I have argued that there is a positive relationship between the proportion of stars on a team
and feedback quality, this relationship is likely to be stronger in a situation that necessitates
higher quality feedback. More specifically, I argue this to be true when more individual
performance diversity is present in a team.

Some also argue that scholars have not given sufficient attention to the group information
processing perspective, the relevant moderators of team information processing, and the
processes underlying the positive effects of intra-team diversity (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).
Thus, for this study, I examine the effect of individual performance diversity on the relationship
between the proportion of star performers on a team and the peer feedback quality within that
team.

Therefore, I hypothesize that greater team diversity with respect to individual
performance will moderate the relationship between star performer proportion and peer feedback
quality, such that when more diversity is present the relationship will be stronger.

Hypothesis 2: Individual performance differentiation moderates the relationship between

the proportion of star performers and peer feedback quality such that the relationship

will be stronger when individual performance differentiation is higher.
Moderation of Supervisor Feedback Quality

Social information processing theory also suggests that an organization’s climate can
provide influential information about organizationally desired behavioral norms and performance
expectations, and that this is particularly true in situations of uncertainty (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). Furthermore, according to SIP, individuals understand and shape their needs, values, and

perceptions based on interactions with other individuals, and this social influence provides a lens
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through which individuals make evaluations of their work environment (Bhave, Kramer, &
Glomb, 2010). This is not only true in work environments, as past work has shown, but
particularly relevant with respect to leader-subordinate interactions. Expanding on the previous
hypotheses, I argue that in times of uncertainty, not only are star performers ideal sources of
social information, so too are supervisors. Because of their position, supervisors are primary
examples of how to act and behave, and also affect the relationship between star performers and
a team’s peer feedback quality. I make this argument with the following points.

First, extant research utilizing social information processing theory has shown that
leaders, managers, and supervisors are an important source of information for subordinates, and
have a substantial effect on the behaviors, attitudes, and performance of those subordinates
(Rego et al, 2017; Shamir et al., 1993; Yaffe & Kark, 2011). While I have argued that star
performers occupying structurally equivalent positions influence the attitudes, behaviors, and
performance of those around them because of their status, I further argue that the formality
associated with individuals occupying positions of authority (i.e., supervisors, managers,
leaders), will have a similar effect. Thus, in addition to leaning on star performers for advice
with respect to tasks and goals, team members will also look to their supervisor for such
feedback. Consistent with Yam et al.’s (2018) findings about how employees seek to understand
and behave in congruence with norms and expectations, as well as Shamir et al.” (1993) findings
that leaders provide followers direct and indirect guidance to make sense of their environment, it
logically follows that supervisors who provide higher quality feedback teach their followers not
only that providing feedback is appropriate and helpful, but how to do it as well.

Second, because supervisors have a formal, position-based influence on subordinates,

they act as role-models, and have the ability to affect how subordinates not only act and behave,
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but also interact with each other. As such, in situations when team supervisors provide poor
examples of how to give effective feedback, star performers within the team are likely to mimic
the supervisor, ultimately affecting the quality of feedback they provide. In other words, if the
supervisor sets the bar low then the quality of feedback provided by the star performer is likely
to suffer. Furthermore, team members are likely to take feedback less seriously if they perceive
the supervisor doing the same. Similarly, feedback provided by nonstars will also suffer when
the social information cues received from the supervisor and stars are of lower quality with
respect to feedback behavior.

Third, having both supervisors and team stars acting congruently by providing high
quality feedback creates an interaction effect that further reduces any confusion and uncertainty
about the proper way to act and behave. When the behavior of a star, backed by their prestige
and status, doesn’t match that of the supervisor it creates confusions in followers as to which
individual they should take their cues. However, when working in concert, I argue an interaction
effect occurs that provides information cues that are stronger and clearer than can be provided by
either the supervisor or star alone.

Therefore, I argue that those teams with supervisors that provide higher quality feedback
will strengthen the positive relationship between the proportion of star performers on a team and
peer feedback quality.

Hypothesis 3: Supervisor feedback quality moderates the relationship between the

proportion of star performers and peer feedback quality such that the relationship will be

higher when supervisor feedback quality is higher.
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Peer Feedback Quality and Team Performance

Improvements in performance are made through cycles of practice and evaluation. Below
I argue that for several reasons, peer feedback quality can lead to improvements in team
performance. First, quality feedback is positively related to improvements in individual
performance. A substantial amount of work has been conducted exploring the relationship
between feedback quality and individual performance (e.g., Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003;
Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, & Kucine, 2003; Smither London, & Reilly, 2005). In a
narrative review Smither et al. (2003) found that in 11 of the 13 studies reviewed there was
evidence of improvement in individual performance over time for people receiving peer
feedback. Smither, et al. (2005) further showed through a review and meta-analysis, that the few
studies not supporting such a relationship may actually be the result of small effect sizes and not
necessarily lack of a relationship.

While much of the of the performance-feedback relationship studies have been conducted
in organization and team settings, the focus has largely been on individual performance (Dahling
& Whitaker, 2016; Rosen, et al., 2006; Whitaker & Levy, 2012). With a few exceptions (Rauter,
Weiss, & Hoegl, 2018; Villado & Arthur Jr., 2013), there remains a dearth of research on the
feedback quality-tfeam performance relationship. However, it appears that scholars are beginning
to study this relationship more. For example, Villado and Aurther Jr (2013) found that the use of
after-action feedback, also referred to as after-action reports, (versus no feedback) led to a
number of positive team outcomes such as better overall performance, higher team efficacy, and
more openness of communication.

Second, I argue that higher quality peer feedback leads to measureable improvements in

individual outcomes, as past research has shown, and through the collection and aggregation of
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higher performing individuals as well as the effects they have on each other, it also leads to
measureable improvements in team outcomes. More specifically, I argue that higher quality peer
feedback enables a more effective exchange of information and KSAs between individuals, but
also enables individuals to learn from others how one should act and behave as a team member.
This exchange not only fosters shared knowledge and creativity, consistent with Hoever, Zhou,
and van Knippenberg’s (2018) findings, but also team problem solving (Hirst, van Knippenberg,
Zhou, 2009).

In short, feedback quality is positively related to individual performance, and consistent
with findings by Jordan and Troth (2004) who showed that team performance has both individual
and team components, [ argue that the aggregation of individual performance within group and
team settings is positively related to the team’s performance. This can be viewed much like
sports teams. Higher quality individual talent tends to lead to higher quality overall team
performance.

Third, I argue improvement in team performance is not only through aggregate
improvements in individual performance, but also by how individuals learn to use these
individual performance improvements to contribute to and interact (team coordination) within a
team. Poole and Roth (1989) argued that higher collaboration in teams is related to superior team
performance because it encourages more open discussion and cooperation among team members
that helps teams to synthesize information and come to common solutions. In essence, team
members are also learning from each other, through shared social information, information,
KSAs, as well as how to act and behave as a team.

As such, I argue that improvements in peer feedback quality is positively related to team

performance.
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Hypothesis 4: Peer feedback quality is positively related to team performance.
Peer Feedback Quality as a Mediating Mechanism

Above I have argued that the proportion of stars on a team is positively related to peer
feedback quality, and that this feedback quality is positively related to team performance.
However, I further argue that these are not orthogonal relationships linked by a single construct.
Rather, for the reasons outlined below, I believe that there is an indirect relationship between the
proportion of stars on a team and team performance.

First, the inconsistency of past research indicates the possibility of an indirect
relationship. Several studies show that diversity within teams has positive effects on team
outcomes (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Magjuka & Baldwin, 1991) while other studies show that the
opposite is true (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; Wiersema & Bird, 1993). These
inconsistent findings are likely the result of several factors. First, consistent with past research
(Milliken & Martins, 1996), the specific type of diversity within teams (e.g., demographic,
education, technical abilities, functional background, etc.) affects team outcomes. Second, there
are likely mechanisms that, at least, partially mediate, or conditions that moderate the
relationship between team diversity and team performance. Third, the degree (quality) of
implementation of any mediating mechanisms or moderating conditions is also likely to be
salient. I address this in this study not only to shed light on the black box processes occurring in
the relationship between diversity and team performance, but also conditions that may strengthen
or weaken this relationship. Additionally, because the majority of extant research that explores
mediating or moderating mechanisms tends to simply account for the presence of those

mechanisms, and not the degree to which they are implemented (i.e., quality).
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Second, as explained in detail above, the peer feedback process enables the sharing of
critical social information that helps to convert individual performance to team performance. As
a plethora of past research has shown, this is beyond that of what individuals can do on their
own, and more advanced than simply aggregating the performance capacity of individual team
members in various ways (Laughlin, Bonner, & Miner, 2002).

More specifically, I argue that when teams have a higher proportion of star performers
they provide not only feedback on how best to act and behave, but also provide more sources of
exceptional KSAs. I further argue that these star performers help to foster higher quality
feedback (including the feedback provided by nonstars) within the team, and that this higher
quality feedback better equips teams to handle task challenges that require collaboration and
diversity in perspectives.

Therefore, I hypothesize that peer feedback quality partially explains the relationship
between the proportion of star performers on a team and team performance.

Hypothesis 5: Peer feedback quality partially mediates the positive relationship between

the proportion of star performers and team performance.
Moderation of the Indirect Effects

In addition to the moderating effect of individual performance diversity has on the
relationship between star performer proportion and peer feedback quality, I further argue that
individual performance diversity affects the indirect relationship between star performer
proportion and team performance. More specifically, I hypothesize that a greater diversity in
individual performance on a team will strengthen the indirect relationship between star performer
proportion and team performance. Consistent with the individual arguments outlined above, I

argue that the social information exchange effect brought about by higher quality peer feedback
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enables team performance better than individuals alone or in sum. Further, the added effects
brought on by the feedback quality are not likely to occur without the diversity that necessitates
such feedback. As such, I argue that the indirect relationship between star performer proportion
and team performance is strengthened when more individual performance diversity is present.
Hypothesis 6: Individual performance differentiation moderates the indirect relationship
between the proportion of star performers and team performance such that the
relationship will be stronger when individual performance differentiation is higher.
Lastly, when supervisors set a higher standard for peer feedback through their own higher
quality feedback, it strengthens the mediating mechanism of peer feedback quality. This in turn
should strengthen the indirect relationship between star performer proportion and team
performance in the presence of quality peer feedback. In short, when supervisors provide better
examples of feedback by providing higher quality feedback to their subordinates, I argue that the
indirect relationship between star performer proportion and team performance will be
strengthened.
Hypothesis 7: Supervisor feedback quality moderates the indirect relationship between
the proportion of star performers and team performance such that the relationship will

be stronger when supervisor feedback quality is higher.
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Chapter 4
Method

Research Plan

I utilized a time-separated secondary data design to examine the proposed research
model. The data spans three time periods (0, 1, 2) each separated by three weeks. I used the
measures described below to assess star performer classification, the proportion of star
performers on a team, individual performance diversity, supervisor feedback quality, peer
feedback quality, and team performance. The data obtained is anticipated to be representative of
work teams in an organizational setting, and conclusions drawn from the data are intended to be
generalizable as such.
Sample

I utilized secondary team data provided to me by the United States Air Force’s Squadron
Officer School (SOS) located at Maxwell Air Force Base in Montgomery, Alabama. SOS is a
six-week Professional Military Education course required for all junior Air Force officers with
the rank of Captain that have approximately five to eight years of service (as an officer). All
students are assigned to a single 14-member team (referred to as a “flight”) for the duration of
the course. Aside from individual academic assignments, students work exclusively within their
flights for the duration of the course completing several academic tasks, as well as numerous
mental and physical challenges. The course focuses on leadership and teamwork, and flights
compete against each other throughout the six weeks (see Table 4 for a brief description of the
major course events). Flight and individual performance in the course are recorded in officers’
official records, which have substantial influence in subsequent decisions on promotion.

Furthermore, each flight is assigned an instructor (Flight Commander) who provides facilitation,
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but not direct guidance, for the duration of the course. The Flight Commander is not a student in
the course, and is required to have graduated from the course.

At the midpoint (after week 3) and the conclusion of the SOS course (after week 6),
students are given a mandatory survey to assess several individual, team, and course
components. These include assessments of individual contribution of other flight members,
individual performance of other flight members, supervisor feedback quality, team feedback
quality, course effectiveness, and more. All flight members provide feedback on every other
member in the flight. Every team member also provides subjective assessments of supervisor
(Flight Commander) feedback quality, and overall team feedback quality.

In addition to the surveys given to the students, SOS captured numerous measures of
objective flight performance. These include performance (graded assignments) and task on
several flight challenges.

I believe this to be an appropriate sample for several reasons. First, the students are
working in a real-world environment with actual career ramifications, making an ideal natural
experiment. Second, the students are generally unfamiliar with each other upon entry into the
team, mitigating concerns of bias that might affect feedback and other processes that can affect
team performance. Third, the students are all college educated employees with several years of
work experience, better representing employees in an organization than a typical student sample
from a university setting.

Measures
For this study, validated scales and objective performance measures were used when

possible, however, due to SOS-implemented survey length limitations, one construct is assessed
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using a single-item measure. Additionally, to remain consistent with SOS’s survey, measures
were modified to a 6-point scale. See Figure 2 for the measures utilized in the survey.

Star Performer Proportion. To assess the strength of star performer presence within the
teams, I used Groysberg and colleagues’ (2011) measure of star performer proportion in which
the ratio of stars to total team (flight) members is calculated (x/14). Consistent with the Air Force
and Squadron Officer School approach to identifying star performers, I measured stars as the top
10% of individual performers upon entry into the course (t=0), as determined by the Air Force
using the officer’s record of performance. Not only has this been the standard approach in the
Air Force for several decades, but it is also consistent with the definition I provided in chapter 2
as it is based on consistent performance relative to the individual’s peers. Again, all flight
performance and individual performance data are separate in order to ensure isolated and
unbiased measures. It is also important to note that the composition of flights are not based on
individual performance, rather, students are randomly assigned. However, after the random
assignment a few individuals may be moved prior to the first day of class to ensure sufficient
functional and gender diversity within teams.

Individual Performance Diversity. To capture the diversity of team members with
respect to individual performance, I used the standard deviation of individual performance scores
within each team. This operationalization is consistent with past work in diversity (Wegge, Roth,
Neubach, Schmidt, & Kanfer, 2008). Individual performance is measured using the Air Force’s
stratification (ranking) of students based on their performance record. All students in the entire
are ranked in order from first to last, regardless of flight or squadron. The same performance

ranking is used by the Air Force in their promotion processes.
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Supervisor Feedback Quality. In the course midpoint survey mentioned above (t=1),
student-based assessments of the Flight Commander’s feedback quality were assessed. SOS
askes the question “My Flight Commander provided useful feedback throughout the course” and
utilizesda six-point measure (1 is strongly disagree to 6 is strongly agree) to capture supervisor
feedback quality. The scores for all 14 team members were averaged into a single score for each
Flight Commander.

Peer Feedback Quality. For peer feedback quality I leveraged the operationalization
created by Steelman et al., (2004) in their feedback environment scale which is utilized in the
course midpoint survey (t=1). More specifically, I used a modified version their five item scale
for feedback quality. Per SOS’s request, I changed the measure from a seven-point Likert scale
to a six-point scale to remain consistent with the other questions on the SOS survey. Responses
range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) See Figure 2 for the five-item scale.

Team Performance. Team performance was operationalized as the mean of the
standardized scores of several team-based exercises. These included three Team Leadership
Problems (TLPs), Project X, ADWAR, and FLEX. TLPs were timed events (usually an hour) in
which teams attempted to solve a complex problem by putting together individual pieces of
information, some of which had no meaning or were intentionally misleading. Similarly, Project
X was a timed problem-solving event that added physically demanding components (e.g.,
climbing a wall, or crossing a stream with limited resources). ADWAR was a computer-based
warfare simulation event that requires substantial team coordination and planning. Finally, FLEX
was a physically demanding warfare simulation game played against other flights. See Table 4
for a more detailed description of these events. Most of these event occur in the latter half of the

course (t=2), as the first half tends to involve more academic work.
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Analytic Strategy

First, the measures with multiple items were aggregated to produce mean scores for each
team measure. I then compiled a descriptive statics data summary to include the means, standard
deviations, and zero-order bivariate correlations for each study variable. To identify potential
data issues, descriptive statistics were analyzed to ensure they were of expected magnitude and
that the correlations were in the expected directions.

Study hypotheses were tested using Hayes (2018) PROCESS MACRO tool for
moderated-mediation regression analyses in SPSS 23.0.

Supplemental Analysis

Because there remains a lack of consistency for an objective measure of star performers, I
also conducted the above analysis utilizing a broader operationalization of star performers. In
doing so, I defined star performers as the top 20% of individual performers (of the SOS school,
not individual flights). Doing so helps to understand not only the effects of different definitions
of stars, but also aid in understanding how high performers that may not be considered stars also
affect team outcomes.

I further explored specific components of team performance by analyzing the
hypothesized relationships through both performance in planned events and performance in
unplanned events. FLEX and ADWAR require substantial planning by team in advance of the
events’ execution. However, TLPs 1-3 and Project X should not involve any team planning or
preparation as the teams are unaware of any event details until event execution. Doing helps to

shed light on whether the peer feedback quality affects performance through advanced planning.
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Chapter 5
Results

Preliminary Analysis

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and intercorrelations among the variables are
presented in Table 6. As each flight was assigned to one of six squadrons within Squadron
Officer School, I began the analysis by conducting an intraclass correlation (ICC) test of team
performance to determine if multilevel regression was necessary. While the ICC(1) of 0.08 (and
a ICC(2) of 0.60) obtained from the test barely meets the minimum standards for between-
squadron variance to justify multilevel analysis (Bliese, 1998), I chose to ignore the effect
squadron has on team performance for two reasons. First, SOS was organized by squadrons for
administrative purposes, not for reasons that would promote unique training or education by
squadron. Second, SOS made further substantial effort to ensure maximum consistency in
training and education across squadrons and flights. Therefore, given these reasons and the low
ICC(1), I elected to ignore the effect squadron had on team performance. As such, the squadron
was not factored into the analysis described below. Furthermore, prior to running regression, the
independent, mediating, and moderating variables were standardized. To alleviate concerns
about the lack of statistical power due to relatively small sample size, I followed practical
recommendations by using the bootstrapping approach (N = 20,000) for the hypothesis testing
described below (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). Lastly, I obtained a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.83 from analyzing the five-item measure for peer feedback quality. While lower than Steelman

et al.’s original finding of 0.92, this is still above the 0.70 commonly accepted minimum.
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1 proposed that the proportion of star performers in teams is positively related
to peer feedback quality. I predicted that a higher proportion of star performers will enhance the
perception of peer feedback within the team. While the regression analysis (see Table 7) showed
that this relationship was positive (= .133, se =.093, p = .155), it was not statistically

significant. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Hypothesis 2 proposed an interaction effect between star performer proportion and
individual performance diversity, such that when individual performance diversity is higher (a
higher standard deviation), the relationship between star performer proportion and peer feedback
quality will be stronger. However, the analysis showed that individual performance diversity did
not significantly moderate the relationship between star performer proportion and peer feedback
quality (f=-.115, se =.083, p =.170) (see Table 7). Thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported. See

Figure 3 for the moderation graph.

Hypothesis 3 proposed an interaction effect between star performer proportion and
supervisor feedback quality, such that when supervisor feedback quality is higher, the
relationship between star performer proportion and peer feedback quality will be stronger.
However, the analysis showed that supervisor feedback quality did not significantly moderate
this relationship (= .093, se =.111, p = .401) (see Table 7). Thus, hypothesis 3 was not

supported. See Figure 4 for the moderation graph.

Hypothesis 4 proposed that peer feedback quality is positively related to team
performance. More specifically, I argued that when peer feedback quality is higher, team

performance will also be higher. However, the analysis showed that peer feedback quality was
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not significantly related to team performance. (£ =.018, se =.014, p =.203) (see Table 7). Thus,

hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Hypothesis 5 builds on previous hypotheses and proposes that peer feedback quality
partially mediates the relationship between star performer proportion and team performance. The
PROCESS macro (Hays, 2018) used for this hypothesis tests the existence of overall conditional
indirect effects (Preacher et al., 2007). Preacher et al. (2007) recommends two methods for
assessing the significance of these effects. First, one may examine the magnitude of the indirect
effect (by way of the mediator) of the independent variable on the dependent variable, at a range
of values of the moderators (e.g., minus one standard deviation, mean, and plus one standard
deviation). Second, one may use bootstrapping to generate confidence intervals for the
magnitude of the indirect effects, and then assess significance via these confidence intervals. The
results for both methods are shown in Table 8. Not only were no conditional indirect effects
significant, but all bootstrapped confidence intervals contained zero, showing that peer feedback
quality did not mediate the relationship between the proportion of star performers and team
performance. Thus, hypothesis 5 was not supported. However, Table 7 shows that the indirect
relationship between the proportion of star performers on a team and team performance was

positive and statistically significant (f=.053, se =.014, p = .000).

Hypothesis 6 proposed that individual performance diversity moderates the indirect
relationship between the proportion of star performers and team performance such that the
relationship will be stronger when individual performance diversity is higher. While the analysis
showed that this relationship was significant, it was in the opposite direction as predicted (f= -

.035, se =.012, p =.006) (see Table 7). Thus, hypothesis 6 was not supported.
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Lastly, hypothesis 7 proposed that supervisor feedback quality moderates the indirect
relationship between the proportion of star performers and team performance such that the
relationship will be stronger when supervisor feedback quality is higher. However, the analysis
showed that supervisor feedback quality did not moderate the indirect relationship (#=-.005, se

=.016, p =.758) (see Table 7). Thus, hypothesis 7 was not supported.

Supplemental Analysis

In order to determine if the chosen measures were a reason for the lack of support for the
hypothesized relationships, I conducted analysis of the hypotheses using several alternative

operationalizations.

First, I analyzed the hypothesized relationships using a stricter definition of star
performers (top 10% of individual performers). The relationship between the proportion of star
performers (stars as top 10%) and peer feedback quality was again not supported (£ =.029, se =
.093, p =.760), and the interaction between the proportion of star performers and supervisor
feedback quality and its relationship with peer feedback quality was also not supported (f=.014,
se =.103, p = .892). However, when measuring star performers with the stricter
operationalization, the interaction between the proportion of star performers and individual
performance diversity became marginally significant (f=-.155, se =.086, p = .073), but in the
opposite direction as predicted. Furthermore, in this same model, peer feedback quality was
related to team performance (£ =.028, se =.013, p = .034), providing support to hypothesis 4.
However, I ran this model again without the interaction variables and the relationship once again

became nonsignificant (f=.020, se =.013, p =.141).
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Additionally, I tested hypothesis 5 (mediation) utilizing the new star operationalization,
but again in all levels of both moderators (minus one standard deviation, mean, and plus one
standard deviation) the effects were not significant and the bootstrapped confidence intervals all
contained zero. Thus, hypothesis 5 was again not supported. Lastly, I tested hypothesis 6 and 7
(moderation of indirect effects) with the new star operationalization. In this analysis, both the
moderating effects of individual performance diversity (= .010, se =.012, p = .402) and
supervisor feedback quality (f=.003, se =.015, p = .837) were not significant. Thus, the
supplemental analysis utilizing the stricter operationalization of star performers was largely

consistent with the primary analysis.

Second, because the measure of team performance consisted of several events, some of
which required advance preparation by the team, and some that did not, I elected to divide team
performance into two dimensions. The first was team performance that allowed and required
advanced planning (FLEX and ADWAR). The second was team performance for which
advanced planning was not possible because the students had no prior knowledge about the
events (TLPs and Project X). For this analysis, I elected to keep the primary operationalization of
star performers (top 20%). The results showed that peer feedback quality was not significantly
related to planned team performance (£ =.007, se = .019, p =.700) and marginally related to
unplanned team performance (£ = .038, se =.020, p = .055). Furthermore, analysis testing peer
feedback quality as a mediator between the proportion of star performers and both planned and
unplanned performance all had bootstrapped confidence intervals that contain zero, indicating
that peer feedback quality did not mediate either of these relationships. Finally, in testing the
moderation of indirect effects, individual performance diversity was shown to have a moderating

effect on the indirect relationship between the portion of star performers and both planned
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performance (f=-.025, se =.017, p =.043) and unplanned performance (f=-.033, .018, p =
.066), however in the opposite direction as proposed. Supervisor feedback quality was also
shown to have had no effect on the indirect relationship between star performer proportion and
planned performance (£ =.020, se =.023, p = .383) or unplanned performance (S = -.025, se =
.024, p = .293). Thus, analysis using the alternate operationalization of team performance was

again largely consistent with the primary operationalization.

In addition to testing alternative operationalizations of stars and team performance, |
conducted a similar analysis on the bottom 10% and 20% of performers on the teams. In both
cases the relationship to the proportion of bottom performers was not significantly related to peer
feedback quality. More specifically, the proportion of bottom performers (bottom 10 %) was not
significantly related to peer feedback quality (f=-.037, se =.099, p =.712). Similarly, the
proportion of bottom performers with the broader operationalization (bottom 20%) was also not
significantly related to peer feedback quality (£ =-.034, se =.104, p =.747). Additionally, in
neither model that tested bottom performers was peer feedback quality a significant mediator in
the relationship between the proportion of bottom performers and team performance, as the
bootstrapped confidence intervals for both operationalizations contained zero at all levels of the

moderators.

Lastly, I trichotomized both peer feedback quality as well as supervisor feedback quality,
and created a dummy variable for those teams that had both the highest of three levels of peer
feedback quality and supervisor feedback quality (team with highest levels for both = 1,
otherwise = 0). However, this variable was neither significantly related to team performance (S =
-.014, se =.041, p = .972), nor was it a significant moderator of the relationship between the

proportion of star performers and team performance (£ =.045, se = .045, p = .323).
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In the subsequent chapter I detail the theoretical implications of this study, reasons I
believe have contributed to the overall lack of significant findings, as well as several
propositions for future research related to the relationship between star performers and team

performance.
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Chapter 6
Discussion
While the nascent literature on star performers has shown a positive relationship between
the proportion of star performers and team performance (Groysberg et al., 2011; Nihalani et al.,
2010), mechanisms regarding how this occurs have been largely unexplored. Above and beyond
the aggregation of the enhanced individual performance of more star performers on a team, I
argue that star performers have positive effects on teams in other ways, more specifically

through the impact they have on their teammates.

The purpose of this study was to investigate, using a social information processing theory
perspective, how information exchange among peers, namely peer feedback, acts as a
mechanism by which star performers positively affect team performance, as well as conditions
that affect this relationship. However, the findings largely do not support my hypotheses under
any operationalization tested. I neither found support for my hypothesis regarding the
relationship between the star proportion and peer feedback quality, nor for the moderating
conditions of individual performance diversity or supervisor feedback quality. Furthermore, I did
not find support for my hypothesis predicting that peer feedback quality mediates the
relationship between the proportion of star performers and team performance. However, I did
find support that showed a positive relationship between star proportion and team feedback.
Additionally, I found inconsistent support for my hypothesis predicting that peer feedback

quality is positively related to team performance.

Below, I detail the theoretical implications of my study, as well as the study’s limitations,
and recommendations for future research that could further explore processes involved in the

relationship between star proportion and team performance.
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Theoretical Implications

Despite the lack of support for the hypotheses described above, this study makes a
number of theoretical contributions to the literature on star performers as well as Social
Information Processing theroy. First, this study has provided a clearer definition of star
performers. More specifically, building on prior literature, I have proposed an updated concept of
stars which defines them as those who have both exceptionally high performance of value, as
well exceptionally high status, both relative to the peers within their organization. While this
definition is consistent with several extant definitions from the literature, it provides more clarity
regarding who are and are not stars by emphasizing the need for star’s performance to not only
be exceptionally high, but exceptionally high in relation to their peers. Furthermore, this
definition also accounts for aspects of status have been implied in other definitions, but not
expressly addressed. Therefore, this definition not only brings together the major components of
extant definitions, but packages it in a way that provides more clarity. Additionally, the U.S. Air
Force sample utilized in this study provides an ideal setting to study the identification and
labeling of stars, as the rank of all individuals involved was not only expressly evident on their
uniforms, but the same for all individuals involved (i.e., Captain). Thus, the component of the

individuals’ position did not influence their identification as a star or nonstar.

Furthermore, this study consistently found a significant relationship between stars and
team performance, emphasizing their importance to team outcomes. In fact, this study examines
the star performer — team performance relationship using two operationalizations of stars. While
the results were largely consistent across all hypotheses, the standardized coefficient for the
relationship between star performer and team performance at the top 10% operationalization was

higher (f=.074, se =.013, p =.000) than that of the coefficient for the same relationship using
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the top 20% operationalization (£ =.053, se = .014, p = .000), supporting my definition that

exceptionally high performance is necessary to be designated a star.

A second contribution of this study is that it provides an initial link between the relatively
nascent field of star performers with that of the more mature field of feedback. While
unsupported in the analysis of this study, several theoretically grounded hypotheses were
presented that can act as propositions for future research exploring the links between star
performers, feedback, and team performance (see recommendations for future research below).
Furthermore, I believe that based on conditions of this study outlined below, further exploration
is not only warranted, but may uncover potential significant relationships between star

performers, peer feedback, and team performance.

First, the analysis described herein consistently indicates that a positive relationship
exists between the proportion of star performers and team performance. Not only did the primary
analysis show this relationship to be significant (= .053, se =.014, p = .000), but several
robustness checks where the moderators were removed from the model, and where alternate

operationalizations were used also showed that the relationship is significant.

Second, the events used to operationalization team performance (see Table 4 for more
detailed descriptions) are designed by SOS to make it very difficult for stars to carry the team by
him- or herself. This is particularly true in the Team Leadership Problems and Project X, where
team coordination an information exchange is critical. The challenges are specifically designed
to prevent a single individual, even a star performer, from solving any of the Team Leadership
Problems with only the information he or she is provided. Similarly, Project X is also designed to

prevent a single individual from accomplishing these tasks alone. Indeed, these challenges are
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designed to require a// member contribute to success. Thus, information exchange among
teammates is critical for the success in these challenges, and simply adding more star performers
to a team should not significantly increase the likelihood of success, unless the entire team is
made up of stars. This not only indicates that the positive relationship between star proportion
and team performance is more than a factor of simply aggregating individual performance, but it
also highlights the potential for important information exchange processes, like feedback, within
these teams. As Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) predicted, because of the uncertainty associated with
these events, team members will look to others for cues regarding what to do, and tend not
behave and perform independently of their peers. Feedback as a mediating mechanism is further
consistent with Fulk’s (1993) propositions regarding the ways in which social information may
be exchanged by teammates, as well as Yam et al.’s (2018) assessment that when individual in
the workplace face uncertainty, their action regarding what to do are assisted by the actions of

those around them.

Third, the results of this study did indicate the possibility that peer feedback quality may
act as a mechanism in the star proportion — team performance relationship. Not only was peer
feedback quality marginally related to unplanned team performance (f=.038, se =.020, p =
.055), indicating its potential effect on performance, but individual performance diversity was
also shown to have a negative moderating effect on the indirect relationship between the portion
of star performers and both planned performance (= -.025, se =.017, p = .043) and unplanned
performance (f=-.033, .018, p = .066). This indicates that as the range of performance related to

the sources of potential feedback and social cues becomes greater, team performance is reduced,

further supporting the potential that feedback may act as a mechanism in this process.
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Finally, in the third contribution, this study builds upon Social Information Processing
theory specifically by exploring, and promoting the possibility of, potential performance-related
effects of social information transfers by individuals, as opposed to simply behavioral and
attitudinal transfers, as has been the primary focus of past SIP research. This study has presented
several hypotheses grounded in Social Information Processing theory that argue for performance
related effects of these information exchange processes. While initially developed by Salancik
and Pfeffer (1978) to explain how, particularly in times of uncertainty, individuals look for cues
in those around them for appropriate ways to act and behave, little research as of yet, has
explored performance related aspects of the changes to the behavior and attitudes of these
individuals. More specifically, how in similar times of uncertainty, do the processes involved in

providing individuals cues on how to act and behave, affect their actual performance.

Yam et al. (2018: 351), using Social Information Processing theory, argued that
individuals “actively seek to understand and behave in congruence with the norms and
expectations within their organizations by processing surrounding social cues.” However, as |
have argued, these same processes could be used to inform individuals on better ways to
perform. Furthermore, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) argue that an individuals’ immediate social
environment (e.g., their work team) are ideal sources of such cues. Additionally, Burke and
Moore (2000) suggest that individuals’ perceptions or judgments regarding a particular situation
is influenced by: (1) the perceived reality of the situation, (2) the social context, and (3) factors
related to the person. Thus, in situations in which individuals are looking for ways to perform as
expected, the status and performance standards set by star performers make ideal sources of such
informational cues. These potential performance-altering processes are further supported by Fulk

(1993) Social Information Processing theory-based propositions regarding the ways in which
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influential social information from individuals can take form: (1) overt statements that
individuals assimilate, (2) interpretations of events, (3) communications that increase the
saliency of events simply by calling attention to them, and (4) provision of standards for judging
the appropriateness of particular behaviors and for appropriately rationalizing workplace
activities. Thus, this study can act as a springboard for future research that explores how
individuals and teams perform based on the exchange of social information cues within their
teams.

Limitations & Future Research

Despite the novelty of the sample used, this study is not without limitations. First, there
were several limitations with the sample itself. Not only was the sample size limited by the Air
Force, it included only junior U.S. Air Force officers that were overwhelmingly male. As such,
this sample may not ideally represent the population of work teams within the United States for
which it was intended. Additionally, the average team size of 14 may inhibit star performers
impact on the performance of the rest of the team. Smaller team sizes may allow more variation
in the proportion of star performers, making it easier to determine if positive relationships exist.
Smaller team sizes may also strengthen the impact that star performers have on team by allowing
more intimate collaboration and coordination between stars and nonstars. Additionally, while
most of the relationships examined had regression coefficients in the direction hypothesized,
they were not statistically significant. Further analysis with a larger number of teams may show

that these relationships are, indeed, significant.

Furthermore, In the supplemental analysis described in in Chapter 5, the relationship
between peer feedback quality and team performance alternated between significant and

nonsignificant depending on the other variables added in the model. This again indicates the
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possibility that with a larger sample size, the hypothesize relationships may become consistently

significant.

Second, Squadron Officer School assessed peer feedback quality at the same time they
were assessing several other factors related to peer performance and course effectiveness. While
the students were not given a restriction on time to complete the surveys, there were over 70
questions to answer, and fatigue may have contributed to more automatic responses not
indicative of the students’ true beliefs. As can be seen in Table 6, while the mean score for peer
feedback quality (4.92) appears to show that students believe that peer feedback quality is high,
the low standard deviation of 0.33 not only indicates that this may be based on automatic

responses, but the limited variation may have impacted the regression analysis’ effectiveness.

Third, more comprehensive measures of team performance could be utilized. This study
was constrained by a limited collection of team performance metrics collected by SOS. As team
performance can have several dimensions, the operationalizations of team performance used in
this study may not be capturing the potential effects that star performers have on other
components of team performance. For example, not only was team academic performance not
captured in these metrics, but the performance metrics used were based, in part, on pass/fail
performance which fails to differentiate the scores of failing teams that were close to
accomplishing the task from failing teams that were not close. Similarly, it fails to differentiate

teams that performed very well from those that barely passed.

Lastly, this study examined the forming and development of teams in a very short time
period. The first assessment of peer and supervisor feedback quality was taken three weeks after
the team formed, and subsequent performance measures were collected throughout the following

three weeks. Ideally, analysis of how these teams develop would take place over several months.
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However, the course duration of six and a half weeks limited such methods. Below I detail

alternative ways of capturing team performance that future research could use utilize.

I believe that the results from this study can spark and aid future research that explores
the ways in which stars affect team performance. As such, in the following section I provide

several recommendations for future avenues of research.

First, future research could expand on this study by addressing the limitations outlined
above. A larger sample size of teams would give studies more power to find smaller effect sizes
that may be hidden by the current study’s approach. Furthermore, a less burdensome way of
measuring peer feedback quality that minimizes the effects of survey fatigue may enable more
accurate assessments of peer feedback quality, as well as more variation from which to analyze.
Additionally, accounting for more measures and dimensions of team performance may provide a
better understanding regarding how stars’ information exchange processes can affect team
performance. It may be that this study’s way of measuring team performance limited the ability
to determine how peer feedback quality affects the performance of teams. Lastly, the collection
of data across longer periods of time may better enable researchers to identify effects of the

processes that may link star performers and team performance.

Second, future research could explore other mechanisms that may contribute to the
proportion of star performers effect on team performance. There are several processes that |
believe are worth exploring, and I describe them in no particular order below. The first of which
is team cohesion. As described above, stardom is positively related to the status of individuals
(Kehoe et al., 2018). Therefore, and examination of how status affects ways in which team
members work together, to include their behavior, could shed light on the potential processes

involved in affecting the performance of teammates, and ultimately team performance. More
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specifically, team cohesion may be a fruitful process that may be affected by the number of high-
status individuals on a team, and further affect the success or failure that teams have on work-

related tasks.

Another possibility is that different processes have differing effects on the types of team
performance. For example, processes that enable more rapid information exchange may better
enable performance that depends on quick decisions. Alternatively, performance that depends on
quality or creativity may be better enabled by processes that allow for more thorough exchange

of ideas, and those that take advantage of the diversity of ideas associated with team-based work.

Third, future research could explore the effects of personality, not only of the star
performers but also their teammates, on the processes involved in information exchange between
the two. It may be that stars stronger in certain dimensions of personality may actually inhibit
information exchange instead of promoting it. For example, as past work has shown, different
personality styles are related to different components of feedback seeking behavior (Krasman,
2010). Therefore, personality appears to a salient factor to consider when exploring how
feedback may act as a mechanism between the proportion of star performers and team
performance. Similarly, leadership styles of the stars, as well as followership skill of nonstars,

may also affect feedback mechanisms.

Fourth, a factor not addressed in the current study is team tenure, and the effects tenure
has on other team aspects. For example, it may be that the hypothesized relationships outlined
above may not only be affected by how long the team has been together, but how well they know
the star performer(s) and each other. These relationships may also depend on whether the stars

emerged within their team, or if they came to the team with a prior designation as a star.
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Lastly, future research could also explore how the organization’s climate regarding
feedback, communication, and even intra-team interaction affect the ways that star performers
affect their teammates, and ultimately team performance. Organizations that don’t promote
feedback, team learning, or even the quality of interaction among team member may experience
weaker relationships between the proportion of star performers, feedback quality, and team

performance.
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Appendix

Table 1

Definitions of Star Performers

Author/Year Star Performer Definition
Rosen (1981) Those individuals that earn enormous amounts of money and
dominate the activities in which they engage
Employees who consistently demonstrate superior
Kelley & Caplan (1993) performance in relation to others and are substantially more

Groysberg, Lee, & Nanda
(2008)

Franck & Nuesch (2012)

Oldroyd & Morris (2012)

Aguinis & O'Boyle (2014)

Call, Nybert, & Tatcher (2015)

productive

Individuals who demonstrate exceptionally high productivity
and enjoy broad external visibility

Individuals at the top end of the market value distribution

Employees who (1) demonstrate superior performance in
relation to others in their respective organizations and (2) are
highly visible in the labor market.

Stars performers are defined by their performance relative to
others (i.e., by their location on the production distribution).

Those employees who exhibit disproportionately high and
prolonged (a) performance, (b) visibility, and (c) relevant
social capital
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Table 2

Antecedents and Identification of Star Performers

Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)

. A Stochastic Model of Utilizing a stochastic model developed by G.

Review of )
. Superstardom: An Udny Yule and Herbert A. Simon, results support
Chung & Cox 1994  Economics and . .

. Application of the Yule the notion that the superstar phenomenon could

Statistics . . e .
Distribution exist among individuals with equal talent.

Lubinski, Webb,
Morelick, &
Benbow

Giles

Top 1in 10,000: A 10-Year
Follow-Up on the Profoundly
Gifted

Journal of Applied

2001 Psychology

Superstardom in the US
2006 Economic Letters Popular Music Industry
Revisited

Adolescents identified before the age of 13 as
having exceptional mathematical or verbal
reasoning abilities (top 1 in 10,000) were tracked
over 10 years. They pursued doctoral degrees at
rates over 50 times base-rate expectations. Early
observed distinctions in intellectual strength
predicted sharp differences in their
developmental trajectories and occupational
pursuits. This special population strongly
preferred educational opportunities tailored to
their precocious rate of learning, with 95% using
some form of acceleration to individual their
education.

The authors reject the Yule-Simon version of the
superstardom hypothesis, and argue that it is
possible that superstardom could be an artifact of
a different underlying stochastic process, not
simply luck.
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Table 2
Antecedents and Identification of Star Performers (Cont.)

Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Star analyst's rank in the prior year is an
important indicator of his or her future
Journal of The Effect of Colleague performance. The results however also show that
Groysberg & Lee 2008 Organizational Quality on Top Performance: the quality of colleagues who contribute to an
Behavior The Case of Security Analysts analyst's products, as well as those who primarily
deliver the products, has significant impact on
extraordinary performance.
o Review of Superstars Without Talent? In response to the debate whether stardom is a
Spierdijk & . S matter of luck, the authors argue that the Yule
2009 Economics and The Yule Distribution e
Voorneveld . distribution captures stardom, but not
Statistics Controversy
superstardom.
Internal competition may motivate worker effort,
o\ Quitters Never Win: The ygt t he benefits of co’m P etljuon m'a'y'dep end .
Journal of Political . critically on workers’ relative abilities: large skill
Brown 2011 (Adverse) Incentive Effects of .
Economy . . differences may reduce efforts. In other words,
Competing with Superstars o
individuals surrounded by star performers may
not try as hard.
The Best and the Rest: The authors initiate a follow-on study to again
, . Personnel Revisiting the Norm of show that individual performance follows a
O'Boyle & Aguinis 2012 Psychology Normality of Individual power law distribution instead of a normal
Performance distribution.
Talent and/or Popularity: o
Franck & Nuesch 2012  Economic Inquiry What Does it Take to Be a Both t alent and p o’p ularity significantly
Superstar? contribute to stars’ market value.

&9



Table 2

Antecedents and Identification of Star Performers (Cont.)

Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
S ) Rising Stars and Sinking When final rar}k was h eld const? nt, peop le,'
Pettit, Sivanathan, Psychological . © products, and institutions were judged as higher
2013 y Ships: Consequences of . . ..
Gladstone, & Marr Science status when they had arrived at this position by
Status Momentum . !
ascending, rather than descending
: The authors provide additional evidence that
.. . Personnel Star Performers in Twenty- .
Aguinis & O'Boyle 2014 Psvcholo First Century Oreanizations Individual performance follows a power law
y 4 y e distribution instead of a normal distribution.
On the DIStrl_]Dutlon of Job Individual performance does not follow a power
Performance: The Role of e . )
Beck, Beatty, & Personnel . law distribution, but instead is more normal.
2014 Measurement Characteristics ! . .. .
Sackett Psychology . Previous findings by Aguinis and O'Boyle are
in Observed Departures from .
. likely a factor of the performance measures used.
Normality
To keep and grow star performers managers
should consider implementing transparent and
Acuinis & Bradle The Secret Sauce for fair policies, structuring work to allow star
£ Y Organizational Success: performers to emerge and thrive, offer training
Organizational Managing and Producing Star  opportunities, and implementing favorable
2015 Dynamics Performers compensation packages.
The authors identify and define three types of
stars. Universal stars demonstrate both
Let's Call a Star a Star: Task  exceptional task performance and broad external
Kehoe, Lepack, & 2018 Journal of Performance, External Status, status. Performance stars demonstrate exceptional
Bentley Management and Exceptional Contributors  task performance and enjoy status within, but not

in Organizations

outside the organization. Status stars demonstrate
moderately high (but not exceptional) task
performance and enjoy external status.
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Table 3

Star Performer OQutcomes

Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Bringing the Individual Being perceived to have a prominent friend in an
Kilduff & Academy of Back in: A Structural organization boosted an individual's r§putat10n asa
Krackhardt 1994 Management Journal Analysis of the Internal good performer, but that actually having such a
& Market for Reputation in friend (as assessed by conventional structural
Organizations methods) had no effect.
Managerial Self- High performmg managers were significantly more
) s managerially self-aware compared to average
Journal of Applied Awareness in High : : :
Church 1997 . .S . performing managers. This was consistent regardless
Psychology Performing Individuals in S :
o of data source, organization, or method of assessing
Organizations
performance.
Tournal of Superstars and Me: Relevant role modpl superstars provok§ self-
Lockwood & . L enhancement and inspiration when their success
1997 Personality and Predicting the Impact of . . .
Kunda . seems attainable but self-deflation when it seems
Social Psychology Role Models on the Self )
unattainable.
Superstardom and
Journal of Monopolistic Power: Wh
Borghans & Institutional and op - WY Superstar incomes exceed their marginal
1998 . Media Stars Earn More o
Groot Theoretical . . contribution to welfare.
Economics Than Their Marginal
Contribution to Welfare
Consistent with Rosen's (1981) theory of superstars,
Lyc1fora & 2003 Journal Qf Sports Superstar Effects in Sport a re?lajtlvely small numbe.r of perfgrmers dominate
Simmons Economics their industry and earn disproportionate shares of
revenues.
The superstars that are eagerly and expensively
Groysberg, Harvard Business The Risky Business of recruited Wlll !1kely shine mu?h less‘brlghtly in their
Nanda, & 2004 . Iy new organization than for their previous employers.
: Review Hiring Stars ..
Nohria Research shows why, and why organizations are

usually better off growing stars than buying them.
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Table 3

Star Performer Outcomes (Cont.)

Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s
J g
When groups come together without a priori status
differentiation, a status hierarchy must be implemented;
however, if the new members are too homogeneously
Research on Internal Status Sorting in status seeking, then it is not clear what will result. We
Overbeck, 2005 Managine Groups Grouns: The Problem of argue that hierarchy will develop even in uniformly
Correll, & Park d Tg & p T 15[ ) St status-seeking groups, and that the social context and
and fcams 00 MVany Stars members’ relational characteristics — specifically, the
degree to which they are group oriented rather than self-
serving — will predict which status seekers succeed in
gaining status.
In Search of the Elusive U- Disputing traditional findings, C. T.revor, B. Gerhart, and
Shaped Performance- J. Boudreau (1997) observed that high and low
. . . performers quit more than do average performers. In this
Salamin & Hom 2005 iourrlllallof Applied ;l;urnlgyelli l;elefltlon§ hip: study survival regression revealed that performance is
sychology fe Hig nker orining curvilinearly related to quitting and that bonus pay
SWISS Ba Crs More deterred superior performers from leaving more than did
Liable to Quit? pay increases.
Harvard Business How Star Women Build Star performers often falter when they move to new
Groysberg 2008 . . companies. Further analysis reveals that’s true primarily
Review Portable Skills of men.
o Star analysts who switched employers experienced an
Can They Take it With immediate decline in performance that persisted for at
Groysberg, Lee, 2008 Manacement Science Them? The Portability of  least five years. This decline was most pronounced
& Nanda g Star Knowledge Workers'  among star analysts who moved to firms with lesser
Performance capabilities and those who moved solo, without other
team members.
Table 3
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Author(s)

Year Journal

Title

Major Finding(s)

Fragle, Rosen,
Xu, & Merideth

Groysberg &
Lee

Malmendier &
Tate

Organizational

2009 Behavior and Human

Decision Processes

2009 Organization Science

2009 Economics

Quarterly Journal of

The Higher They are the
Harder They Fall: The
Effects of Wrongdoer
Status on Observer
Punishment
Recommendations and
Intentionality Attributions

Hiring Stars and Their
Colleagues: Exploration
and Exploitation in
Professional Service Firms

Superstar CEOs

Observers attribute greater intentionality to the actions of
high status wrongdoers than the identical actions of low
status wrongdoers, and consequently recommend more
severe punishments for the former than the latter.
Additionally, we find that the relationship between a
wrongdoer’s status and observers’ attributions is driven
by observers’ perceptions of the wrongdoer’s underlying
social motives: high status wrongdoers are presumed to
be more interested in their own welfare (self-concerned),
and less interested in the welfare of others (other-
concerned), than low status individuals.

This paper examines exploration and exploitation in
professional service firms by focusing on the individuals
who carry out the exploration and exploitation activities.
Specifically, we examine the performance of star security
analysts who join new firms in exploration versus
exploitation roles. We find that stars hired to explore
(initiate new activities) experience a short- and long-term
performance decline; by contrast, stars who join new
firms to exploit (reinforce existing activities) suffer only
a short-term drop in performance.

Award-winning CEOs subsequently underperform, both
relative to their prior performance and relative to a
matched sample of non-winning CEOs. At the same time,
they extract more compensation following the awards,
both in absolute amounts and relative to other top
executives in their firms. They also spend more time on
public and private activities outside their companies, such
as assuming board seats or writing books.

Table 3

93

Star Performer Outcomes (Cont.)



Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Firms bid excessively for the pool of incumbent
workers at the expense of trying out new talent. The
workforce is then plagued with an unfavorable
selection of individuals: there are too many
Superstars and mediocre workers, whose talent is not high enough
Trevio 2009 Review of Economic Mediocrities: Market to justify them crowding out novice workers with
Studies Failure in the Discovery of lower expected talent but with more upside
Talent potential. The result is an inefficiently low level of
output coupled with higher wages for known high
talents. This problem is most severe where
information about talent is initially very imprecise
and the complementary costs of production are high.
Acad ¢ \RVhen‘?oes SAc1fef:nt1st The more a firm’s innovative productivity depends
Tzabbar 2009 cadetmy o ccrut megt ect on one or a few “star” scientists, the less likely it is
Management Journal Technological . .
Repositionine? that recruitment affects repositioning.
positioning’
Following the death of a superstar, we find that
Azoulay, Zivin, Quarterly Journal of o collaborators experience, on average, a lasting 5% to
& Wang 2010 Economics Superstar Extinction 8% decline in their quality-adjusted publication
rates.
Groups consisting of an exceptionally high-
performing member, or superstar, achieve greater
Nihalani, What Determines High- group-level academic performance than groups
Wilson, 2010 Journal of Advanced and Low- Performing consisting of members who performed similarly.
Thomas, & Academics Groups? The Superstar However, the greater the distance between the
Robinson Effect highest-performing member’s score and the average

of the other group members’ scores on individual-
level tasks, the lower the score on group-level tasks.

Table 3
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Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Groups benefited, up to a certain point, from having
Grovsber Too Many Cooks Spoil the high status members, controlling for individual
YSHETE, oy . Broth: How High Status performance. With higher proportions of individual
Polzer, & 2011 Organization Science . i
Elfenbein Individuals Decrease stars, however, the m‘argmal'l?eneﬁt decreased
Group Effectiveness before the slope of this curvilinear pattern became
negative.
) First-ballot inductees into the National Baseball Hall
On Becoming :
. ) of Fame had larger, more diverse developmental
Extraordinary: The ; .
Cotton, Shen, & networks featuring greater multiplexity and more
. Academy of Content and Structure of . .
Livne- 2011 single-function ties, plus greater supplementary
Management Journal the Developmental .
Tarandach . psychosocial and complementary career support
Networks of Major League . .
from a wider range of core and peripheral career
Baseball Hall of Famers i :
communities, than later-ballot inductees.
Both expert members in task functions (i.e. behavior
that aids directly in the completion of work-related
Journal of The Role of Star activities) and the experts in team functions (i.e.
Volmer & . . B : ; .
Sonnentag 2011 Managerial Performers in Software facilitation of interpersonal interaction necessary to
Psychology Design Teams work together as a team) positively predicted team
performance 12 months later over and above the
team’s average expertise level.
' When Stars Shine: The Starh faculty 1nventors' se'lect' their most promising
Strategic projects for commercialization. We further posit that
Fuller & . Effects of Faculty .
2012 Entrepreneurship star faculty founders have positive effects on new
Rothaermel Founders on New
Journal venture performance, above and beyond that of the
Technology Ventures
average faculty founder.
ngh-Performer Turnover The negative impact of high-performer turnover on
Journal of and Firm Performance: .
. : firm performance will be the strongest for reputable
Kwon & Rupp 2013 Organizational The Moderating Role of s . .
) . firms and for firms who invest less in human capital
Behavior Human Capital Investment

and Firm Reputation.

(e.g., selection, training, and incentive-based pay).
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Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Star turnover disrupts existing innovation routines,
Can Opportunity Emerge  thus decreasing exploitation, however the shock
from Disarray? An creates opportunities for the firm to search beyond
Tzabbar & 2013 Journal of Examination of existing knowledge boundaries, thereby increasing
Kehoe Management Exploration and exploration. The star's innovative and collaborative
Exploitation Following involvement within the firm strengthens the negative
Star Scientist Turnover effects and weakens the positive effects of the star's
turnover.
The presence of relational stars results in firm-level
knowledge advantages not only through their own
superior recombinant efforts, but also through their
Structural capacity to make others around them more effective
Grigoriou & 2013 Journal of Microfoundations of at knowledge recombination. Relational stars are
Rothearmel Management Innovation: The Role firm-specific, and their advantages are socially
Relational Stars complex and causally ambiguous because they rely
on a network of within-firm interactions. Relational
stars, therefore, are prime candidates to be a source
of sustainable firm-level knowledge advantage.
Is it Better to Be Average? High performing employees tend to receive more
Jensen, Patel, & Journal of Applied High and Low g1 P g Cmproye :
2014 . covert forms of victimization while low performers
Raver Psychology Performance as Predictors . A
AR tend to experience overt forms of victimization.
of Employee Victimization
Victimization of High ngh perfgrmers are more likely tQ be targets of
. ) victimization, than lower performing employees, and
. Journal of Applied Performers: The Roles of , .
Kim & Glomb 2014 fellow group members' envy is shown to be a
Psychology Envy and Group o . : . ..
. . mediating factor, while work group identification is
Identification

a mitigating factor.
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Author(s) Year Journal Title Major Finding(s)
Lighting the Way or While stars positively affect firms’ productivity,
Stealing the Shine? An their presence constrains the emergence of other
Kehoe & 2015 Strategic Examination of the Duality innovative leaders in an organization. We find that
Tzabbar Management Journal of Star Scientists' Effects firm productivity and innovative leadership among
on Firm Innovative non-stars in a firm are greatest when a star has broad
Performance expertise and collaborates frequently.
Hot Sh.OtS and Cool Peers offered more support and also perpetrated
) . Reception? An Expanded - .
Campbell, Liao, Journal of Applied . . more undermining to high performers. Peer
2017 View of Social . )
Chuang, & Zhou Psychology . behaviors toward high performers may be calculated
Consequences for High . . :
and strategic rather than simply reactionary.
Performers
Coauthors of highly helpful scientists that die
Reconceptualizing Stars: experience a decrease in output quality but not
Oettl 2018 Management Science Scientist Helpfulness and  output quantity. Meanwhile, the deaths of high

Peer Performance

productivity scientists that are not highly helpful do
not influence their coauthors’ output.
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Table 4

Team Performance Metric Event Descriptions

Event

Description

Team Leadership Problem
1 (Coded Colors)

Team Leadership Problem
2 (Acquisitions)

Team Leadership Problem
3 (Budget Cuts)

Project X

Upon starting the challenge all 14-member flights, each of which
are in separate classrooms, are given the instructions for the one-
hour challenge. They are directed to place a series of colored shapes
in a specific order, such that there are no repeating colors, and a
specified pattern of colors appears in order. Flights are given an
initial 45 minutes to work together in order to come up with a plan
for accomplishing the task. For the remaining 15 minutes, each
flight is broken up into four smaller sub-teams and given the
colored shapes. These sub-teams must work independently, without
communicating with any other sub-team, to order the colors and
shapes in such a way that all four sub-teams have the correct
answer. To accomplish the task, each of the sub-teams must have
the correct answer.

Each 14-member flight works in separate classrooms to accomplish
this one-hour challenge. Flights are broken up into four smaller
sub-teams and are given a list of priorities for which they need to
negotiate with the other sub-teams. As instructed, to pass, each of
the four sub-teams needs to complete the negotiation in such a way
that every team achieves a win-win solution.

Each 14-member flight works in separate classrooms to accomplish
this one-hour challenge. Flights are broken up into four smaller
sub-teams and are given a list of priorities for which they need to
negotiate with the other sub-teams. Unlike the Acquisitions
challenge, flights are trying to minimize losses. Furthermore, every
15 minutes the teams are given new information about budgetary
cuts that they need in order to incorporate their negotiations with
the other sub-teams. As instructed, to pass, each of the four sub-
teams needs to complete the negotiation in such a way that every
team achieves a win-win solution.

Project X is a three-hour obstacle course challenge done outdoors
on a large obstacle course. The course is setup such that there are
dividers separating the courses events, and individual 14-member
teams are unable to see each other. Each event is unrelated to
another, and flights work on one at a time. Teams are given 15
minutes to solve various problems, such as moving an "injured"
individual over a bridge without breaking any rules of the event. To
pass the event, the team needs to complete the entire obstacle with
15 minutes.
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Table 4

Team Performance Metric Event Descriptions (Cont.)

Event

Description

FLEX

ADWAR

FLEX is outdoor event in which a 14-member flight plays against
another flight. The challenge simulates an air war in which
individuals are given dodge balls that represent either an air-to-air,
air-to-ground, or surface-to-air weapon. The objective is to disable
the opponent’s offensive capabilities while also defending your
own capabilities. After each round, the team that disabled more of
the opponent’s offensive capabilities is declared the winner. Each
flight pays in numerous rounds throughout the duration of the
course.

ADWAR is a capstone-style air-warfare simulation event played
against a computer. Each 14-member flight is incrementally
develops an Air Tasking Order (ATO) throughout the course, and
on the day of the simulation event attempts to enact the ATO. The
event requires coordination and teamwork in both the planning and
execution phases. The primary objectives of the simulation is to
prevent an invasion and a nuclear attack.
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Table 5. Mean, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Variable

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Star Proportion 20.05 574 -
2 Bottom Performer Proportion 19.94 6.46 -28" -
3 Individual Performance Diversity 1627 123 .14 38" -
4 Supervisor Feedback Quality 5.37 67 .18 -.14 .05 -
5 Peer Feedback Quality 492 33 .17 -05 .03 .19 -
6 Team Performance 47 16 317 -12 .07  -15 .15 -
7 Planned Performance Sl 21 28" -09 .05 -09 .08 .89 -
8 Unplanned Performance 38 22 13 -09 .05 -15 .17 46" .01
N=121
*p=<0.05
** p=<0.01
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Table 6. Regression Results for Estimated Coefficients of the Moderated Mediation Model

Regression Results for Estimated Coefficients of the Moderated Mediation Model

Predictor b (SE)
Mediator variable model: Peer Feedback
Quality
Constant 0.000 (0.092)
Star Proportion 0.133 (0.092)
Individual Performance Diversity (IPD) -0.004 (0.091)
Supervisor Feedback Quality (SFQ) 0.198%* (0.097)
Star Proportion x IPD -0.115 (0.083)
Star Proportion x SFQ 0.093 (0.111)
Model R? 0.073 (ns)
Dependent variable model: Team Performance

Constant 0.474%** (0.014)
Peer Feedback Quality 0.017 (0.014)
Star Proportion 0.053** (0.014)
Individual Performance Diversity (IPD) 0.007 (0.014)
Supervisor Feedback Quality (SFQ) -0.032%* (0.015)
Star Proportion x IPD -0.035%* (0.012)
Star Proportion x SFQ 0.005 (0.016)
Model R? 0.213 (0.000)

*p=<0.05 **p=<0.01
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Table 7. Results for Test of Conditional Indirect Effects

Bootstrapping Results for Test of Conditional Indirect Effects at Specific Values of the Moderators
(Individual Performance Diversity, Supervisor Feedback Quality): Mean and £ 1 Standard Deviation

95% CI
Conditional
Individual Performance  Supervisor Feedback Indirect
Diversity Quality Effect SE Lower Upper
-0.896 -0.544 0.328 0.451 -0.319 1.472
-0.896 0.265 0.461 0.562 -0.329 1.890
-0.896 0.789 0.549 0.685 -0.387 2.300
0.039 -0.544 0.137 0.282 -0.352 0.813
0.039 0.265 0.271 0.354 -0.217 1.172
0.039 0.789 0.359 0.484 -0.286 1.604
0.998 -0.544 -0.058 0.330 -0.899 0.511
0.998 0.265 0.076 0.294 -0.509 0.744
0.998 0.789 0.164 0.388 -0.484 1.118

Note. Results are based on 20,000 bootstrap samples. Conditional indirect effects are one-tailed.

SE = Standard Error; CI = Confidence Interval

*p=<.05
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Figure 2. Peer Feedback Quality and Supervisor Feedback Quality Scales

Response format: 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

1.

Peer Feedback Quality Scale (Steelman et al., 2004)

My flightmates give me useful feedback about my performance

1 2 3 4 5 6
The performance feedback I receive from my flightmates is helpful

1 2 3 4 5 6
I value the feedback I receive from my flightmates

1 2 3 4 5 6
The feedback I receive from my flightmates helped me to do my job(s)

1 2 3 4 5 6
The performance information I receive from my flightmates is generally not very
meaningful

1 2 3 4 5 6

Supervisor Feedback Quality Scale (Developed by the United States Air Force)

My Flight Commander provided useful feedback throughout the course.
1 2 3 4 5 6
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Figure 3. Star Performer Proportion x Individual Performance Diversity Interaction Plot

5
£
®
S 4-
S
s —— Low Individual
= . -
T W---mmmmmmmmmmmmT Performance
o /‘ Diversity
5 3 - ---#--- High Individual
s Performance

Diversity
2
Low Star Proportion High Star Proportion

105



Figure 4. Star Performer Proportion x Individual Performance Diversity Interaction Plot
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