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Survival of the Flattest: Teams with Low (But Not High) Status Differentiation Turn Failure into 

Success by Adding High-Status Members 

 

Abstract 

Most prior research on teams’ responses to failure treats teams as closed systems. However, after 

failures, teams may seek to improve performance by bringing in new members. Adopting a teams-as-

open-systems perspective, we test which teams are more willing to add high-status members following 

failures and whether doing so improves team performance. Drawing on status hierarchy research, we posit 

that after a team failure, members will feel uncertain about their own status (particularly those with high 

status). More importantly, we predict that the impact of this status uncertainty on members’ willingness to 

add high-status new members depends on teams’ pre-existing status differentiation. Specifically, status 

uncertainty leads members in low-status-differentiation teams to perceive adding a high-status new 

member as a potential benefit to collective performance, whereas it leads members in high-status-

differentiation teams to perceive the addition as a potential threat to their own status. We theorize that 

these individual perceptions shape teams’ collective decisions through an emergent process. Taken 

together, we predict that, at the team level, failure will increase the willingness to add high-status 

members in teams with low, but not high, status differentiation, and such addition improves subsequent 

team performance. Using longitudinal archival data on product development teams (Study 1, N = 4,811 

teams) and two pre-registered experiments at the individual (Study 2, N = 783 participants) and team 

levels (Study 3, N = 222 teams), we found support for these predictions. This research advances the 

literature on team failure and illuminates dynamics between membership change and social hierarchy. 

Keywords: teams, status differentiation, membership change, team performance, failure 
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Team failure, defined as the deviation from desired team outcomes (Cannon and Edmondson 

2001), is prevalent in the workplace. Indeed, as many as seven out of 10 teams fail to meet their desired 

objectives (Kearney 1995). Not surprisingly, therefore, organizational scholars have shown a keen interest 

in how teams respond to failure, because these responses can determine whether these teams go on a 

downward spiral of repeated failures or leverage the failure as a steppingstone to subsequent success 

(Maidique and Zirger 1984, Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995, Sitkin 1992). For example, past research found 

that failing teams (as opposed to succeeding teams) were more likely to adopt a new task strategy (rather 

than improve on their current strategy; Håkonsson et al. 2016) or to change their hierarchical structure 

(i.e., conferring more influence on members lower in the hierarchy; To et al. 2022). Similarly, firm-level 

research shows that organizations respond to failure with strategic changes. For example, firms attempt to 

mitigate performance shortfalls by identifying alternative strategies and modifying their practices (Audia 

et al. 2000, Cyert and March 1963, Greve 2003).  

Although past research has generated important insights on ways that teams can turn failure into 

success, this work has generally taken a closed-system view, examining strategic and structural changes 

within teams’ existing boundaries. This closed-system view conflicts with the fact that team boundaries 

have become increasingly fluid (Bell et al. 2018, Mathieu et al. 2014, 2018, Mortensen and Haas 2018, 

Trainer et al. 2020). Consequently, a closed-system view insufficiently considers when and why teams 

may look beyond their boundaries as they respond to failure. In particular, this has led the current 

literature to overlook a key way in which teams may respond to failure: by adding high-status members—

individuals who are respected and admired for their instrumental social value within the organization 

(Henrich and Gil-White 2001, Kakkar et al. 2020, Magee and Galinsky 2008).  

On the one hand, it may seem obvious that teams would seek to add high-status new members to 

address failure, as these new members have the potential to improve team performance by injecting 

superior knowledge, resources, and connections (Anderson and Kilduff 2009, Bendersky and Pai 2018, 

Fiske 2010, Ilgen et al. 2005). On the other hand, high-status new members may threaten the status of 

incumbent team members (Anderson et al. 2015; Suls et al. 2002). Given that failures inherently induce 
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uncertainty among team members (Shepherd et al. 2009), members of failed teams may resist adding 

high-status members out of self-interest to maintain their own standing in the status hierarchy. Thus, 

failure surfaces a tension between members’ collective interest in improving team performance and their 

self-interested desire to maintain their status. It is therefore important to examine when and why teams 

may seek to add new, high-status members in response to failure. 

In this paper, we examine when and why teams are more or less willing to invite new, high-status 

members to join after a failure (versus a success), and whether these additions boost subsequent team 

performance. We propose that team failure heightens incumbent team members’ uncertainty about their 

status, particularly among high-status team members who tend to receive more blame for team failure (To 

et al. 2022) and therefore face a greater potential for an aversive status loss (Pettit et al. 2010, Prislin et al. 

2000) than their low-status counterparts. Further, we posit that teams’ status differentiation shapes how 

members respond to their status uncertainty. Status differentiation is defined as the relative concentration 

of status among team members (Hays et al., 2022). When members decide whether to invite a new, high-

status member to join the team to address their status uncertainty, status differentiation influences the 

extent to which they perceive the potential addition of the member as a benefit to the team’s collective 

performance and/or a cost to incumbent members’ individual status.  

Previous research suggests that members of teams with low status differentiation are more likely 

to prioritize collective interests, whereas those in teams with high status differentiation tend to engage in 

self-interested behaviors at the risk of forsaking collective interests (Loch et al. 2000, Wright 1997, 

Wright et al. 1990). Building on these insights, we posit that after experiencing team failure and the 

resulting increase in status uncertainty, members of low-status-differentiation teams will focus on the 

potential benefits of adding high-status members for collective performance and, as a result, be more 

willing to invite them. In contrast, members of high-status-differentiation teams will focus on the 

potential threat to their individual status in the team from adding high-status members and, as a result, be 

less willing to invite them. These individual preferences will shape teams’ decisions through an emergent 
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process. Moreover, we predict that teams’ decisions to add new, high-status members will positively 

affect subsequent team performance. Figure 1 presents our cross-level theoretical model. 

--- Insert Figure 1 about here --- 

 

This paper makes several contributions to the teams and social hierarchy literatures. Our first and 

primary contribution is to the teams literature by highlighting the value of taking an open systems 

approach. Enriching existing research on teams’ reactions to failure, which largely treats teams as closed 

systems (Håkonsson et al. 2016, To et al. 2022), we explicitly treat teams as open systems and examine 

teams’ decisions to invite new, high-status members to join as a means of overcoming failure. Although 

some research has begun to adopt an open-system view of teams, this line of work primarily focuses on 

member departure (for a review, see Li and van Knippenberg 2021) or on incumbent members’ 

receptivity to externally assigned newcomers (for a review, see Rink et al. 2013). While insightful, these 

studies do not shed light on whether and when teams actively invite new members to join, nor do they 

reveal the considerations behind such decisions. In this paper, we shed new light on when and why teams 

are willing to add high-status members. 

Second, we contribute to the literature on team failure. Existing research on how teams react to 

failure primarily assumes that team members prioritize collective objectives and will do whatever it takes 

to improve team performance (e.g., Håkonsson et al. 2016). In contrast, we highlight the possibility that 

individual members may prioritize their self-interest over collective goals. We illuminate how teams 

navigate the tension between collective goals and individual self-interest by examining a specific team 

characteristic, i.e., status differentiation, as a contingency. Drawing from the status dynamics perspective 

(Bendersky and Hays 2012, Bendersky and Pai 2018), we explain when and why some teams add high-

status members to recover effectively from failure, while others do not.  

Finally, we contribute to the literature on social hierarchy. Research examining social hierarchy 

and team performance typically conceptualizes performance as either an outcome or an antecedent of 

hierarchy. For example, Greer et al.’s (2018) meta-analysis examines results from 54 empirical studies on 

the effect of hierarchy on team performance. More recently, a small amount of research has examined 
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team performance as an antecedent to hierarchy (e.g., To et al., 2022). Expanding this work, our study 

highlights the importance of considering team performance as both a predictor and a consequence of 

social hierarchy (especially regarding the team’s willingness to add high-status members), thereby 

advancing understanding of the co-evolution of teams’ social hierarchy and performance.  

Theory and Hypotheses 

Team Failure Leads to Members’ Status Uncertainty 

Status in work teams is based on members’ judgments about each other’s instrumental social 

value (Magee and Galinsky 2008), which reflects their expected contribution to team performance. 

Because status is tied to performance expectations, team failure signals that team members’ actual 

contributions may have fallen short of these expectations, calling them into question (Bendersky and Pai 

2018). Consequently, after team failures, team members may feel uncertain about their status within the 

group. In other words, while success (i.e., meeting or exceeding performance goals) reinforces members’ 

sense of security with their current status, failure undermines such security and signals the possibility of 

status change (Liu et al. 2023, To et al. 2022, Tost 2011). Consistent with this reasoning, previous work 

suggests failure leads members to question the legitimacy of the team’s status structure (Tost 2011), and 

that members of underperforming teams experience greater status insecurity and react more negatively to 

external threats than members of successful teams (Liu et al. 2023). Therefore, we expect team failure 

(versus success) to heighten members’ status uncertainty.  

Hypothesis 1. Team failure is positively related to team members’ felt status uncertainty.  

Moreover, we predict that members’ own status level may also shape their experience following 

team failure. Whereas team failure signals an opportunity for status gain for low-status members, it also 

signals the possibility of status loss for high-status members. This prospect of status loss should play a 

particularly potent role in shaping higher-status members’ status uncertainty because, compared to 

pursuing status gains, individuals are more motivated to protect their standing when facing the possibility 

of losing status (Pettit et al. 2010, Prislin et al. 2000). In addition, previous research suggests that high-

status and more influential members are typically assigned more blame for the team’s failure (Bligh et al. 
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2007, Gamson and Scotch 1964, To et al. 2022, Weber et al. 2001), inviting greater scrutiny about 

whether they deserve their standing. Thus, we predict that team members of higher status experience 

higher status uncertainty after team failure.  

Hypothesis 2. Individual status level moderates the effect of team failure (versus success) on 

status uncertainty, such that this effect is stronger (i.e., more positive) for team members with a 
higher status level. 

 

Responding to Status Uncertainty: Perceptions of Benefits and Costs of Potential High-Status New 

Members 

When team members experience status uncertainty following a team failure, seeking to add high-

status members presents one way to address this uncertainty.1 High-status individuals typically possess 

essential skills, task-related knowledge, resources, and valuable connections (Hardy and Van Vugt 2006, 

Willer 2009, Yu et al. 2019). Thus, adding new, high-status members is an efficient way to inject the 

capabilities and resources needed to turn failure into success. However, adding them may also threaten 

incumbent members’ status within the team, as the new member likely has higher status than incumbent 

members. Because the threat of status loss is aversive, members may be sensitive to the threat that 

potential new, high-status members pose to their own status (Reh et al. 2018).  

Taken together, when team members consider whether to invite new, high-status members to join 

the team in response to their status uncertainty, they face a tradeoff between the potential collective 

performance gains these new members may offer and the potential status costs they may impose on 

individual members. We posit that when team members focus on the collective performance benefits 

potential new members may provide, they will be more willing to seek to add these new members. In 

contrast, when they focus on the potential costs to their own status, they will be less willing to do so.  

Moderating Role of Team Status Differentiation 

 
1 While teams may engage in various forms of membership change, we focus specifically on adding high-status 

members because this form of membership change offers the clearest potential for performance improvement while 

also posing the most salient threat to existing members’ status, allowing us to examine the tradeoffs between 

collective benefits and individual costs cleanly. We conduct supplemental analyses examining other forms of 

membership change in Study 1 and return to this point in the General Discussion.  
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We argue that status differentiation shapes how team members weigh the pros and cons 

associated with adding new, high-status members to a team after failure. Specifically, we propose that, in 

teams with low status differentiation, members who experience status uncertainty will be more likely to 

focus on the potential benefits for collective performance of adding high-status members, which in turn 

makes them more willing to invite these individuals to join the team. In contrast, in teams with high status 

differentiation, status uncertainty will lead to a focus on the potential costs to individual members’ status 

of adding high-status members, which in turn makes incumbent members less willing to invite these 

individuals to join. 

In teams with low status differentiation, members enjoy relatively equal respect and admiration 

and are perceived as contributing similar levels of instrumental value to the team. When everyone has 

equal standing, team members are less focused on their own and others’ status (Baron and Pfeffer 1994). 

Instead, they tend to be more collaborative and team-oriented, prioritizing collective interests over self-

interests (Hays et al. 2022, Tyler and Blader 2003). For example, members of teams with low levels of 

status differentiation tend to share resources, such as information, rather than withholding these resources 

for themselves (Hays and Bendersky 2015, Hays et al. 2022). Therefore, in these teams, we expect that 

heightened status uncertainty following a team failure will lead members to focus on the potential benefits 

for collective performance that new, high-status members could provide. The cooperative climate created 

by status equality signals to team members that contributions and team outcomes are shared, encouraging 

members to prioritize collective goals and make decisions that benefit the team. These members are likely 

to seek ways to improve team performance to resolve their status uncertainties and, therefore, are more 

willing to add high-status members who can help the team realize such performance improvement. 

Because members with low status differentiation are less likely to focus on their relative standing (Baron 

and Pfeffer 1994), they will be less cognizant of or concerned about the potential for status loss associated 

with adding these new members.  
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Therefore, in response to the status uncertainty that results from a failure (versus a success), we 

predict that teams with low status differentiation are more willing to add new, high-status members due to 

their tendency to focus on the benefits these new members could provide to team performance.  

Hypothesis 3. Team status differentiation moderates the indirect effect of status uncertainty on the 

willingness to add high-status members via potential benefit to collective performance, such that 
this indirect effect is stronger (i.e., more positive) for teams with lower status differentiation. 

 

Hypothesis 4. Team status differentiation moderates the serial indirect effect of team failure 
(versus success) on the willingness to add high-status members sequentially via status uncertainty 

and potential benefit to collective performance, such that this serial indirect effect is stronger 
(i.e., more positive) for teams with lower status differentiation. 

 

In contrast, in high-status-differentiation teams, respect and admiration are concentrated among a 

few members (Greer et al. 2018, Hays et al. 2022). Members of such teams tend to prioritize protecting 

their individual status within the team over the team’s collective performance (Ridgeway 1982). As a 

result, members tend to exhibit more competitive attitudes and behaviors that facilitate self-interested 

status maintenance rather than collective goal achievement (Anderson and Brown 2010, Loch et al. 2000). 

For example, members of status-differentiated teams are more likely to perceive high internal competition 

among team members (Fath and Kay 2018) and withhold knowledge from other members, even when that 

knowledge helps team performance (Hays et al. 2022). Importantly, these competitive tendencies occur 

across levels of status within a team’s hierarchy (Hays and Bendersky 2015). Building on this logic, we 

theorize that, in response to status uncertainty triggered by failure, members of teams with high status 

differentiation are likely to focus on the potential costs of adding new, high-status members.  

Therefore, we expect that members in teams with high status differentiation will be less willing to 

add new, high-status members in response to status uncertainty triggered by failure because they are more 

attuned to the potential costs these new members may pose by threatening incumbent members’ 

individual status within the team.  

Hypothesis 5. Team status differentiation moderates the indirect effect of status uncertainty on the 

willingness to add high-status members via potential cost to individual status, such that this 

indirect effect is stronger (i.e., more negative) for teams with higher status differentiation. 
 

Hypothesis 6. Team status differentiation moderates the serial indirect effect of team failure 
(versus success) on the willingness to add high-status members sequentially via status uncertainty 
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and potential cost to individual status, such that this serial indirect effect is stronger (i.e., more 
negative) for teams with higher status differentiation. 

 

Emergent Process Shaping Team Decisions  

 

 Having theorized about how team members’ willingness to add high-status members is shaped by 

perceptions of both potential benefits and costs of the addition, we now turn to how these individual 

perceptions shape the team’s collective decision. Translating individual preferences into a collective team 

decision is a complex, emergent process. Individual knowledge and preferences may not directly 

aggregate; rather, they are filtered and transformed through information exchange (Hollenbeck et al. 

1995, Mesmer-Magnus and DeChurch 2009, Mesmer-Magnus et al. 2011), such that lower-level, 

individual cognitions and behaviors are “amplified by their interactions, and manifest as a higher-level, 

collective phenomenon” (Kozlowski and Klein 2000, p. 33). Team members must communicate and 

“sync up” to integrate their inputs into a unified outcome (Mayo 2022). Together, these dynamics suggest 

that team decision-making is not simply a summation of individual members’ preferences, but rather a 

process in which the way all members form their preferences ultimately shapes the collective decision.  

Following previous group decision-making research (Hollenbeck et al. 1995, Mesmer-Magnus 

and DeChurch 2009, Mesmer-Magnus et al. 2011) and the process model of team-level composition 

(Chan 1998, Kozlowski and Klein 2000), we posit that the factors that shape members’ willingness to add 

high-status new members will influence teams’ collective decisions through an emergent process. 

Specifically, the degree to which members base their individual willingness to add a high-status new 

member on the perceived collective performance benefits and individual status costs associated with the 

newcomer will shape the team’s decision. In teams where members’ willingness to add high-status new 

members is impacted primarily by perceived benefits, the team’s decision-making process is likely 

calibrated to the instrumental value of these new members, making the team more likely to invite a new, 

high-status member to join. Conversely, in teams where members’ willingness to add high-status new 

members is impacted primarily by perceived costs of this member addition to incumbent members’ own 
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status, the team’s decision-making process is likely to be calibrated to those costs, making the team less 

likely to invite a new, high-status member. Thus, we make two slope-as-predictor predictions:  

Hypothesis 7. The stronger the positive relationship between perceived benefits to collective 

performance and members’ willingness to add a high-status member within a team, the more 
likely the team will be to decide to add a high-status member. 

 
Hypothesis 8. The stronger the negative relationship between perceived costs to individual status 

and members’ willingness to add a high-status member within a team, the less likely the team will 

be to decide to add a high-status member. 
 

Zooming Out to Focus on Teams: The Interactive Effect of Team Failure and Status Differentiation  

Having described the individual-level mechanisms through which team failure and status 

differentiation shape teams’ decisions to add new, high-status members, we now turn to the team-level 

relationships. The preceding logic suggests that teams’ reaction to failure is contingent on their level of 

status differentiation. When status differentiation is low, we expect team failure to be positively related to 

the team’s willingness to add a high-status member. In contrast, when team status differentiation is high, 

we expect that this relationship will be weaker. Therefore, we predict: 

Hypothesis 9. Team status differentiation moderates the effect of team failure (versus success) on 

the team’s willingness to add a high-status member, such that this effect is more positive for 

teams with lower status differentiation.  

Adding High-Status New Members Boosts Subsequent Team Performance  

As noted previously, high-status members are likely to possess greater knowledge, abilities, and 

connections that are useful for achieving teams’ goals (Anderson and Kilduff 2009, Bendersky and Pai 

2018, Fiske 2010). Thus, we anticipate that adding high-status members will improve team performance. 

First, their abilities, knowledge, and skills are likely to directly benefit task completion and team 

performance (Cooke et al. 2003, Marks et al. 2001, Mathieu et al. 2014). These members’ superior skills 

and competencies increase the team’s human capital, resulting in a larger pool of resources critical to 

performance enhancement (Barney and Wright 1998, Nyberg et al. 2014, Wright and Boswell 2002). 

Empirical evidence consistently supports the positive effects of member addition on team performance 

when new members have better abilities, competencies, and skills than the incumbent members (Cannella 

and Rowe 1995, Maynard et al. 2017, Trow 1960). 
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Second, high-status members may also stimulate new ideas among incumbent members. The 

influx of new perspectives and information from high-status members not only enriches the team’s 

collective knowledge base but also inspires incumbent members to generate new, more effective ways of 

working (Kane et al. 2005, Levine and Choi 2004, Levine et al. 2003, Staw 1980). Corroborating this 

argument, previous research finds that new members can serve as change agents, stimulating incumbent 

members’ divergent thinking (De Dreu and De Vries 2001, Moscovici 1985, Nemeth and Owens 1996). 

For example, in idea generation tasks, adding new members increased the volume and variety of ideas 

generated by the group (Choi and Thompson 2005).  

Third, high-status individuals often have extensive social ties (Lin 1999). Because these 

individuals occupy central nodes in social networks, they have access to a wide range of information 

beneficial for task completion (Balkundi and Kilduff 2006, Krackhardt 1996). For example, high-status 

employees tend to have comprehensive views of their team’s social structures and the larger environment, 

which facilitates team decisions (Balkundi and Harrison 2006). Furthermore, the social ties of high-status 

individuals tend to be valuable because they are likely to be connected to high-status others (Louis 1990, 

Ostroff and Kozlowski 1992). Access to a multitude of high-quality relationships via the new, high-status 

member can improve team performance. Thus, we expect a positive downstream effect of high-status 

member addition on team performance.2  

Hypothesis 10. The addition of high-status members is positively related to subsequent team 
performance. 

 

 Taken together, the above team-level arguments support a moderated mediation effect. 

Specifically, we expect that, when status differentiation is lower, team failure will be positively related to 

subsequent team performance via the addition of high-status members; in contrast, when status 

differentiation is higher, this indirect relationship will be weaker. We thus predict: 

Hypothesis 11. Team status differentiation moderates the indirect effect of team failure (versus 

success) on subsequent team performance via high-status member addition, such that this indirect 

 
2 Although integrating new members into an established team can present challenges (e.g., potential for 

status conflict; for a review, see Rink et al. 2013), we expect that the performance benefits of this addition 

will offset these costs. We elaborate on this point in the General Discussion. 
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effect is more positive in teams with lower status differentiation. 
 

Overview of Studies 

We used archival data and two pre-registered experiments to test our cross-level theorizing. In 

Study 1, we used a longitudinal archival dataset of 18,445 performance episodes from 4,811 product 

development teams at a large technology company to test our group-level predictions (Hypotheses 9-11). 

The dataset’s longitudinal nature enables us to test the dynamic relationship between team performance 

and membership change. In this setting, we examined when failures in one performance episode led teams 

to add high-status members before the next performance episode, and whether doing so boosted their 

performance. In Studies 2 and 3, we conducted experiments to test our predictions that team failure 

increases members’ felt status uncertainty (Hypothesis 1), contingent on members’ status level 

(Hypothesis 2); and that members respond to their uncertainty by attending to the potential benefits and/or 

costs of adding high-status members, contingent on teams’ status differentiation (Hypotheses 3-6). In 

addition, Study 3 examined our team-level prediction regarding how team failure and status 

differentiation jointly impact teams’ decisions to invite new, high-status members (Hypothesis 9) as well 

as how these decisions emerge from individual members’ preferences (Hypotheses 7 and 8). For ease of 

reference, Table 1 summarizes all hypotheses and their corresponding results across studies.  

--- Insert Table 1 about here --- 

 

Tables and figures displaying the results of robustness checks and supplemental analyses in Study 

1, as well as the preregistrations, complete study materials, and supplemental analysis results for Studies 

2 and 3, are available in the Online Supplementary Materials (OSM) (https://osf.io/vstbq/overview). We 

also report the designs and results of two supplemental studies in the OSM. Studies 2 and 3, as well as the 

supplemental studies, were approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Arizona.  

Study 1 

Data and Sample 

We tested the team-level Hypotheses 9-11 using an archival dataset of product development 

teams at a large technology company from June 2020 to May 2021. The product development teams are 
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formed to carry out projects related to product improvements, in which team members generate and test 

ideas for product changes. Teams carry out a series of product tests (also called A/B tests), which are 

randomized controlled experiments that test proposed product changes against the current product. During 

a product test, teams randomly and blindly assign real customers to one of two conditions: a control 

condition involving the original product (“A”) or a treatment condition involving the changed product 

(“B”). For example, consider a team aiming to create a new logo for a smartphone app. The team presents 

customers with either the original logo (“A”) or the new logo (“B”). Customer statistics are then collected 

and compared across conditions based on predetermined performance criteria to determine whether the 

new product outperformed the original. In other words, each product test yields immediate, objective 

performance results that teams can use to further refine the product. Thus, we conceptualize each product 

test as a team performance episode.  

This setting provides us with a valuable opportunity to test our theorizing. First and foremost, 

project teams are dynamic, with team members changing as projects evolve. Interviews with project team 

members suggested that, while managers may influence initial team formation, during the project, teams 

largely control whether, whom, and when to add new members. Similar arrangements for product 

development teams are widely adopted in both technology and non-technology companies (e.g., Google, 

Netflix, Meta, Home Depot) to promote agility and accountability (Google n.d., Gupta 2018, Slater n.d.). 

These arrangements allow us to observe our key outcome of interest—teams’ decisions to seek out new 

members. Second, during a team’s project, each performance episode generates immediate, objective 

results, allowing us to measure team performance. The longitudinal performance measure enables us to 

examine how team failure in one performance episode shapes the team’s likelihood of adding high-status 

members in the next episode. We also leveraged the fast-paced nature of projects to capture the impact of 

member addition on the team’s performance in subsequent episodes. In sum, the combination of dynamic, 

team-controlled membership changes and objective, longitudinal performance data makes this context 

particularly well-suited for testing our hypotheses. 
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Consistent with prior research (Gilson et al. 2005, Hofmann et al. 2003), to test predictions 

related to teams, we included only performance episodes with three or more team members. We also 

excluded teams with only one performance episode. The final sample consists of 18,445 performance 

episodes (Level 1) nested within 4,811 teams (Level 2). Each team had an average of 4.34 members (SD 

= 1.84, range = 3-17) and 6.35 performance episodes (SD = 12.69, range = 2-30), spanning an average of 

0.612 months (SD = 2.88).  

Measures 

To test our model, we captured each focal variable at a time point aligned with our theoretical 

model. Specifically, we captured team failure and team status differentiation at performance episode N. 

Potential high-status member addition happened between performance episodes N and N + 1; thus, we 

created this variable by comparing the membership information across these two performance episodes. 

We captured subsequent team performance at performance episode N + 1. All key constructs were 

measured at the performance-episode level (Level 1) and varied over time.  

Team failure (at performance episode N). Before each product test (or performance episode), 

teams determine a list of performance criteria to measure. For example, a logo redesign team may have 

several performance criteria, including customer spending, customer time spent on the app, app download 

count, and customer click rate. For each performance criterion, this team compares user statistics for the 

new version with those for the original version. In our sample, when the new product version fails to 

improve over the original (i.e., it generates results that are worse than or the same as the original), teams 

deem it a failure on that performance criterion. In contrast, when the new version represents an 

improvement over the original version on a performance criterion, teams deem it a success on that 

criterion. To create the team failure variable, we first coded for each performance criterion on whether the 

team failed to improve on that criterion (0 = non-failure and 1 = failure) and then calculated the failed 

performance criteria percentage for each performance episode (M = 0.77, SD = 0.11, range = 0-1). 

Team status differentiation (at performance episode N). Team status differentiation is 

operationalized as the coefficient of variation (CV) of team member status. CV is a standard measure of 
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differentiation on a valued attribute such as status (Harrison and Klein, 2007). It is calculated by dividing 

the within-team standard deviation by the team mean (M = 0.30, SD = 0.54, range = 0-3.32).  

In line with previous research (Kameda et al. 1997, Lin 1999, Woehler et al. 2021), to calculate 

team status differentiation, we first determined individual team members’ status using degree centrality. 

Specifically, it reflects the count of direct ties an employee has within the collaboration network 

comprising all product testing employees (i.e., nodes) during the previous quarter. A higher number of 

direct ties indicates that more colleagues had collaborated with a focal individual, reflecting their broader 

reach, instrumental social value, and experience, and thus, higher status. Degree centrality aligns with our 

conceptualization of status as the extent to which individuals are sought after due to their accumulated 

knowledge and instrumental social value (Gould 2002, Hardy and Van Vugt 2006, Yu et al. 2019). 3 

Team’s willingness to add high-status members (between performance episodes N and N + 1). 

Team’s willingness to add high-status members is captured as the number of members added between two 

performance episodes who had higher status than all existing members of the team in episode N (M = 

0.03, SD = 0.18, range = 0-4). 

Team performance (at performance episode N + 1). Team performance is operationalized as the 

percentage of performance criteria that improve (i.e., the percentage of performance criteria in which the 

new product version outperforms the baseline) in performance episode N + 1. For example, a performance 

score of 0.25 indicates that the new product version improves on the original in 25% of the criteria (M = 

0.87, SD = 0.25, range = 0-1).  

Control variables. We controlled for variables that may influence the relationships (a) between 

team failure and high-status member addition as well as (b) between high-status member addition and 

team performance. For (a) the relationship between team failure and high-status member addition, first, 

 
3 We did not use betweenness, closeness, or eigenvector centrality to operationalize status because each of 

them captures a different structural property that does not reflect status in a collaboration network. 

Specifically, betweenness centrality measures brokerage, or how often a member bridges otherwise 

disconnected colleagues. Closeness centrality reflects network reach, or how quickly one can access 

others through the shortest paths. Eigenvector centrality captures association with well-connected or high-

status others, rather than reflecting a person’s own status (Borgatti 2005).  
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we controlled for the status of the highest-status member (at performance episode N, M = 15.32, SD = 

12.40) to rule out the possibility that the absence of high-status members drives teams to seek out new 

high-status members. Second, we controlled for the availability of high-status candidates (at performance 

episode N), captured as the number of employees in the product test network whose status exceeded that 

of all existing team members (M = 453.09, SD = 417.44). This accounts for the availability of potential 

high-status members to add, which could otherwise confound our results by covarying with both the 

status of the highest-status incumbent members and the overall level of team status differentiation. 

For (b) the relationship between high-status member addition and team performance, we 

controlled for team status differentiation at performance episode N + 1 (M = 0.87, SD = 0.70) to account 

for the possibility that higher status differentiation, which may result from high-status member addition, 

directly influences team performance (Greer et al. 2018). We also controlled for the average level of 

difficulty of performance criteria included in each product test (episode N: M = 0.48, SD = 0.05; episode 

N+1: M = 0.48, SD = 0.05) to account for changes in difficulty between performance episodes. The 

difficulty of each criterion was calculated as one minus the ratio of successful completions of a 

performance criterion to its total occurrences across all product tests that happened in all product testing 

teams (i.e., Difficulty = 1− Successful Completions / Total Occurrences).  

For both relationships in (a) and (b) above, we controlled for team-level factors that may 

influence the likelihood of new member addition and/or team performance. First, we controlled for team 

familiarity (Harrison et al. 2003, Kim et al. 2023). We first computed the dyadic familiarity score for each 

pair of team members by dividing the number of experiments in which the dyad collaborated by the total 

number of experiments they participated in. We then averaged these dyadic scores to determine the team's 

overall familiarity level (episode N: M = 0.17, SD = 0.11; episode N + 1: M = 0.16, SD = 0.11). In 

addition, we controlled for team size (episode N: M = 4.07, SD = 1.95; episode N + 1: M = 4.33, SD = 

1.84) because it impacts team performance (Bell 2007, Bell et al. 2011, Joshi and Roh 2009). Following 

Harrison and Klein’s (2007) recommendation, we also controlled for team members’ mean status (episode 

N: M = 8.37, SD = 5.05; episode N + 1: M = 8.56, SD = 5.10).  
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Analytical Approach 

We tested our hypotheses using generalized estimating equations (GEEs; Liang and Zeger 1986). 

GEEs are considered ideal for testing longitudinal panel data (Ballinger 2004, Kling et al. 2017, see 

similar approaches in Bird and Zellweger 2018, Boone et al. 2005, Grijalva et al. 2020, Zhao and Zhou 

2004). This method accounts for autocorrelation—due to repeated test results measured in the same 

teams—by estimating the correlation structure of the error terms (Liang and Zeger 1986). Additionally, 

GEEs provide unbiased regression estimates for non-normally distributed variables, such as high-status 

member addition (Ballinger 2004). It ensures that zero values of the dependent variable are incorporated 

into the model, rather than implicitly truncated as they are in OLS regression. For all models, we specify 

the team as the panel identifier and the performance episode order as the observation sequence within 

each panel, allowing us to account for the nesting structure and potential ordering effects. All models 

were estimated using the “xtgee” command in Stata version 18.0.  

Results 

 Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for focal variables.  

--- Insert Table 2 about here --- 

 

 Hypothesis 9 predicts that team status differentiation moderates the relationship between team 

failure and team’s willingness to add high-status members. Because team’s willingness to add high-status 

members is operationalized as the number of new, high-status members added to a team, we specified a 

Poisson distribution (with a log link function). As shown in Table 3 Model 3, the interaction effect of 

team failure and status differentiation on willingness to add high-status members is significant (b = -1.30, 

SE = 0.41, p = 0.001). As shown in Figure 2, when status differentiation is low, team failure is positively 

associated with high-status member addition (b = 1.15, SE = 0.556, p = 0.039), whereas when team status 

differentiation is high, team failure is not significantly related to high-status member addition (b = -0.26, 

SE = 0.290, p = 0.364), supporting Hypothesis 9.  

--- Insert Tables 3-4 and Figure 2 about here --- 

 

Hypothesis 10 predicts that high-status member addition is positively related to subsequent team 
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performance. Because team performance is a right-skewed variable, we specified a Gamma distribution 

(with a log link function), which is appropriate for modeling positive, non-normally distributed outcomes. 

As shown in Table 3 Model 5, high-status member addition is positively related to team performance (b = 

0.25, SE = 0.10, p = 0.008), supporting Hypothesis 10.  

Hypothesis 11 predicts that team status differentiation moderates the indirect relationship 

between team failure and subsequent team performance via high-status member addition. We used the 

model comparison approach (Judd and McClelland 1989, Preacher et al. 2007) to test the moderated 

mediation effect because it offers flexibility in accommodating different estimation methods and model 

specifications across the mediation paths. As shown in Table 4, the moderated mediation effect is 

significant (estimate = -0.18, SE = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.464, -0.012]). As predicted, the indirect effect is 

significantly positive for teams with low status differentiation (b = 0.39, SE = 0.30, 95% CI [0.029, 

1.266]) and is non-significant for teams with high status differentiation (b = 0.03, SE = 0.13, 95% CI [-

1.129, 0.469]), supporting Hypothesis 11.  

Robustness Checks and Supplemental Analysis. Tables and figures displaying results of 

robustness checks and supplemental analyses are available in OSM. We conducted the analyses without 

the control variables and found consistent results (see Tables S1 and S2 and Figure S1). Moreover, we 

report the results of the negative binomial regression testing Hypothesis 9 (Table S3) and the linear 

mixed-effects regression testing Hypothesis 10 (Table S4), showing that the results hold.  

Finally, we examine whether team failure and status differentiation jointly shape other forms of 

membership change. Specifically, we examined (a) the addition of members across different status levels 

(e.g., above average, below average, lower than the lowest-status incumbent, and any status level), and (b) 

the removal of members at varying status levels (e.g., highest-status, above average, and below average). 

Overall, we did not find a significant interaction between team failure and status differentiation on these 

alternative forms of membership change, with two exceptions. First, following failure (versus success), 

teams with high status differentiation were more likely to lose high-status members (Figure S12), 

consistent with research showing that teams often attribute responsibility for poor outcomes to their most 
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prominent members (To et al. 2022). Second, following failure, teams with high status differentiation 

were also more likely to add new members whose status was below the team’s average (Figure S10). This 

pattern aligns with scapegoating research (Boeker 1992, Gemmill 1989), which suggests that failed teams 

may introduce lower-ranked members as convenient targets for blame. Finally, we assessed whether these 

alternative forms of membership change improved subsequent team performance. Neither the loss of 

high-status members nor the addition of below-average-status members was significantly associated with 

subsequent performance. Together, these analyses suggest that while teams (especially those with high 

status differentiation) may engage in a broader array of membership changes after failure, many of these 

moves appear to be driven by members’ status-protection concerns and ultimately fail to improve 

collective performance.  

Discussion 

 Using an archival dataset of product development teams in the technology industry, we found 

support for the predicted interaction between team failure and status differentiation on high-status member 

addition. In low-status-differentiation teams, failure (versus success) made team members more likely to 

add high-status new members, whereas we did not find this pattern in high-status-differentiation teams. We 

also found that the addition of high-status members was positively associated with subsequent team 

performance. Taken together, these findings indicate that teams with low (but not high) status differentiation 

are more likely to add high-status members after failures, which benefits their subsequent performance.  

 While Study 1 provides real-world, longitudinal evidence for our predicted effects, it nonetheless 

has limitations. First and foremost, we were unable to examine the proposed psychological mechanisms. 

Second, regarding the operationalization of status in the research setting, although degree centrality has been 

used in prior research as a proxy for status (Kameda et al. 1997, Lin 1999, Woehler et al. 2021), it may not 

fully capture status as the respect and admiration one holds in the eyes of others (Magee and Galinsky 

2008). In Studies 2 and 3, we address these limitations by directly examining the psychological mechanisms 

and operationalizing status as respect and admiration from others using experimental study designs.  
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Third, the archival data used in the study capture actual member additions, which reflect a two-

sided matching process involving both a team’s willingness to invite high-status new members and the 

invited members’ willingness to join. However, our theorizing focuses on the former (i.e., the team’s 

decision to invite a high-status new member), which we are unable to directly observe in the study. 

Although finding our predicted effects using actual member additions is in some ways a strength of this 

research context, compared to examining intentions or hypothetical choices, we acknowledge that a true test 

our theorizing requires a study design that allows us to examine team members’ preferences and teams’ 

collective decisions to invite new members. We directly examine these variables in Studies 2 and 3.  

Study 2 

The aims of this pre-registered experiment are threefold. First, it directly tests our proposed 

psychological mechanisms (i.e., status uncertainty, the perceived benefits and costs of adding high-status 

members) as well as the moderating roles of individual status levels and team status differentiation. Second, 

we manipulate status in a way that more closely aligns with its definition as respect, prestige, and esteem in 

the eyes of others (Magee and Galinsky 2008), providing converging evidence with the operationalization of 

status used in Study 1. Third, by employing an experimental design, we establish causal relationships among 

the focal constructs. 

Sample and Procedure 

 We recruited 800 working adults in the U.S. via CloudResearch’s Connect platform. We removed 

data from four participants (0.5%) who did not complete the study, and as pre-registered, 13 participants 

(1.6%) who failed an attention check (i.e., select “agree”). We retained the remaining 783 participants for 

our analysis (Mage = 43.37, SD = 13.01; 48.9% female, 50.8% male, 0.3% non-binary; 73.3% White, 5.6% 

Asian, 15.1% African American, and 5.9% others).  

Participants were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions in a 2 (team failure: failure versus 

success) x 2 (status differentiation: high versus low) x 2 (individual status level: high versus low) between-

subject design. They were led to believe that they were assigned to a team of four and would be working 

with three other participants in the study at the same time. Their task was to collaborate as a venture capital 
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team to evaluate a list of startups and make a collective investment decision aimed at achieving a return on 

investment (ROI; Piezunka and Schilke 2023). After that, participants were asked to introduce themselves 

and describe their investment experience. Following a brief delay, creating the impression that they were 

waiting for other team members to write their self-introductions and investment experience, participants 

viewed their teammates’ submissions, which had been prescripted to reflect the experimental manipulations.  

 Next, we asked participants to complete an ostensible investment acumen test. We then displayed 

investment acumen percentile scores for all team members. Participants were asked to allocate 10 “respect 

points” to other team members (not themselves) based on their test scores and prior introductions. They 

could assign between 0 and 10 points to each member, as long as the total allocation equaled 10 (for similar 

approaches, see Doyle and Lount 2023, Marr and Thau 2014). After submitting their allocation and a brief 

delay, participants were shown a depiction of their team’s status hierarchy, at which point we manipulated 

team status differentiation and individual status levels. 

In the high status differentiation and high individual status level condition, participants purportedly 

received an investment acumen score characterized as being within the high percentile range, while their 

teammates received scores that fell within the moderate and low range. In the respect point allocation 

phase, they read “The respect points you received indicate that you currently rank high in your group” and 

saw a figure depicting that they placed at the top of the status hierarchy and had received the most respect 

points (i.e., 16). In the high status differentiation and low individual status level condition, participants 

received an investment acumen score characterized as being within the low percentile range, while their 

teammates received scores that fell within the moderate and high range. In the respect point allocation 

phase, they read “The respect points you received indicate that you currently rank low in your group” and 

saw a figure depicting that they placed at the bottom of the status hierarchy and had received the fewest 

respect points (i.e., 5).  

In the low status differentiation condition, participants were first informed that they and their 

teammates all received an investment acumen score in the moderate percentile range. We then varied 

individual status level: participants assigned to the high individual status level condition saw that they had 
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received more respect points (i.e., 11) than the rest of the team (i.e., 10 and 9), while those in the low 

individual status level condition saw they had received fewer respect points (i.e., 9) than the rest of the team 

(i.e., 10 and 11). 

 After that, participants reviewed three anonymized start-up profiles and submitted their individual 

investment recommendations (“yes” or “no”) for each profile. After a brief delay, participants were shown 

the choices ostensibly made by all other team members. Participants then had the opportunity to revise their 

decisions and provide justifications to be shared with the team. In all teams, the fictitious member who is 

portrayed to be in the middle of their team’s status hierarchy had purportedly changed their investment 

recommendations. To reinforce the status differentiation and individual status level manipulations, in the 

high status differentiation condition, this change aligned with the recommendation of the team member 

portrayed as having the highest status; in the low status differentiation condition, the change aligned with 

the majority of the remaining team members.  

All final team decisions were determined by majority vote, which was pre-programmed to match 

the participant’s initial recommendations. We programmed the team decisions in this way to ensure that 

participants felt (at least) partly responsible for the team outcome. The team’s decisions were then submitted 

for a supposed ROI evaluation. After another brief delay, participants then viewed the results of this 

evaluation, which involved manipulating team failure. In the team failure condition, participants read: 

“Your (team’s) ROI fails to meet your goal of 30%. This is a disappointing result.” In the team success 

condition, participants read: “Your (team’s) ROI meets your goal of 30%. Great job!” 

Measures 

Status uncertainty. After viewing team performance, participants reported their status uncertainty 

using three items. A sample item is “I feel that my status is at risk in this team.” (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 

= Strongly Agree for all scales in this study unless otherwise noted). M = 3.30, SD = 1.85, α = 0.96.  

Willingness to add a high-status member. Participants were then informed that another participant, 

identified by the initials “AH”, had just entered the study and was seeking a team to join. Participants were 

shown AH’s self-introduction, top-percentile investment acumen score, and a supposedly AI-generated 
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evaluation portraying AH as more experienced and likely to hold a higher status than all current team 

members. Participants were told that AH’s addition would depend on the team’s collective vote and were 

asked to indicate their own willingness to add AH. Participants responded to the question: “How likely are 

you to anonymously vote to add AH to your team?” (1 = extremely unlikely to 7 = extremely likely). M = 

5.42, SD = 1.52. 

Potential benefit to collective performance. Participants rated three items that we developed 

regarding the potential benefits for collective performance that a new member could provide. A sample item 

is “This person has abilities that can benefit our team.” M = 5.69, SD = 1.18, α = 0.94. 

Potential cost to individual status. Participants rated five items that we developed regarding the 

potential cost to one’s own status posed by the potential new member. A sample item is “This person might 

threaten my status within the team.” M = 4.48, SD = 1.55, α = 0.93. 

Manipulation check of team failure. Participants rated three items related to team failure to assess 

the effectiveness of our manipulation. A sample item is “My team is meeting its goals. (R)” Higher scores 

indicated greater team failure. M = 3.36, SD = 1.80, α = 0.97.  

Manipulation check of status differentiation. Participants answered three items related to status 

differentiation. A sample item is “There are clear differences in status levels among team members.” M = 

4.60, SD = 1.73, α = 0.97. 

Demographics. Participants reported their demographic information and investment experience 

(i.e., “Do you have any prior work experience related to venture investments?” (yes/no)).  

Results 

The descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 2 are presented in Table 5.  

--- Insert Table 5 about here --- 

 

Manipulation checks. Participants in the team failure condition reported greater team failure (M = 

4.61, SD = 1.64) than those in the team success condition (M = 2.15, SD = 0.89), t(781) = 26.15, p < 0.001, 

d = 1.31. Participants in the low team status differentiation condition reported their team’s differentiation as 

lower (M = 3.57, SD = 1.67) than those in the high team status differentiation condition (M = 5.62, SD = 
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1.06), t(781) = 20.53, p < 0.001, d = 1.40. Participants in the lower individual status level condition reported 

their status level as lower (M = 3.57, SD = 1.51) than those in the higher individual status level condition (M 

= 4.71, SD = 1.25), t(780) = 11.49, p < 0.001, d = 1.39. Thus, the manipulations worked as intended.  

Hypothesis testing. Hypothesis 1 predicts a positive effect of team failure on members’ status 

uncertainty. An independent-sample t-test showed that participants in the team failure condition reported 

greater status uncertainty (M = 3.99, SD = 1.84) than did those in the team success condition (M = 2.62, SD 

= 1.59), t(781) = 11.15, p < 0.001, d = 1.72, supporting Hypothesis 1.  

Hypothesis 2 predicts an interaction effect between team failure and individual status level on status 

uncertainty, such that the relationship between team failure (versus success) and status uncertainty will be 

stronger for team members with high (versus low) status level. A two-way ANOVA revealed a significant 

interaction, F(1, 779) = 9.06, p = 0.003, η² = 0.011. The simple effects comparisons (see Figure 3a) revealed 

that participants in the high status level condition experienced greater status uncertainty after team failure 

(M = 4.20, SD = 1.76) than after success (M = 2.46, SD = 1.43; F(1, 779) = 100.99, p < 0.001, ηp² = 0.115). 

Participants in the low status level condition also experienced greater status uncertainty after team failure (M 

= 3.79, SD = 1.89) than after team success (M = 2.78, SD = 1.73), F(1, 779) = 33.72, p < 0.001, η² = 0.041) 

but the effect of failure was weaker. These results support Hypothesis 2.4 

--- Insert Figure 3 and Table 6 about here --- 

 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a moderated mediation effect in which team status differentiation moderates 

the indirect effect of status uncertainty on willingness to add high-status members via potential benefit to 

collective performance. As Table 6 shows, this moderated mediation was significant (index of moderated 

mediation = -0.11, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.186, -0.029]). Specifically, in the low status differentiation 

condition, status uncertainty had a significant positive indirect effect on the willingness to add the high-

 
4 We did not find significant moderating effects of individual status level on the relationships between (a) 

potential benefit/cost and the addition of high-status members (ps > 0.141) or (b) team failure and the 

addition of high-status members (ps > 0.629) in Studies 2 or 3. The results of the dual-stage moderated 

serial mediation model, with individual status level and team status differentiation moderate the first and 

second stages, respectively, of the serial mediation effect of team failure on members’ willingness to add 

high-status members in Studies 2 and 3 are available in the OSM.  
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status member via potential benefit to collective performance (indirect effect = 0.06, SE = 0.03, 95% CI 

[0.008, 0.107]). In the high status differentiation condition, this indirect effect was not significant (indirect 

effect = -0.05, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.112, 0.011]). The results support Hypothesis 3.  

Hypothesis 4 predicted that team status differentiation moderates the serial indirect effect of team 

failure on the willingness to add the high-status member sequentially via status uncertainty and potential 

benefit to collective performance, such that this serial indirect effect would be stronger (i.e., more positive) 

for teams with lower (versus higher) status differentiation. As Table 6 shows, this moderated serial 

mediation was significant (index of moderated serial mediation = -0.15, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.265, -

0.042]). Specifically, in the low status differentiation condition, the serial indirect effect was significantly 

positive (serial indirect effect = 0.08, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.010, 0.153]). In contrast, in the high status 

differentiation condition, it was not significant (serial indirect effect = -0.07, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.157, 

0.013]). These results support Hypothesis 4. 

Hypothesis 5 predicted a moderated mediation effect in which team status differentiation moderates 

the indirect effect of status uncertainty on the addition of high-status members via potential cost to 

individual status. As Table 6 shows, this moderated mediation was significant (index of moderated 

mediation = -0.03, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.051, -0.005]). Specifically, in the high status differentiation 

condition, status uncertainty had a significant negative indirect effect on the willingness to add the high-

status member via potential cost to individual status (indirect effect = -0.04, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.064, -

0.022]). In contrast, in the low status differentiation condition, this indirect effect was only marginally 

significant and weaker (indirect effect = -0.02, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.033, -0.002]). The results support 

Hypothesis 5.  

Hypothesis 6 predicted that team status differentiation would moderate the serial indirect effect of 

team failure on willingness to add high-status members sequentially via status uncertainty and potential cost 

to individual status, such that this negative serial indirect effect would be stronger for teams with higher 

(versus lower) status differentiation. As Table 6 shows, this moderated serial mediation was significant 

(index of moderated serial mediation = -0.03, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.069, -0.007]). Specifically, in the high 
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status differentiation condition, the serial indirect effect was significantly negative (serial indirect effect = -

0.05, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.086, -0.026]). In contrast, in the low status differentiation condition, the serial 

indirect effect was marginally significant and weaker (serial indirect effect = -0.02, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-

0.044, -0.003]), supporting Hypothesis 6. 

For supplemental analysis, we tested the interaction effect of team failure and status differentiation 

on members’ willingness to add the high-status member. As we expected, a two-way ANOVA revealed a 

significant interaction, F(1, 779) = 17.42, p < 0.001, η² = 0.022. The simple effects comparisons (see Figure 

4) revealed that in the low status differentiation condition, team failure led to greater willingness to add the 

high-status member (M = 5.94, SD = 1.10) than did team success (M = 5.24, SD = 1.81; F(1, 779) = 21.99, 

p < 0.001, ηp² = 0.027). In the high status differentiation condition, this effect was non-significant (team 

failure: M = 5.17, SD = 1.53; team success: M = 5.35, SD = 1.43; F(1, 779) = 1.46, p = 0.228, ηp² = 0.002).  

--- Insert Figure 4 about here --- 

 

Discussion 

In Study 2, we found support for our theorizing that while team failure triggers status uncertainty 

for all team members, the effect is stronger for those with higher status. Moreover, how members respond to 

such status uncertainty depends on team status differentiation. In teams with low status differentiation, 

members’ status uncertainty has a positive indirect effect on the willingness to add a high-status member, as 

it increases their focus on the potential collective performance benefits of such an addition. In contrast, in 

teams with high status differentiation, status uncertainty has a negative indirect effect on willingness to add 

a high-status member, as it heightens their focus on the status threat the newcomer poses to incumbents. 

Despite its strong causal evidence, a limitation of this study is that participants were led to believe they were 

part of a team, rather than interacting in an actual team. In Study 3, we address this limitation by examining 

teams with real-time interactions, which also enable us to test our predictions about team decisions to add a 

high-status member and the emergent processes that shape those decisions. 

Study 3 
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In Study 3, we sought to replicate the findings of Study 2 using real, interacting teams. In addition, 

the study allowed us to examine whether the within-team relationships between members’ perceived 

benefits/costs of adding a high-status member and their individual addition preferences predicted the team’s 

collective decision (Hypotheses 7 and 8), thereby capturing an emergent process from individual 

preferences to team-level outcomes. This study also aims to test, at the team level, whether team failure and 

status differentiation interact to predict teams’ decisions to invite a new high-status member (Hypothesis 9). 

Sample and Procedure 

 We recruited 788 working adults in the U.S. from CloudResearch’s Connect platform and 

matched them into three-person teams in real time using the Qualtrics extension SMARTRIQS (Molnar 

2019). After removing data from participants who dropped out or whose teammates dropped out during 

the interaction (15%), we retained the remaining 666 participants (222 teams) for our analysis (Mage = 42.33, 

SDage = 12.50; 51.5% female, 47.0% male, and 1.4% non-binary; 70.9% White, 8.6% Asian, 9.0% African 

American, and 5.6% others).  

The 222 teams were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (team performance: failure 

versus success) x 2 (status differentiation: high versus low) study design. Within each team, participants 

were further randomly assigned to an individual status level condition (high versus low), such that each 

team consisted of one high-status and two low-status members. Individual status level was manipulated 

using the same materials as in Study 2. All setups in this study, including the respect point allocation 

paradigm, the investment decision task, and the manipulation materials, were the same as those in Study 2. 

However, there are two differences in this study compared to Study 2.  

First, to reinforce the manipulations of status differentiation and status level, after teams reviewed 

their performance, we informed them that they might have the opportunity to earn a bonus, and that whether 

and how much they would receive depend on both the team’s investment performance in the next round and 

its status differentiation. Specifically, if the team failed in the next round, they would receive no bonus. If 

the team succeeded, the team would receive a bonus distributed in a way contingent on status differentiation 

condition: teams in the high status differentiation condition were informed that the high-status member 
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would receive a larger share and low-status members a smaller share, whereas teams in the low status 

differentiation condition were told that all members would receive an equal share.  

Second, in this study, participants interacted with each other via real-time chat. Participants chatted 

with their team members at three points throughout the study. First, during team formation, participants 

introduced themselves to each other for 1.5 minutes. Second, following the team status differentiation 

manipulation, members read venture profiles and discussed their investment decisions together for five 

minutes, after which the high-status member on the team submitted the team’s investment decisions. Finally, 

after the team performance manipulation, participants discussed whether to add a high-status new member 

for three minutes, with the high-status member again submitting the team’s decision. 

Measures 

Willingness to invite a high-status member (team-level). We adapted the new member information 

from Study 2. Specifically, teams were shown the same self-introduction and top-percentile investment 

acumen score for the new member named AH, along with a researcher’s note indicating that AH was likely 

to hold a higher status than all current members. Additionally, teams were informed that if they succeeded in 

the next round of the investment task, AH could receive the largest share of the team bonus. After reviewing 

this information, the team discussed whether to invite AH to join the team, and the high-status member 

submitted the team’s final decision (0 = no, 1 = yes; M = 0.59, SD = 0.49). 

We measured team members’ status uncertainty (M = 2.87, SD = 1.72, α = 0.97), potential benefit 

to collective performance (M = 5.43, SD = 1.17, α = 0.94), potential cost to individual status (M = 4.51, 

SD = 1.52, α = 0.94), members’ willingness to add the high-status member (M = 4.80, SD = 2.00), and 

manipulation checks of team failure (M = 3.21, SD = 1.70, α = 0.95), team status differentiation (M = 3.89, 

SD = 1.67, α = 0.96), and individual status level (M = 4.39, SD = 1.16, α = 0.90) using the same measures as 

in Study 2.  

Results 

The descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 3 are presented in Table 7.  

--- Insert Table 7 about here --- 
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Manipulation checks. Participants in the failure condition reported greater team failure (M = 4.25, 

SD = 0.99) than those in the team success condition (M = 2.05, SD = 0.56), t(184.79) = 20.68, p < 0.001, d = 

2.71. Participants in the low status differentiation condition reported their team’s status differentiation as 

lower (M = 3.28, SD = 0.99) than those in the high status differentiation condition (M = 4.66, SD = 0.99), 

t(208) = 10.32, p < 0.001, d = 1.40. Linear mixed-effects results show that participants assigned to the high-

status role reported higher status levels (M = 4.58, SD = 1.02) than those assigned to the low-status role (M 

= 4.30, SD = 1.21), b = 0.28, SE = 0.09, p = 0.002. These results indicate that our manipulations worked as 

intended.  

Hypothesis testing. Because the study participants were nested in teams, we fitted linear mixed-

effects models in R to test the hypotheses. Supporting Hypothesis 1, we found a positive effect of team 

failure on members’ status uncertainty (b = 1.07, SE = 0.13, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2 predicted a 

moderating effect of members’ status level on the relationship between team failure and individual status 

uncertainty. We found a marginally significant interaction (b = 0.52, SE = 0.27, p = 0.053). The simple 

effects comparisons (see Figure 3b) revealed that high-status members experienced greater status 

uncertainty after team failure (M = 3.77, SD = 2.02) than after success (M = 2.36, SD = 1.15; b = 1.41, SE = 

0.22, t(661) = 6.43, p < 0.001). For low-status members, the effect was still significantly positive but weaker 

(team failure: M = 3.19, SD = 1.82; team success: M = 2.29, SD = 1.34; b = 0.89, SE = 0.16, t(433) = 5.74, 

p < 0.001). These results support Hypothesis 2. 

We next examined the moderating effect of team status differentiation on the indirect relationship 

between status uncertainty and members’ willingness to add the high-status member via potential benefit to 

collective performance (Hypothesis 3). As Table 6 shows, the moderated mediation effect was significant 

(index of moderated mediation = -0.16, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.265, -0.034]). For low-status-differentiation 

teams, the indirect effect of status uncertainty on members’ willingness to add the high-status member, via 

potential benefits to collective performance, was significantly positive (indirect effect = 0.19, SE = 0.03, 

Page 87 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



30 
 

95% CI [0.122, 0.245]). In contrast, for high-status-differentiation teams, this indirect effect was not 

significant (indirect effect = 0.02, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [-0.073, 0.141]). These results support Hypothesis 3.  

Hypothesis 4 predicted a moderating effect of team status differentiation on the serial indirect effect 

of team failure on willingness to add the high-status member via status uncertainty and potential benefit to 

collective performance. As Table 6 shows, this moderated serial mediation effect was significant (index of 

moderated serial mediation = -0.17, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [-0.300, -0.030]). Specifically, for low-status-

differentiation teams, the serial indirect effect was significantly positive (serial indirect effect = 0.18, SE = 

0.04, 95% CI [0.112, 0.269]). In contrast, for high-status-differentiation teams, the serial indirect effect was 

not significant (serial indirect effect = 0.01, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.093, 0.147]). These results support 

Hypothesis 4. 

Hypothesis 5 predicted a moderating effect of team status differentiation on the indirect relationship 

between status uncertainty and members’ willingness to add the high-status member via potential cost to 

individual status. As Table 6 shows, this moderated mediation effect was significant (index of moderated 

mediation = -0.08, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.153, -0.030]). For high-status-differentiation teams, the indirect 

effect of status uncertainty on willingness to add the high-status member via potential cost to individual 

status was significantly negative (indirect effect = -0.10, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.165, -0.063]). In contrast, 

for low-status-differentiation teams, this indirect effect was not significant (indirect effect = -0.02, SE = 

0.02, 95% CI [-0.063, 0.014]). These results support Hypothesis 5.  

Hypothesis 6 predicted a moderating effect of team status differentiation on the serial indirect effect 

of team failure on willingness to add the high-status member via status uncertainty and potential cost to 

individual status. As Table 6 shows, this moderated serial mediation was significant (index of moderated 

serial mediation = -0.08, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.162, -0.030]). For high-status-differentiation teams, the 

serial indirect effect was significantly negative (serial indirect effect = -0.12, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.187, -

0.070]). In contrast, for low-status-differentiation teams, the serial indirect effect was not significant (serial 

indirect effect = -0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-0.077, 0.008]). These results support Hypothesis 6. 
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Next, we tested whether the degrees to which individual members’ willingness to add a new, high-

status member was impacted by their perceptions of potential benefit to collective performance (Hypothesis 

7) and/or potential cost to individual status (Hypothesis 8) influenced the team’s collective decision. 

Following past research on cross-level emergent processes (e.g., Chen 2005, Joshi and Knight 2015, Zyphur 

et al. 2009), we estimated slope-as-predictor models that allowed the relationships between potential benefit 

/cost and willingness to add the new member to vary across teams as random slopes. We extracted the 

Bayes estimators of each team’s random slopes as predictors of the team’s decisions to invite the high-status 

member. We tested the effects using logistic regression because those decisions were binary (1 = yes, 0 = 

no). As shown in Table 8 Model 2, the results indicated that teams were more willing to invite the high-

status member when the within-team relationship between members’ perceived benefit and their willingness 

to add was stronger, i.e., more positive (b = 6.10, SE = 1.23, p < 0.001). That is, teams in which members’ 

willingness to add was more strongly impacted by potential benefits were more likely to invite the high-

status member. In contrast, teams were less willing to invite when the relationship between members’ 

perceived cost and their willingness to add was stronger, i.e., more negative (Model 4, b = 18.89, SE = 2.63, 

p < 0.001). That is, teams in which members’ unwillingness to add was more strongly impacted by 

perceived cost were less likely to invite the high-status member. These results support Hypotheses 7 and 8.  

--- Insert Table 8 about here --- 

 

Finally, we test our group-level hypothesis regarding teams’ decisions to invite a new, high-status 

member. Hypothesis 9 predicts an interaction effect between team failure and status differentiation on 

teams’ willingness to invite a high-status member. Logistic regression result revealed a significant 

interaction, b = -1.24, SE = 0.59, Wald χ² = 4.46, p = 0.035, odds ratio (OR) = 0.29, 95% CI [0.090, 0.915]. 

As shown in Figure 5, for low-status-differentiation teams, those that failed (81%) were more likely to add 

the high-status member than those that succeeded (36%; OR = 0.13, SE = 0.06, p < .001). For high-status-

differentiation teams, this difference was weaker and only marginally significant (failure condition: 67%; 

success condition: 48%; OR = 0.46, SE = 0.19, p = 0.064). These results support Hypothesis 9. 

--- Insert Figure 5 about here --- 
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Discussion 

In Study 3, using interactive teams working together in real-time on a decision-making task, we 

replicated our findings on the psychological mechanisms and the role of individual status level in shaping 

the extent to which team members experience status uncertainty after failure. Moreover, in line with prior 

research on cross-level emergence (Chen 2005, Joshi and Knight 2015, Mayo 2022) and group decision-

making (Hollenbeck et al. 1995, 1998, Mesmer-Magnus and DeChurch 2009, Mesmer-Magnus et al. 

2011), the findings suggest that individual team members’ focus on the benefit and cost associated with 

the new member addition shaped the team’s collective decision. 

General Discussion 

 Previous management research that examines team reactions to failure predominantly treats teams 

as closed systems, resulting in a limited understanding of how teams may expand their boundaries to 

transform failures into future successes. We developed hypotheses about how team failures affect 

decisions regarding whether to invite new, high-status members to join the team and how these decisions 

impact subsequent team performance. We theorized that these processes are influenced by a team’s pre-

existing level of status differentiation. Leveraging an archival dataset and two experiments, we found that 

team status differentiation moderated the relationship between team failure and teams’ decisions to invite 

new, high-status members.  

Specifically, while team failure increased the likelihood of adding high-status members in teams 

with low status differentiation, this effect is non-significant (Studies 1 and 2) or only marginally 

significant (Study 3) in teams with high status differentiation. This is because team failure triggers 

members’ uncertainty about their own status, especially among high-status team members. In low-status-

differentiation teams, members are more likely to respond to status uncertainty by focusing on the 

potential benefits of adding new, high-status members for collective performance. In contrast, in high-

status-differentiation teams, members are more likely to respond by focusing on the potential costs of 

adding high-status members to their individual status. Altogether, our findings suggest that while low-

status-differentiation teams can turn failure into success by adding high-status members, high-status-
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differentiation teams are reluctant to do so, to their detriment. 

Theoretical Contributions 

This paper makes several important contributions to the teams and social hierarchy literatures. 

First, we contribute to the teams literature by extending a teams-as-open-systems perspective to illuminate 

how teams respond to failures. Previous research on team reactions to failures tends to treat teams as 

closed systems, focusing on changes in task strategies (Håkonsson et al. 2016) and hierarchical structures 

(To et al. 2022), all within the existing boundaries of the team. While these internal adjustments are 

important, the closed-system perspective inherently limits a team’s recovery capacity to the cognitive and 

technical resources it already possesses. While the teams-as-open-system perspective has gained traction, 

existing research is either “heavily slanted toward member departure” (Li and van Knippenberg 2021, p. 

583) or investigates how teams react to externally appointed new members (Arrow and McGrath 1993, 

Choi and Levine 2004, Hansen and Levine 2009, Nemeth and Ormiston 2007, Ziller et al. 1961, 1962; for 

a review, see Rink et al. 2013). Much of this work has treated membership change as a passive and 

disruptive event, emphasizing the negative consequences, knowledge loss, and cognition friction. 

Although prior work provides valuable insights, these studies ignore the possibility that teams may 

exploit the fluid nature of their membership to import vital external resources after team failure. By 

treating teams as open systems and considering the fluid nature of team membership (Cronin et al. 2011, 

Li and van Knippenberg 2021, Shuffler and Cronin 2019), we extend previous research by identifying the 

addition of high-status members as an effective response to team failure. In so doing, we pave the way for 

future investigations into other effective ways teams can seek out and leverage external resources, 

particularly those involving the use of external human capital, to help them overcome failures.  

Second, previous research on how teams respond to failure implicitly assumes that individual 

members prioritize team performance and behave in ways that contribute to collective goals (e.g., 

Håkonsson et al. 2016, To et al. 2022). This approach to studying teams has produced important insights 

but overlooks potential self-interested concerns among individual members. Indeed, the tension between 

prioritizing collective and self-interested concerns is a major focus of research on teams and collectives 
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(DeShon et al. 2004, Kollock 1998, Pearsall et al. 2010, Ridgeway 2019). In the current work, we 

highlight the potential tradeoffs between collective goals and self-interests by identifying a self-interested 

pathway through which team members respond to failure, one that becomes particularly salient in teams 

with high status differentiation.  

Finally, we contribute to research on hierarchy and performance by highlighting performance as 

both an input and output to hierarchical dynamics in teams. Previous hierarchy research tends to treat 

team performance (or failure) as an outcome of hierarchical differentiation. From the classic discussions 

of the functional account of hierarchies (Anderson and Brown 2010, Halevy et al. 2011) to the empirical 

tests (Hays et al. 2022, Ronay et al. 2012) and the meta-analysis of the hierarchy-performance 

relationship (Greer et al. 2018), researchers have devoted substantial attention to hierarchy’s effect on 

team performance. More recently, research has examined how performance shapes hierarchical 

differentiation, finding that failures make closed-system teams less hierarchical (To et al. 2022). Our 

paper extends prior research by examining the reciprocal relationship between team performance and 

hierarchical dynamics.  

Practical Implications 

This research also offers practical recommendations for teams and organizations. While adding 

high-status members may benefit collective performance, teams with greater status differentiation may be 

reluctant to do so to the extent that members prioritize their individual status standing over collective 

team effectiveness. Teams with greater status differentiation should pay attention to members’ self-

interested motivation to protect their status in the decision-making processes related to adding new 

members (e.g., advertising positions, reviewing applications, and interviewing candidates). These teams 

should try to foster a collective orientation and align team objectives with individual motives. By doing 

so, they may benefit from adding high-status members and improving collective performance, especially 

when they need it the most, such as after team failures. 

For managers considering whether and whom to add to a team, we recommend taking the team’s 

status differentiation into account. Supplemental analysis of Study 1 data indicates that a team’s high 
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status differentiation prior to high-status member addition weakens the positive effect of such addition on 

team performance, suggesting that preexisting status differentiation affects not only whether a team 

decides to add high-status new members, but also the extent to which teams fully realize the performance 

benefits these new members provide. Indeed, teams with high status differentiation may experience 

greater status conflict as a high-status newcomer is integrated into the team. These conflicts may create 

headwinds that partially offset the performance benefits of the new member’s knowledge and 

connections. Therefore, it is crucial to consider the existing status dynamics within a team before adding 

new members, as the same high-status member addition may enhance performance in some teams but fail 

to deliver its full benefits in others. 

For organizations, particularly those involved in tasks requiring frequent experimentation, 

setbacks, and failures, it is crucial to recognize the strategic advantage of designing flatter team structures. 

In addition to the benefits of flatter teams for collaboration and creativity (Thompson 2003, Xu et al. 

2022), these team structures mitigate members’ self-interested concerns about threats to their own status. 

This enables teams to prioritize collective goals and draw on inputs from new, high-status members. 

Organizations should consider adopting flat team structures for tasks that demand adaptive, collective 

problem-solving amid challenges. 

Limitations and Future Directions  

 Despite the benefits of our multimethod package of studies, there are limitations, as in all 

research. First, although teams in our research, particularly in Study 1, had the autonomy to decide on 

membership changes, which is an increasingly common strategy in real-world teams aiming for greater 

project agility and accountability (Retelny et al. 2014, Staats and Upton 2011), we acknowledge that this 

autonomy is not universal to all organizations. Many teams still rely on managers to assign new members. 

However, even in those settings, managers are likely to solicit team members’ suggestions when deciding 

whom to add (Lewis and Russ 2012), and teams may proactively approach managers for permission to 

add a specific new member (Li and Tangirala 2022). Future research should examine how team status 

differentiation influences the suggestions team members offer to managers. 
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Second, although our studies focus on teams’ willingness to add high-status members, member 

addition in the real world likely involves a bidirectional matching process. While teams may seek out and 

invite high-status members, these invited individuals also get to decide whether to join particular teams 

(see preliminary evidence in Supplemental Study 2). Studies 2 and 3 examined the process solely from 

incumbent team members’ perspectives, thereby eliminating the influence of prospective members’ 

acceptance decisions. In the context of Study 1, qualitative interviews with employees at the study site 

confirmed that accepting invitations to join a team was normative, with invited members rarely declining 

invitations or leaving after joining. This suggests that the member additions we observed heavily reflect 

teams’ decisions about whether to seek out new members. This context, therefore, provided an 

appropriate setting to examine teams’ decisions to add new members. Although high-status members’ 

decisions to join teams fall outside our core predictions, Supplemental Study 2 found that they were less 

likely to accept invitations from recently failed than successful teams, regardless of team status 

differentiation. This pattern would make it more difficult to detect our predicted effect in Study 1 that 

failed (as opposed to successful) teams add more high-status members when status differentiation is low, 

suggesting that the archival test is conservative and our findings are robust. Future research should 

investigate both sides of the matching process within a single study to understand how teams’ and 

potential newcomers’ preferences jointly shape team composition. 

Third, given the rapid and continuous nature of collaboration, another feature of the product test 

teams in Study 1 is that many employees work together on multiple teams. This overlap in membership 

can influence new member additions. For example, teams may be more likely to invite new members with 

whom one or more incumbent team members have already worked because those individuals feel more 

accessible. In this way, shared membership may play an important role in determining which high-status 

members are invited, perhaps more so than whether high-status members are invited. Future research 

could explore the role of shared membership and whether it influences which specific high-status 

members are most likely to be invited.  

Additionally, our work focuses on teams’ decisions to add high-status members, but the broader 
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domain of membership change (including member removal and replacement) extends beyond this focus. 

For example, existing members may be removed or replaced because they are seen as sources of team 

failure. Indeed, our supplemental analyses in Study 1 suggest that failure sometimes prompts teams with 

high status differentiation to lose the highest-status members or to add new members with below-average 

status. These patterns may reflect team members’ self-interested, status-protective motives, such as 

placing blame or creating scapegoats, rather than a collective orientation aimed at enhancing performance 

(To et al. 2022). Notably, these two forms of membership change were not associated with performance 

improvements, raising important questions about the unintended consequences of teams’ 

counterproductive responses to failure. Future research could investigate how these different types of 

membership changes coexist and complement each other, such as by examining whether replacing a 

member yields greater performance benefits than simply adding or losing a member. For example, a 

failed team might lose a low-status member and simultaneously add a high-status member, yielding 

greater benefits than either change alone because the removal frees up space for the new member while 

minimizing coordination costs associated with larger team sizes.  

Finally, while our theory focuses on how teams with different levels of status differentiation 

invite high-status members to address failure and improve subsequent performance, future research could 

further explore boundary conditions of the proposed relationships. Research on the “too-much-talent” 

effect (Swaab et al. 2014), which demonstrates that task interdependence determines whether the number 

of high-status members on a team is detrimental or beneficial, may have downstream consequences for 

subsequent performance. Thus, the performance benefits of high-status member addition may depend on 

factors such as the number of high-status members already on the team as well as external factors that 

may disrupt team coordination. 

Conclusion 

 Do teams add high-status members after failure to improve performance? It depends on status 

differentiation within the team. Using a longitudinal, archival dataset of 18,445 performance episodes of 

4,811 product development teams and two pre-registered experiments, we show that status differentiation 
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shapes the effect of failure on teams’ willingness to invite new, high-status members. Team failure 

heightens status uncertainty, especially among high-status incumbent members. In teams with lower 

status differentiation, members respond to this uncertainty by focusing on the potential benefits of adding 

high-status members for improving collective performance. As a result, these teams are more willing to 

invite such new members, and doing so boosts future team performance. In contrast, teams with higher 

status differentiation are more likely to respond to status uncertainty by focusing on the potential threat 

posed by adding high-status members. By highlighting a teams-as-open-systems lens, this paper 

contributes to a richer, more nuanced understanding of how teams can turn failure into success. We 

encourage future research to further investigate this important question.  

Page 96 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



39 
 

References 

Anderson C, Brown CE (2010) The functions and dysfunctions of hierarchy. Res. Organ. Behav. 30:55–

89. 

Anderson C, Hildreth JAD, Howland L (2015) Is the desire for status a fundamental human motive? A 

review of the empirical literature. Psych. Bull. 141(3): 574–601.  

Anderson C, Kilduff GJ (2009) The pursuit of status in social groups. Current Directions Psych. Science 

18(5):295–298. 

Arrow H, McGrath JE (1993) Membership matters: How member change and continuity affect small 

group structure, process, and performance. Small Group Res. 24(3):334–361. 

Audia PG, Locke EA, Smith KG (2000) The paradox of success: An archival and a laboratory study of 

strategic persistence following radical environmental change. Acad. Management J. 43(5):837–

853. 

Balkundi P, Harrison DA (2006) Ties, leaders, and times in teams: Strong inference about network 

structure’s effects on team viability and performance. Acad. Management J. 49(1):49–68. 

Balkundi P, Kilduff M (2006) The ties that lead: A social network approach to leadership. Leadership 

Quart. 17(4):419–439. 

Ballinger GA (2004) Using generalized estimating equations for longitudinal data analysis. Organ. Res. 

Methods 7(2):127–150. 

Barney JB, Wright PM (1998) On becoming a strategic partner: The role of human resources in becoming 

a strategic partner. Human Resource Management 37(1):31–46. 

Baron JN, Pfeffer J (1994) The social psychology of organizations and inequality. Soc. Psych. Quart. 
190–209. 

Bell ST (2007) Deep-level composition variables as predictors of team performance: a meta-analysis. J. 
Appl. Psych. 92(3):595–615. 

Bell ST, Brown SG, Colaneri A, Outland N (2018) Team composition and the ABCs of teamwork. Amer. 
Psychologist 73(4):349-362.  

Bell ST, Villado AJ, Lukasik MA, Belau L, Briggs AL (2011) Getting specific about demographic 

diversity variable and team performance relationships: A meta-analysis. J. Management 

37(3):709–743. 

Bendersky C, Hays NA (2012) Status conflict in groups. Organ. Sci. 23(2):323–340. 

Bendersky C, Pai J (2018) Status dynamics. Annual Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 5:183–199. 

Bird M, Zellweger T (2018) Relational embeddedness and firm growth: Comparing spousal and sibling 

entrepreneurs. Organ. Sci. 29(2):264-283. 

Boeker W (1992) Power and managerial dismissal: Scapegoating at the top. Admin. Sci. Quart. 400-421. 

Boone C, Olffen WV, Witteloostuijn AV (2005) Team locus-of-control composition, leadership structure, 

information acquisition, and financial performance: A business simulation study. Acad. 

Management J. 48(5):889-909. 

Borgatti SP (2005) Centrality and network flow. Soc. Networks 27(1):55-71. 

Cannella Jr AA, Rowe WG (1995) Leader capabilities, succession, and competitive context: A study of 

professional baseball teams. Leadership Quart. 6(1):69–88. 

Cannon MD, Edmondson AC (2001) Confronting failure: Antecedents and consequences of shared 

beliefs about failure in organizational work groups. J. Organ. Behav. 22(2):161–177. 

Chan D (1998) Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different levels of 

analysis: A typology of composition models. J. Appl. Psych. 83(2):234-246. 

Chen G (2005) Newcomer adaptation in teams: Multilevel antecedents and outcomes. Acad. Management 
J. 48(1):101-116. 

Choi HS, Levine JM (2004) Minority influence in work teams: The impact of newcomers. J. Experiment. 

Soc. Psych. 40(2):273–280. 

Choi HS, Thompson L (2005) Old wine in a new bottle: Impact of membership change on group 

creativity. Organ. Behav. Human Decision Processes 98(2):121–132. 

Page 97 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



40 
 

Cooke NJ, Kiekel PA, Salas E, Stout R, Bowers C, Cannon-Bowers J (2003) Measuring team knowledge: 

A window to the cognitive underpinnings of team performance. Group Dynam.: Theory, Res., 

and Practice 7(3):179–199. 

Cronin MA, Weingart LR, Todorova G (2011) Dynamics in groups: Are we there yet? Acad. 

Management Ann. 5(1):571–612. 

Cyert RM, March JG (1963) A behavioral theory of the firm (Prentice Hall, Hoboken). 

De Dreu CK, De Vries NK (2001) Group consensus and minority influence: Implications for innovation 

(Blackwell Publishing, Hoboken). 

DeShon RP, Kozlowski SWJ, Schmidt AM, Milner KR, Wiechmann D (2004) A multiple-goal, 

multilevel model of feedback effects on the regulation of individual and team performance. J. 

Appl. Psych. 89(6): 1035–1056.  

Doyle SP, Lount RB (2023) Rising above vs. falling below: when and why status change affects 

interpersonal helping in workgroups. Organ. Sci. 34(3):1157-1183. 

Fath S, Kay AC (2018) “If hierarchical, then corrupt”: Exploring people’s tendency to associate hierarchy 

with corruption in organizations. Organ. Behav. Human Decision Processes 149:145–164. 

Fiske ST (2010) Interpersonal Stratification: Status, Power, and Subordination. Fiske ST, Gilbert DT, 

Lindzey D, eds. Handbook of Social Psychology (Wiley, Hoboken), 941–982.  

Gamson WA, Scotch NA (1964) Scapegoating in baseball. Amer. J Socio. 70(1):69-72. 

Gemmill G (1989) The dynamics of scapegoating in small groups. Small Group Behav. 20(4):406-418. 

Gilson LL, Mathieu JE, Shalley CE, Ruddy TM (2005) Creativity and standardization: complementary or 

conflicting drivers of team effectiveness? Acad. Management J. 48(3):521–531. 

Google (n.d.) Engineering productivity careers. Accessed September 3, 2025, 

https://landing.google.com/engprod/careers/. 

Gould SJ (2002) The structure of evolutionary theory (Harvard University Press, Cambridge). 

Greer LL, de Jong BA, Schouten ME, Dannals JE (2018) Why and when hierarchy impacts team 

effectiveness: A meta-analytic integration. J. Appl. Psych. 103(6):591–613. 

Greve HR (2003) Organizational learning from performance feedback: A behavioral perspective on 

innovation and change (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge). 

Grijalva E, Maynes TD, Badura KL, Whiting SW (2020) Examining the “I” in team: A longitudinal 

investigation of the influence of team narcissism composition on team outcomes in the NBA. 

Acad. Management J. 63(1):7-33. 

Gupta R (2018) Experimentation is a major focus of data science across Netflix. Netflix Tech Blog. 

Accessed September 3, 2025, https://netflixtechblog.com/experimentation-is-a-major-focus-of-

data-science-across-netflix-f67923f8e985. 

Håkonsson D, Eskildsen JK, Argote L, Mønster D, Burton RM, Obel B (2016) Exploration versus 

exploitation: Emotions and performance as antecedents and consequences of team decisions. 

Strategic Management J. 37(6):985–1001. 

Halevy N, Chou EY, Galinsky AD (2011) A functional model of hierarchy: Why, how, and when vertical 

differentiation enhances group performance. Organ. Psych. Rev. 1(1):32–52. 

Hansen T, Levine JM (2009) Newcomers as change agents: Effects of newcomers' behavioral style and 

teams' performance optimism. Soc. Influence 4(1):46–61. 

Hardy CL, Van Vugt M (2006) Nice guys finish first: The competitive altruism hypothesis. Personality 

Soc. Psych. Bull. 32(10):1402–1413. 

Harrison DA, Klein KJ (2007) What's the difference? Diversity constructs as separation, variety, or 

disparity in organizations. Avcad. Management Rev. 32(4):1199–1228. 

Harrison DA, Mohammed S, McGrath JE, Florey AT, Vanderstoep SW (2003) Time matters in team 

performance: Effects of member familiarity, entrainment, and task discontinuity on speed and 

quality. Personnel Psych. 56(3):633-669. 

Hays NA, Bendersky C (2015) Not all inequality is created equal: Effects of status versus power 

hierarchies on competition for upward mobility. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 108(6):867–882. 

Page 98 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



41 
 

Hays NA, Li H, Yang X, Oh JK, Yu A, Chen YR, Hollenbeck JR, Jamieson BB (2022) A tale of two 

hierarchies: Interactive effects of power differentiation and status differentiation on team 

performance. Organ. Sci. 33(6):2085–2105. 

Henrich J, Gil-White FJ (2001) The evolution of prestige: Freely conferred deference as a mechanism for 

enhancing the benefits of cultural transmission. Evolution Human Beh. 22(3):165–196. 

Hofmann DA, Morgeson FP, Gerras SJ (2003) Climate as a moderator of the relationship between leader-

member exchange and content specific citizenship: Safety climate as an exemplar. J. Appl. Psych. 

88(1):170–178. 

Hollenbeck JR, Ilgen DR, LePine JA, Colquitt JA, Hedlund J (1998) Extending the multilevel theory of 

team decision making: Effects of feedback and experience in hierarchical teams. Acad. 

Management J. 41(3):269-282. 

Hollenbeck JR, Ilgen DR, Sego DJ, Hedlund J, Major DA, Phillips J (1995) Multilevel theory of team 

decision making: Decision performance in teams incorporating distributed expertise. J. Appl. 
Psych. 80(2):292-316. 

Ilgen DR, Hollenbeck JR, Johnson M, Jundt D (2005) Teams in organizations: From input-process-output 

models to IMOI models. Annual Rev. Psych. 56:517–543. 

Joshi A, Knight AP (2015) Who defers to whom and why? Dual pathways linking demographic 

differences and dyadic deference to team effectiveness. Acad. Management J. 58(1):59-84. 

Joshi A, Roh H (2009) The role of context in work team diversity research: A meta-analytic review. Acad. 

Management J. 52(3):599–627. 

Judd CM, McClelland GH (1989) Data analysis: A model comparison approach (Routledge, San Diego). 

Kakkar H, Sivanathan N, Gobel MS (2020) Fall from grace: The role of dominance and prestige in the 

punishment of high-status actors. Acad. Management J. 63(2):530–553. 

Kameda T, Ohtsubo Y, Takezawa M (1997) Centrality in sociocognitive networks and social influence: 

An illustration in a group decision-making context. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 73(2):296–309. 

Kane AA, Argote L, Levine JM (2005) Knowledge transfer between groups via personnel rotation: 

Effects of social identity and knowledge quality. Organ. Behav. Human Decision Processes 

96(1):56–71. 

Kearney AT (1995) The trouble with teams. Economist 61. 

Kim SH, Song H, Valentine MA (2023) Learning in temporary teams: The varying effects of partner 

exposure by team member role. Organ. Sci. 34(1):433-455. 

Kling G, Harvey C, Maclean M (2017) Establishing causal order in longitudinal studies combining binary 

and continuous dependent variables. Organ. Res. Methods 20(4):770–799. 

Kollock P (1998) Social dilemmas: The anatomy of cooperation. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 24(1):183–214.  

Kozlowski SWJ, Klein KJ (2000) A multilevel approach to theory and research in organizations: 

Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. Klein KJ, Kozlowski SWJ, eds. Multilevel theory, 

research and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions (Jossey-

Bass, San Francisco), 3-90. 

Krackhardt D (1996) Social networks and liability of newness. Trends in Organ. Behav. 3:159–173. 

LePine JA (2005) Adaptation of teams in response to unforeseen change: Effects of goal difficulty and 

team composition in terms of cognitive ability and goal orientation. J. Appl. Psych. 90:1153–

1167. 

Levine JM, Choi HS (2004) Impact of personnel turnover on team performance and cognition. Salas E, 

Fiore SM, eds. Team cognition: Understanding the factors that drive process and performance 

(American Psychological Association, Washington DC), 153–176.  

Levine JM, Choi HS, Moreland RL (2003) Newcomer innovation in work teams. Paulus PB, Nijstad BA, 

eds. Group creativity: Innovation through collaboration (Oxford University Press, New York), 

202–224.  

Lewis LK, Russ TL (2012) Soliciting and using input during organizational change initiatives: What are 

practitioners doing. Management Comm. Quart. 26(2):267-294. 

Page 99 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



42 
 

Li AN, Tangirala S (2022) How employees’ voice helps teams remain resilient in the face of exogenous 

change. J. Appl. Psych. 107(4):668-692. 

Li J, van Knippenberg D (2021) The team causes and consequences of team membership change: A 

temporal perspective. Acad. Management Ann. 15(2):577–606. 

Liang KY, Zeger SL (1986) Longitudinal data analysis using generalized linear models. Biometrika 

73(1):13-22. 

Lin N (1999) Social networks and status attainment. Annual Rev. Sociol. 25(1):467–487. 

Liu Y, Song Y, Trainer H, Carter D, Zhou L, Wang Z, Chiang, JTJ (2023) Feeling negative or positive 

about fresh blood? Understanding veterans’ affective reactions toward newcomer entry in teams 

from an affective events perspective. J. Appl. Psych. 108(5):728-749. 

Loch CH, Huberman BA, Stout S (2000) Status competition and performance in work groups. J. Econom. 
Behav. Organ. 43(1):35–55. 

Louis MR (1990) Acculturation in the workplace: Newcomers as lay ethnographers. Schneider B, ed. 

Organizational climate and culture (Jossey-Bass, San Francisco), 85–129. 

Magee JC, Galinsky AD (2008) Social hierarchy: The self‐reinforcing nature of power and status. Acad. 

Management Ann. 2(1):351–398. 

Maidique MA, Zirger B (1984) A study of success and failure in product innovation: the case of the U.S. 

electronics industry. IEEE Trans. Engrg. Management 31:192–204. 

Marks MA, Mathieu JE, Zaccaro SJ (2001) A temporally based framework and taxonomy of team 

processes. Acad. Management Rev. 26(3):356–376. 

Marr JC, Thau S (2014) Falling from great (and not-so-great) heights: How initial status position 

influences performance after status loss. Acad. Management J. 57(1):223-248. 

Mathieu JE, Tannenbaum SI, Donsbach JS, Alliger GM (2014) A review and integration of team 

composition models: Moving toward a dynamic and temporal framework. J. Management 

40(1):130–160. 

Mathieu JE, Wolfson MA, Park S (2018) The evolution of work team research since Hawthorne. Amer. 

Psychologist 73(4):308–321. 

Maynard M, Resick CJ, Cunningham QW, DiRenzo MS (2017) Ch-Ch-Ch-changes: How action phase 

functional leadership, team human capital, and interim vs. permanent leader status impact post-

transition team performance. J. Bus. Psych. 32:575–593. 

Mayo AT (2022) Syncing up: A process model of emergent interdependence in dynamic teams. Admin. 

Sci. Quart. 67(3):821-864. 

Mesmer-Magnus JR, DeChurch LA (2009) Information sharing and team performance: a meta-analysis. 

J. Appl. Psych. 94(2):535-546. 

Mesmer-Magnus JR, DeChurch LA. Jimenez-Rodriguez M, Wildman J, Shuffler M (2011) A meta-

analytic investigation of virtuality and information sharing in teams. Organ. Behav. Human 

Decision Processes 115(2):214-225. 

Molnar A (2019) SMARTRIQS: A simple method allowing real-time respondent interaction in Qualtrics 

surveys. J. Behavioral Exper. Finance 22:161-169. 

Mortensen M, Haas MR (2018) Perspective—Rethinking teams: From bounded membership to dynamic 

participation. Org. Sci. 29(2):341-355. 

Moscovici S (1985) Social influence and conformity. Lindzey G, Aronson E, eds. The Handbook of 

Social Psychology, vol. 2 (Random House, New York), 347–412.  

Nemeth CJ, Ormiston M (2007) Creative idea generation: Harmony versus stimulation. Eur. J. Soc. 

Psych. 37(3):524–535. 

Nemeth C, Owens P (1996) Making work groups more effective: The value of minority dissent. 

Handbook Work Group Psych. 11:125–142. 

Nonaka I, Takeuch H. (1995) The knowledge creating company: How Japanese companies create the 
dynamics of innovation (Oxford University Press, New York). 

Nyberg AJ, Moliterno TP, Hale D, Lepak DP (2014) Resource-based perspectives on unit-level human 

capital: A review and integration. J. Management 40(1):316–346. 

Page 100 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



43 
 

Ostroff C, Kozlowski SW (1992) Organizational socialization as a learning process: The role of 

information acquisition. Personnel Psych. 45(4):849–874. 

Park G, DeShon RP (2010) A multilevel model of minority opinion expression and team decision-making 

effectiveness. J Appl. Psych. 95(5):824-833. 

Pearsall MJ, Christian MS, Ellis APJ (2010) Motivating interdependent teams: Individual rewards, shared 

rewards, or something in between? J. Appl. Psych. 95(1): 183–191.  

Pettit NC, Yong K, Spataro SE (2010) Holding your place: Reactions to the prospect of status gains and 

losses. J. Experiment. Soc. Psych. 46(2):396–401. 

Piezunka H. Schilke O (2023) The dual function of organizational structure: aggregating and shaping 

individuals’ votes. Organ. Sci. 34(5):1914-1937. 

Preacher K, Rucker DD, Hayes AF (2007) Addressing moderated mediation hypotheses: Theory, 

methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate Behav. Res. 42(1):185-227. 

Prislin R, Limbert WM, Bauer E (2000) From majority to minority and vice versa: The asymmetrical 

effects of losing and gaining majority position within a group. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 

79(3):385-397. 

Reh S, Tröster C, Van Quaquebeke N (2018) Keeping (future) rivals down: Temporal social comparison 

predicts coworker social undermining via future status threat and envy. J. Appl. Psych. 

103(4):399–415. 

Retelny D, Robaszkiewicz S, To A, Lasecki WS, Patel J, Rahmati N, Doshi T, Valentine M, Bernstein 

MS (2014) Expert crowdsourcing with flash teams. Proc. 27th Ann. ACM Sympos. User Interface 

Software Tech. 75-85. 

Ridgeway CL (1982) Status in groups: The importance of motivation. Amer. Sociol. Rev.:76–88. 

Ridgeway CL (2019) Understanding the nature of status inequality: Why is it everywhere? Why does it 

matter? Thye SR, Lawler EJ, eds. Advances in Group Processes, vol. 36 (Emerald Publishing), 1–

18.   

Rink F, Kane AA, Ellemers N, van der Vegt G (2013) Team receptivity to newcomers: Five decades of 

evidence and future research themes. Acad. Management Ann. 7(1):247–293. 

Ronay R, Greenaway K, Anicich EM, Galinsky AD (2012) The path to glory is paved with hierarchy: 

When hierarchical differentiation increases group effectiveness. Psych. Sci. 23(6):669–677. 

Shepherd DA, Covin JG, Kuratko DF (2009) Project failure from corporate entrepreneurship: Managing 

the grief process. J. Bus. Venturing 24(6):588-600. 

Shuffler ML, Cronin MA (2019) The challenges of working with “real” teams: Challenges, needs, and 

opportunities. Organ. Psych. Rev. 9(4):211–218. 

Sitkin SB (1992) Learning through failure: the strategy of small losses. Res. Organ. Behav. 14: 231–266. 

Slater D (n.d.) Powering innovation and speed with Amazon’s two-pizza teams. AWS Executive Insights, 

Amazon Web Services. Accessed September 3, 2025, https://aws.amazon.com/executive-

insights/content/amazon-two-pizza-team/. 

Staats BR, Upton DM (2011) Lean knowledge work. Harvard Bus. Rev. Accessed August 20, 2025, 

https://hbr/org/2011/10/lean-knowledge-work/. 

Staw BM (1980) The consequences of turnover. J. Occupational Behav. 1(4):253–273. 

Suls J, Martin R, Wheeler L (2002) Social comparison: Why, with whom, and with what effect? Current 

Directions in Psych. Sci. 11(5): 159–163. 

Swaab RI, Schaerer M, Anicich EM, Ronay R, Galinsky AD (2014) The too-much-talent effect: Team 

interdependence determines when more talent is too much or not enough. Psych. Sci. 25(8):1581-

1591. 

Thompson L (2003) Improving the creativity of organizational work groups. Acad. Management 

Perspectives 17(1):96-109.  

Trainer HM, Jones JM, Pendergraft JG, Maupin CK, Carter DR (2020) Team membership change 

“events”: A review and reconceptualization. Group Organ. Management 45(2):219-251. 

Trow DB (1960) Membership succession and team performance. Human Relations 13(3):259–269. 

Page 101 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



44 
 

To C, Yan TT, Sherf EN (2022) Victorious and Hierarchical: Past Performance as a Determinant of Team 

Hierarchical Differentiation. Organ. Sci. 33(6):2346–2363. 

Tost LP (2011) An integrative model of legitimacy judgments. Acad. Management J. 36(4):686-710. 

Tyler TR, Blader SL (2003) The group engagement model: Procedural justice, social identity, and 

cooperative behavior. Personality Soc. Psych. Rev. 7(4):349–361. 

Weber U, Mummendey A, Waldzus S (2002) Perceived legitimacy of intergroup status differences: Its 

prediction by relative ingroup prototypicality. European J. Soc. Psych. 32(4):449-470. 

Willer R (2009) Groups reward individual sacrifice: The status solution to the collective action problem. 

Amer. Sociol. Rev. 74(1):23–43. 

Woehler M, Floyd TM, Shah N, Marineau JE, Sung W, Grosser TJ, ... Labianca GJ (2021) Turnover 

during a corporate merger: How workplace network change influences staying. J. Appl. Psych. 
106(12):1939-1949. 

Wright SC (1997) Ambiguity, social influence, and collective action: Generating collective protest in 

response to tokenism. Personality Soc. Psych. Bull. 23:1277-1290. 

Wright PM, Boswell WR (2002) Desegregating HRM: A review and synthesis of micro and macro 

human resource management research. J. Management 28(3):247–276. 

Wright SC, Taylor DM, Moghaddam FM (1990) Responding to membership in a disadvantaged group: 

From acceptance to collective protest. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 58:994-1003. 

Xu F, Wu L, Evans J (2022) Flat teams drive scientific innovation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 

119(23):32200827119. 

Yu A, Hays NA, Zhao EY (2019) Development of a bipartite measure of social hierarchy: The perceived 

power and perceived status scales. Organ. Behav. Human Decision Processes 152:84–104. 

Zhao W, Zhou X (2004) Chinese organizations in transition: Changing promotion patterns in the reform 

era. Organ. Sci. 15(2):186-199. 

Ziller RC, Behringer RD, Goodchilds JD (1962) Group creativity under conditions of success or failure 

and variations in group stability. J. Appl. Psych. 46(1):43–49. 

Ziller RC, Behringer RD, Jansen MJ (1961) The newcomer in open and closed groups. J. Appl. Psych. 

45(1):55–58. 

Zyphur MJ, Narayanan J, Koh G, Koh D (2009) Testosterone–status mismatch lowers collective efficacy 

in groups: Evidence from a slope-as-predictor multilevel structural equation model. Organ. 
Behav. Human Decision Processes 110(2):70-79. 

  

Page 102 of 162

https://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/orsc

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

26
00

:1
70

0:
14

b0
:3

cb
f:

f9
44

:5
50

d:
a9

47
:1

38
0]

 o
n 

21
 A

ug
us

t 2
02

6,
 a

t 0
9:

56
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

Published in Organization Science on August 21, 2026 as DOI: 10.1287/orsc.2024.19306.
This article has not been copyedited or formatted. The final version may differ from this version.



45 
 

Table 1. Summary of Hypotheses and Results 

Hypothesis Variables relationships Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 

H1 Team failure → Status uncertainty — Supported Supported 

H2 Team failure × Individual status level → Status uncertainty  — Supported Supported 

H3 Status uncertainty × Team status differentiation → Potential benefit to collective performance 

→ Willingness to add a high-status member 
— Supported Supported 

H4 Team failure → Status uncertainty × Team status differentiation → Potential benefit to 

collective performance → Willingness to add a high-status member 
— Supported Supported 

H5 Status uncertainty × Team status differentiation → Potential cost to individual status → 

Willingness to add a high-status member 
— Supported Supported 

H6 Team failure → Status uncertainty × Team status differentiation → Potential cost to individual 

status → Willingness to add a high-status member 
— Supported Supported 

H7 Slope of the relationship between members’ perceived benefit to collective performance and 

willingness to add a high-status member → Team decision to invite a high-status member 
— — Supported 

H8 Slope of the relationship between members’ perceived cost to individual status and willingness 

to add a high-status member → Team decision to invite a high-status member 
— — Supported 

H9 Team failure × Team status differentiation → Team decision to invite a high-status member Supported — Supported 

H10 Team decision to invite a high-status member → Subsequent team performance Supported — — 

H11 Team failure × Team status differentiation → Team decision to invite a high-status member → 

Subsequent team performance  Supported — — 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations in Study 1   

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Episode N   

1. Team failure   0.04*** -0.03*** -0.02* 0.00 0.08*** 0.07*** 0.13*** -0.55*** 0.00 -0.12*** 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.07*** 0.07*** 

2. Status differentiation  0.00  0.25*** 0.42*** -0.35*** 0.41*** 0.64*** 0.16*** -0.04*** 0.05*** -0.16*** 0.79*** 0.24*** 0.40*** 0.59*** 

3. Team members’ 

mean status 

-0.03*** 0.25***  0.86**** -0.67*** 0.07*** 0.34*** -0.04*** 0.03*** 0.04*** -0.06*** 0.25*** 0.93*** 0.06*** 0.34*** 

4. Status of highest-

status member 

-0.02* 0.42*** 0.86***  -0.58*** 0.19*** 0.59*** -0.08*** -0.02* 0.05*** -0.10*** 0.40*** 0.80*** 0.18*** 0.56*** 

5. Availability of high-

status candidates 
0.00 -0.35*** -0.67*** -0.58***  -0.26*** -0.41*** -0.08*** 0.00 -0.04*** -0.07*** -0.33*** -0.64*** -0.25*** -0.38*** 

6. Team familiarity 0.08*** 0.41*** 0.07*** 0.19*** -0.26***  0.50*** -0.22*** -0.08*** 0.03*** -0.22*** 0.39*** 0.06*** 0.93*** 0.48*** 

7. Team size 0.07*** 0.64*** 0.34*** 0.59*** -0.41*** 0.50***  -0.20*** 0.07*** 0.10*** -0.20*** 0.59*** 0.32*** 0.48*** 0.92*** 

8. Performance criteria 

difficulty 
0.13*** -0.16*** -0.04*** -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.22*** -0.20***  0.12*** -0.01 0.95*** -0.15*** -0.03*** -0.23*** -0.20*** 

Episode N+1 

9. Team performance -0.54*** -0.04*** 0.03*** -0.02* 0.00 -0.08*** -0.07*** -0.12***  0.24*** -0.13*** 0.04*** 0.02** -0.07*** -0.07*** 

10. High-status 

member addition 

0.04* -0.05*** 0.04*** 0.05*** -0.04*** 0.03*** 0.10*** 0.01 0.20***  -0.04** 0.06*** 0.04*** 0.02** 0.05*** 

11. Performance criteria 

difficulty 
-0.12*** -0.16*** -0.06*** -0.10*** -0.07*** -0.22*** -0.20*** 0.95*** -0.13*** 0.00  -0.15*** -0.04*** -0.21*** -0.19*** 

12. Status 

differentiation  

0.04*** 0.79*** 0.25*** 0.40*** -0.33*** 0.39*** 0.59*** -0.15 *** 0.04*** 0.06*** -0.15***  0.26*** 0.40*** 0.64*** 

13. Team members’ 

mean status 

-0.03*** 0.24*** 0.93*** 0.80*** -0.64*** 0.06*** 0.32*** -0.03*** 0.02** 0.04*** -0.04*** 0.26***  0.06*** 0.35*** 

14. Team familiarity 0.08*** 0.40*** 0.06*** 0.18*** -0.25*** 0.93*** 0.48*** -0.23*** -0.07*** 0.02** -0.21*** 0.40*** 0.06***  0.49*** 

15. Team size 0.07*** 0.59*** 0.34*** 0.56*** 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.92*** -0.20*** 0.07*** 0.05*** -0.19*** 0.64*** 0.35*** 0.49***  

M 0.77 0.30 8.37 15.32 453.09 0.17 4.07 0.48 0.87 0.03 0.48 0.87 8.56 0.16 4.34 

SD 0.11 0.54 5.05 12.40 417.44 0.11 1.05 0.05 0.25 0.18 0.05 0.70 5.10 0.11 1.84 

Notes. N = 18,445 performance episodes (of 4,811 teams). Statistics below the diagonal represent variable correlations at the performance episode level (Level 

1); statistics above the diagonal represent variable correlations at the team level (Level 2). * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 3. Generalized Estimation Equation Regressions for Testing Hypotheses 9 and 10 (Study 1) 

 DV = High-status member addition DV = Team 

performance 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Constant -5.28*** 

(0.26) 

-5.56*** 

(0.28) 

-5.37*** 

(0.28) 

4.27*** 

(0.25) 

4.27*** 

(0.25) 

Predictors    

Team failure   0.20 

(0.29) 

0.84† 

(0.13) 

-1.11*** 

(0.07) 

-1.11*** 

(0.07) 
 

Status differentiation   -0.24* 

(0.12) 

-0.10 

(0.17) 

  

Team failure × Status differentiation    -1.30** 
(0.41) 

  

High-status member addition     0.25** 
(0.10) 

Control variables at performance episode N 

Team members’ mean status 76.91* 

(31.19) 

88.18** 

(32.68) 

84.34* 

(40.15) 

  

Status of highest-status member  -38.51** 

(13.93) 

-36.55* 

(14.44) 

-35.25* 

(14.53) 

  

Availability of high-status 

candidates 

-0.001** 

(0.0003) 

-0.001* 

(0.0004) 

-0.001** 

(0.0003) 

  

Team familiarity   0.26 

(0.71) 

-0.44 

(0.78) 

-0.50 

(0.78) 

  

Team size 0.31*** 

(0.03) 

0.33*** 

(0.03) 

0.32*** 

(0.03) 

  

Performance criteria difficulty    0.61 

(0.94) 

0.65 

(0.95) 

Control variables at performance episode N+1 

Performance criteria difficulty    -4.38*** 

(0.07) 

-4.40*** 

(0.97) 

Status differentiation     -0.07 

(0.04) 

-0.07† 

(0.04) 

Team members’ mean status    14.55** 

(5.22) 

15.34** 

(5.23) 

Team familiarity      -0.32* 

(0.22) 

-0.30 

(0.22) 

Team size     0.04* 

(0.02) 

0.04* 

(0.02) 

Degree of freedom 5 7 8 7 8 

Wald χ2 345.22*** 404.98*** 423.19*** 390.79*** 396.33*** 

Deviance 1,763.89 1,606.31 1,601.53 - - 

Notes. N = 18,445 performance episodes (of 4,811 teams). Standard errors are in parentheses. † p < 

0.10. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001. 
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Table 4. Indirect Effects of Team Failure on Subsequent Team Performance via High-Status Member 

Addition at Different Levels of Status Differentiation (Study 1) 

   95% CI 

 Indirect 

effect 

SE Lower Upper 

Low status differentiation (-1 SD) 0.38 0.30 0.029 1.266 

High status differentiation (+1 SD) 0.03 0.13 -0.129  0.469 

Difference   -0.35 0.23 -0.927 -0.025 

Moderated Mediation Index -0.18 0.11 -0.464 -0.012 

Notes. N = 18,445 performance episodes (of 4,811 teams). Significance is evaluated using 5,000 bias-

corrected bootstrap confidence intervals. Effects are considered significant when the 95% confidence 

interval does not include zero. Significant results are bolded. 
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (Study 2) 

  Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Team failure (0 = success, 1 

= failure) 

0.49 0.50             

2. Team status differentiation 

(1 = low, 2 = high) 

1.50 0.50 -0.01            

3. Individual status level (1 = 

low, 2 = high) 

1.50 0.50 -0.02 0.01           

4. Willingness to add a high-

status member 

5.42 1.52 0.09* -0.11** -0.01          

5. Status uncertainty 3.30 1.85 0.37*** 0.05 0.01 0.05 (0.96)        

6. Potential benefit to 

collective performance 

5.69 1.18 0.08* -0.06 0.05 0.60*** 0.00 (0.94)       

7. Potential cost to individual 

status 

4.48 1.55 0.05 0.08* 0.03 -0.14*** 0.20*** 0.02 (0.93)      

8. Team failure manipulation 

check 

3.36 1.80 0.68*** 0.07 -0.06 0.07 0.25*** 0.04 0.09** (0.97)     

  9. Status differentiation 

manipulation check 

4.60 1.73 0.06 0.59*** -0.11** 0.04 0.22*** 0.07* 0.14*** 0.06 (0.97)    

10. Status level manipulation 

check 

4.14 1.50 -0.12*** -0.09* 0.38*** 0.00 0.12** 0.05 0.02 -0.32*** -0.03 (0.96)   

11. Gender (1 = male, 2 = female) 1.49 0.51    0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.01 -0.13***   

12. Age  43.37 13.01 0.00 -0.03 0.03 0.04 -0.12**    0.05 -0.03 -0.02 -0.07 -0.01 0.11**  

13. SES 5.24 1.64 0.03 0.06 -0.05 0.00 0.02 -0.03    0.02 -0.01 0.04 0.12*** -0.08* 0.06 

Notes. N = 783. Alpha reliabilities are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 
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Table 6. Indirect Effects on Willingness to Add a High-Status Member via Potential Benefit to Collective Performance and Potential 

Cost to Individual Status (Studies 2 and 3) 

 Indirect effect Estimate (SE) 95% CI Lower 95% CI Upper 

Study 2    Status uncertainty → Potential benefit to collective performance → Willingness to add a high-status member 

(N = 783)      Low status differentiation  0.06 (0.03)  0.008  0.107 

      High status differentiation -0.05 (0.03) -0.112 0.011 

      Difference -0.11 (0.04) -0.186 -0.029 

   Status uncertainty → Potential cost to individual status → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation -0.02 (0.01) -0.033 -0.002 

      High status differentiation -0.04 (0.01) -0.064 -0.022 

      Difference  -0.03 (0.01) -0.051 -0.005 

   Failure → Status uncertainty → Potential benefit to collective performance → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation  0.08 (0.04)  0.010  0.153 

      High status differentiation -0.07 (0.04) -0.157 0.013 

      Difference -0.15 (0.06) -0.265 -0.042 

   Failure → Status uncertainty → Potential cost to individual status → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation -0.02 (0.01) -0.044 -0.003 

      High status differentiation -0.05 (0.02) -0.086 -0.026 

      Difference -0.03 (0.02) -0.069 -0.007 

Study 3    Status uncertainty → Potential benefit to collective performance → Willingness to add a high-status member 

(N = 666)      Low status differentiation  0.19 (0.03)  0.122  0.245 

      High status differentiation  0.02 (0.05) -0.073  0.141 

      Difference -0.16 (0.06) -0.265 -0.034 

   Status uncertainty → Potential cost to individual status → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation -0.02 (0.02) -0.063  0.014 

      High status differentiation -0.10 (0.03) -0.165 -0.063 

      Difference  -0.08 (0.03) -0.153 -0.030 

   Failure → Status uncertainty → Potential benefit to collective performance → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation  0.18 (0.04)  0.112  0.269 

      High status differentiation  0.01 (0.06) -0.093  0.147 

      Difference  -0.17 (0.07) -0.300 -0.030 

   Failure → Status uncertainty → Potential cost to individual status → Willingness to add a high-status member 

      Low status differentiation -0.04 (0.02) -0.077  0.008 

      High status differentiation -0.12 (0.03) -0.187 -0.070 

      Difference  -0.08 (0.03) -0.162 -0.030 

Notes. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Significance is evaluated using 5,000 bias-corrected bootstrap confidence 

intervals. Effects are considered significant when the 95% confidence interval does not include zero. Significant results are 

bolded.  
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Table 7. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations (Study 3) 

  Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Team level (N = 222) 

1. Team failure (0 = success, 1 = failure) 0.52 0.50         

2. Status differentiation (1 = low, 2 = high) 1.44 0.50 -0.06        

3. Willing to invite a high-status member (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.59 0.49 0.34** -0.03       

4. Team failure manipulation check 3.21 1.37 0.81** -0.13 0.30**      

5. Status differentiation manipulation check 3.89 1.20 0.02 0.57** 0.18** -0.03     

Individual level (N = 666)           

1. Individual status level (1 = low, 2 = high) 1.33 0.47         

2. Willingness to add a high-status member 4.80 2.00 -0.50        

3. Status uncertainty 2.87 1.72 0.09* 0.21** (0.97)      

4. Potential benefit to collective performance 5.43 1.17 -0.05 0.62** 0.17** (0.94)     

5. Potential cost to individual status 4.51 1.52 0.03 -0.25** 0.15** -0.04 (0.94)    

6. Status level manipulation check 4.39 1.16 0.12** 0.02 -0.04 0.08* -0.01 (0.95)   

7. Gender (1 = male, 2 = female) 1.52 0.50 -0.01 0.02 0.003 -0.02 -0.01 -0.09*   

8. Age  42.33 12.50 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.10* 0.04 -0.09* 0.05  

9. SES 4.93 1.76 -0.09* 0.06 -0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.15** -0.01 0.06 

Notes. Alpha reliabilities are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. (two-tailed)
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Table 8. Slope-as-Predictor Models Predicting Team’s Decision for High-Status Member Addition (Study 3) 

Variable Model 1 Mode 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

Constant 7.21*** (1.37) 1.56 (1.88) 0.60 (0.70) 5.62*** (1.08) 2.35 (2.32) 

Predictors      

Slope of the relationship 

between members’ potential 

benefit to collective 

performance and 

willingness to add a high-

status member  

 6.10*** (1.23)   3.43* (1.35) 

Slope of the relationship 

between members’ potential 

cost to individual status and 

willingness to add a high-

status member  

   18.89*** (2.63) 13.34*** (3.14) 

Control variables      

Mean of potential benefit to 

collective performance 

1.40*** (0.25) 1.64*** (0.28)   0.90** (0.33) 

Mean of potential cost to 

individual status 

  -0.05 (0.15) 0.19 (0.19) 0.29 (0.20) 

Deviance 261.56 226.27 300.40 216.00 204.77 

Degree of freedom 220 219 220 219 217 

Pseudo R2 0.22 0.38 0.001 0.43 0.47 

Notes. N = 222 teams. Slopes are estimated using Bayesian methods. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.  

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Notes. Study 1 tests all team-level effects. Studies 2 and 3 test the effects on individual psychological processes and willingness to add a high-

status member. Study 3 also tests the emergent process whereby within-team slopes relating collective performance benefits and individual status 

costs to individuals’ willingness to add a high-status member predict the team’s decision to invite a high-status member (depicted by the dashed 

arrows). 
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Figure 2. Interaction of Team Failure and Status Differentiation on High-Status Member Addition (Study 

1) 

 

  
Notes. * p < 0.05. Error bars denote standard errors.   
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Figure 3. Individual Status Level Moderates the Effect of Team Failure (vs. Success) on Status 

Uncertainty (Studies 2 and 3) 

a) Study 2 (N = 783) 

 

 

 (b) Study 3 (N = 666 participants in 222 teams) 

 

Notes. ***p < 0.001. Error bars denote standard errors.  
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Figure 4. Status Differentiation Moderates the Effect of Team Failure (vs. Success) on Willingness to 

Add a High-Status Member (Study 2) 

 

 

 

Notes. ***p < 0.001. Error bars denote standard errors. 
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Figure 5. Status Differentiation Moderates the Effect of Team Failure (vs. Success) on Team’s Decision 

to Invite a High-Status Member (Study 3) 

 

 

Notes. Nteam = 222. † p < 0.10. ***p < 0.001. Error bars denote standard errors. 
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