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Abstract
Research Summary: Collaboration among employees

is the bedrock of an organization, but we suggest that it
can be undermined by their extra-organizational affilia-
tions. We point to the hidden but common constella-
tion of two coworkers who are also affiliated with
organizations that compete with one another. We
hypothesize that such colleagues collaborate less with
one another when performing on behalf of their shared
employer. Using data from professional soccer, we
provide empirical evidence. We outline implications
for research on extra-organizational affiliations, intra-
organizational collaboration, competition and rivalry,
and social networks.

Managerial Summary: Imagine two soccer players
who play for the same soccer club - but compete
against one another when they perform on behalf of
their national team (i.e., the two players have different
nationalities). We show that the two soccer players col-
laborate less (i.e., play fewer passes to each other) at
their club after encountering each other as opponents
when performing on behalf of their national teams.
This finding in the context of sports has implications
for firms. Managers of the same firm may serve on
boards of directors of companies that compete with
each other, and employees may support political
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parties that compete - eventually hindering internal
collaboration.

KEYWORDS

collaboration, competition, conflict, employee mobility,
multiplexity, rivalry

1 | INTRODUCTION

Collaboration among its employees is the bedrock of an organization. We focus on an organiza-
tional feature that is seemingly unrelated to collaboration but may undermine it: employees’
extra-organizational affiliations. Coworkers' collaboration inside the firm can be hindered if
extra-organizational affiliations make them competitors outside the firm.

Employees often have extra-organizational affiliations. Executives may serve on boards of
other organizations, engineers may participate in standard-setting committees, and software
programmers may moonlight on open-source projects. Extra-organizational affiliations may
also be outside the professional domain: employees may be members of a church, supporters of
a political party, or activists in a social movement. We suggest that such extra-organizational
affiliations may have the unintended side effect of hindering intraorganizational collaboration.

Specifically, we point to a hidden but common constellation: two coworkers have extra-
organizational affiliations with organizations that compete with one another. For example, while
Carol Tome and Marvin Ellison were both C-level executives at Home Depot, Tome was on the
board of UPS and Ellison on the board of its arch-competitor, FedEx. This is not uncommon.
Examining board relationships among S&P 500 companies, we found that in 20% of the cases in
which two members of a company's C-suite were also on other organizations' boards, those two
organizations were competitors. The prevalence of this constellation is easily explained.
Employees of the same company are likely to have a similar profile and are thus likely to be
sought after by similar—and thus often competing—{firms. The constellation is likely even more
common once one also considers affiliations outside the professional domain. For example,
coworkers may be affiliated with rival political parties, churches, or social movements. It is
therefore crucial to understand whether this common constellation undermines
intraorganizational collaboration. We hypothesize that if two coworkers have extra-
organizational affiliations with organizations that compete with one another, it negatively
affects their collaboration.

We suggest the effect to occur if two scope conditions are met. First, the employees identify
strongly with the external organizations with which they are affiliated. Second, the competition
between the two organizations must be intense. Only if both conditions are met the competition
between the two organizations affect the coworkers’ personal relationship.

We test our hypothesis in the context of professional men's soccer. We leverage data from the
top five European leagues and the 2018 World Cup, which is organized by the Fédération Inter-
nationale de Football Association (FIFA). To operationalize our core concept of two coworkers
affiliated with external organizations that compete with one another, we examine soccer players
who play for the same club (e.g., Real Madrid) but for opposing national teams in the 2018 World
Cup. This setting fulfills our two scope conditions: a player's identification with his national team
is high and World Cup competition is intense. Drawing on a difference-in-differences analysis,
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we examine how a player's collaboration with a club teammate changes after they face each other
in the World Cup. As we will demonstrate, players have limited influence on whether they
encounter each other in the World Cup, rendering our treatment quasi-exogenous.

Our results suggest that players who faced a club teammate as a member of an opposing
national team do indeed collaborate less with that teammate in the next season. We demon-
strate the robustness of our results and explore the underlying mechanisms and conditions. We
discuss implications for research on extra-organizational affiliations, intraorganizational collab-
oration, competition and rivalry, and social networks.

2 | HYPOTHESIS

We hypothesize that colleagues' affiliations with external organizations that compete with one
another negatively affect their intraorganizational collaboration with each other. Formally
speaking, if individuals A and B are employed by Organization 1 and if A has an affiliation with
Organization 2 and B has one with Organization 3, we suggest that if Organizations 2 and
3 compete with each other, A and B's collaboration on behalf of Organization 1 will decrease
(see Figure 1). We next articulate the underlying logic.

Our theory builds on an effect well established in a variety of contexts: if two organizations
compete, the interorganizational competitive relationship can spill over to organizational mem-
bers' interpersonal relationships with members of the competing organization (Hewstone
et al., 2002; Sherif et al., 1961). The crux and novelty of our argument is that the affiliations
with competing organizations are due to extra-organizational affiliations and that they can lead
to an adversarial interpersonal relationship among coworkers.

To develop the argument and to specify the mechanisms and scope conditions of how and
when the interorganizational competition between organizations with which two colleagues
have extra-organizational affiliations can translate into an adversarial interpersonal relation-
ship, we draw on the literature on joint affiliations—those in which two individuals are
(or have been) affiliated with the same organization (e.g., colleagues who belong to the same
sports club or attended the same college) (Carnahan et al., 2022; Carnahan & Somaya, 2013;
Gubler, 2019; Gubler & Cooper, 2019; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Sytch & Kim, 2021). This litera-
ture points to identity as a key mechanism to explain how (extra-)organizational affiliations
change interpersonal relationships (Breiger, 1974; Grohsjean et al, 2016; Mael &
Ashforth, 1992; Sytch & Kim, 2021). If people identify with the organization with which they
have an (extra-)organizational affiliation, it affects how they perceive others (Brewer &
Gardner, 1996; Sluss & Ashforth, 2008). Specifically, people perceive a person with whom they
share an organizational affiliation as more similar and as a member of their ingroup
(e.g., recognizing common background, shared interests, aligned goals) and thus as more like-
able (Howard & Rothbart, 1980; Kogut & Zander, 1996; Sytch & Kim, 2021). Coworkers sharing
an extra-organizational affiliation may thus develop an additional relationship with positive
valence; for example, they are not just colleagues, but also fellow alumni. As a result, they have

We calculated the percentage by combining information on all executives of all S&P 500 companies between 2000 and
2020 from Compustat's Execucomp database with data on board membership in S&P 500 companies for the same period
from the BoardEx-North America database. We created all possible dyads of executives who were part of the same
C-suite in the same year. We then identified for each dyad of executives whether they also served on the boards of
competing S&P 500 companies. We define two firms as competitors if they belong to the same industry defined by the
SIC code.
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FIGURE 1 Schematic illustration of two employees’ extra-organizational affiliations with competing
organizations.

a multiplex relationship and the additional relationship anchored in the joint extra-
organizational affiliation spills over—positively affecting their other interactions.

The same logic may apply to the constellation we theorize about, but with the opposite
effect. If two colleagues are affiliated with external organizations that compete with each other,
it may negatively affect how they perceive each other—still as colleagues but also as outgroup
members and competitors. Thus, instead of having a uniplex relationship of positive valence—
that is, a purely collegial relationship—they now have a bivalent multiplex relationship.

We suggest two important scope conditions for this change in colleagues’ perception of each
other and the emergence of a parallel adversarial relationship: identification and competition.
First, while employees often identify with organizations to which they belong (Ashforth
et al., 2008; Kogut & Zander, 1996), an employee must identify quite strongly with the organiza-
tion with which he or she has an extra-organizational affiliation to let the competition it faces
affect his or her personal relationships. Second, the competition between the organizations with
which the colleagues are affiliated must be intense (e.g., zero-sum). Otherwise, it will have only
a limited impact on the external organization with which the focal colleague is affiliated and
will be unlikely to affect the colleagues’ interpersonal relationship.

Building on research on multiplexity (Ertug et al., 2023; Ferriani et al., 2013; Ingram, 2023;
Ingram & Roberts, 2000; Kuwabara et al., 2010; Li & Piezunka, 2020), we suggest that the adver-
sarial relationship negatively affects the collegial relationship by impeding the individuals’ will-
ingness to collaborate at work. While research has often focused on positive spillovers
(e.g., family or friendship ties facilitating business interactions) (Ingram & Roberts, 2000;
Uzzi, 1996), the potential for negative spillover has recently come under scrutiny (Durand
et al., 2024; Kuwabara, 2011; Operti et al., 2020; Thatchenkery & Piezunka, 2024). Building on
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this proposition, we suggest that the adversarial relationship that results from the colleagues’
extra-organizational affiliations with organizations that compete with one another harms their
collaboration. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis. Colleagues’ extra-organizational affiliations with organizations that
compete with one another reduce their intraorganizational collaboration.

3 | METHODS
3.1 | Empirical setting

Testing our theory requires a (quasi-)exogenous assignment of the treatment as well as detailed
information on employees' collaboration. This is challenging, as both competition and
employees' extra-organizational affiliations are typically endogenous and interpersonal collabo-
ration is seldom well documented. We did, however, find such a setting—professional men's
soccer. A rich literature has leveraged the granular data available on professional sports to study
collaboration and competition (Bothner et al., 2007; Fonti et al, 2023; Gaessler &
Piezunka, 2023; Grohsjean et al., 2024; Operti et al., 2020; Piezunka et al., 2018; Ross &
Sharapov, 2015; Willer et al., 2012). Professional soccer, in particular, is an established setting
for management research (e.g., Carlsson-Wall et al., 2024; Glennon et al.,, 2022; Greve
et al., 2020; Moliterno et al., 2014; Silberzahn et al., 2018).

We study collaboration among teammates (i.e., colleagues) in soccer clubs (i.e., their
employers) in the top five European men's soccer leagues. There are 20 clubs in the English,
French, Italian, and Spanish leagues and 18 in the German Bundesliga (e.g., Manchester
United, Paris Saint German, Juventus Turin, Real Madrid, and V{B Stuttgart). To determine the
seasonal league champion, each club plays the others twice, once at their home stadium and
once at their opponent's stadium, yielding 306 matches per season in the German Bundesliga
and 380 in the other leagues combined. Matches for all leagues take place between August
and May.

While players are employees of their clubs, they can have extra-organizational affiliations if
nominated for their national team in tournaments like the World Cup. The 2018 tournament
took place in Russia between June 14 and July 15, with 32 national teams participating. All
teams but Russia qualified for participation by succeeding in the World Cup qualification.
Russia, as the host nation, qualified automatically. The tournament consisted of a group stage
and a knockout stage, with 64 matches in total. In the group stage, teams were divided into
eight groups of four teams each. FIFA hosted an event on December 1, 2017, in which the
groups were determined by a random draw. Teams in each group played one another once.
Each team, therefore, played three matches in the group stage, at the end of which the top two
teams from each group advanced to the knockout stage to compete in single-elimination
matches. Figure 2 shows a timeline of the events.

3.2 | Data

Our primary data source was data from the sports analytics company Wyscout on all clubs in
the top five European men's soccer leagues for the seasons 2017/18 and 2018/19. At the match
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FIGURE 2 Timing of events.

level, the data include information such as the teams, result, referee, and stadium as well as a
time-coded feed of all events for each of the 3652 matches played in the two seasons in the five
leagues. Events include goals, shots on goal, fouls, and—key for us because they represent
collaboration—passes. The data also include team-level information on coaches and players
and player-level performance metrics and career data.’

We use Wyscout data to determine teammates' affiliations with national teams in the 2018
World Cup. These data entail time-coded match-level information on all players and events in
the 64 matches and team-level information such as coaches and match squads.

3.3 | Sample construction and unit of analysis

In line with prior research, we operationalize collaboration by studying passes between team-
mates (Day et al., 2012; Grohsjean et al., 2024; Morales et al., 2022). We distinguish passes from
player A to player B (A — B) from passes from player B to player A (B — A). Relying on
directed dyads allows us to account for differences in two players' level of collaboration and to
capture asymmetries within a dyad; for example, in terms of identification with the national
team. Our sample, therefore, contains observations for each directed dyad of club teammates
who were on the field in a match at the same time. To compare the passing behavior among
teammates in the season before the 2018 World Cup (2017/18) and the season after (2018/19),
we keep in our sample only those dyads that played on the same team in both seasons. We fur-
ther eliminated dyads that included a goalkeeper as either pass giver or pass receiver (see Model
1 in Table Al in the Online Appendix for robustness).

*We cross-validated a subsample of our data on all matches in the Premier League in our two seasons with match-level
data from the British sports analytics company Opta Sports. Pairwise correlations greater than .99 of key match-level
data such as goals, shots on goal, fouls, and passes confirm the high quality of our data.
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3.4 | Empirical specification and variables

Using a difference-in-differences design, we compare changes in the number of passes across
two consecutive seasons between treated dyads—teammates who competed against each other
on opposing national teams in the 2018 World Cup—and untreated dyads—teammates who
played in the World Cup on different national teams that did not play against each other. We
divide our sample into pre- and post-World Cup seasons: 2017/18 and 2018/19. Our difference-
in-differences estimation takes the following form:

(I) Collaboration;; = o + 1 Post World Cup, + f, Competing extra-organizational
affiliations; X Post World Cup, + X;, + y; + A. + e, where Collaboration;, equals the number of
successful passes from player A to player B in directed dyad i in match t. Although players'
roles, their playing position, and match tactics may influence passing behavior, players still
have agency with respect to whom to pass to. Consequently, measuring the number of times a
player passes the ball to a teammate captures well his willingness to collaborate (Day
et al., 2012; Morales et al., 2022).

B2, the coefficient of interest, is the interaction term between Competing extra-organizational
affiliations;, which equals 1 if the players of dyad i faced each other on the field during the 2018
World Cup, and Post World Cup,, which equals 1 if the focal match took place after the World Cup.

We include a set of dyad-level controls X;, a fixed effect for the dyad (y;), and a set of
dummy variables for the effect of the coach on a team (4.). Since our model includes dyad fixed
effects and our treatment is at the dyad level, the variable Competing extra-organizational affili-
ations is omitted. The vector of dyad-level controls X;; includes the number of minutes a dyad
played together in a match (Dyad’s joint minutes in the match), as teammates who spend more
time together on the field have more opportunities to pass to each other, and a dummy variable
Dyad's team plays at home, which equals 1 when the dyad's team played in their home stadium,
as research has found playing at home associated with more passes (Greve et al., 2020). The
dyad fixed effects y; allow us to control for unobserved time-invariant dyad characteristics
(e.g., joint attendance of a youth soccer academy, compatibility in playing styles, and similarity
in talent). Our analysis thus captures within-dyad variation over time. As teams may change
their coach during our observation period, we include a set of coach-team dummy variables to
capture differences in a team's playing style under a specific coach (Moliterno et al., 2014).

We choose ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions with multiple fixed effects (i.e., dyad
and coach-team fixed effects). As the underlying variation in our treatment comes from player
nationality, we two-way cluster our standard errors by the home country of the pass-giving and
pass-receiving players (Abadie et al., 2023). We run all regressions using the reghdfe command
in Stata 18 (Correia, 2014).

3.5 | Treatment and control groups

Our treatment group includes 142 dyads in which the pass giver and pass receiver were team-
mates in 2017/18 and 2018/19 but faced each other in the 2018 World Cup. For example, in sea-
sons 2017/18 and 2018/19, Lionel Messi and Ivan Rakiti¢ both played for Spanish league club
FC Barcelona, yet at the 2018 World Cup, Messi, playing for Argentina, faced Rakiti¢, playing
for Croatia. A general challenge in testing the effect of extra-organizational affiliations on
intraorganizational collaboration (or other outcomes, for that matter) is that people typically
self-select and/or are selected into (extra-)organizational affiliations, rendering the treatment

35UB17 SUOWILWLOD) dAIIERID 3|l |dde ay) Aq pousenob afe sapiLe YO ‘9sn JO Sa|nJ 104 Akeig i auljuQ 43I UO (SUO L PUOD-PUR-SLULBY WD A3 | 1M Ae.q 1 Ul UO//:SA1Y) SUOIPUOD pue SW 1 8Y)38S *[7202/0T/TT] uo Areiqiautiuo A8|IM ‘oue|iAl 1u0300g BISIBAIUN Aq 299€ [WS/200T OT/I0p/0d" A8 1M Azeiq 1pu1|uo//:Sdiy WOy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9920.60T



8 WI LEY_ SMS | Strategic Management Journal GROHSJEAN Er AL.

endogenous (Hurst et al., 2024; Park et al., 2024). In our setting, however, the selection into
treatment is quasi-exogenous. Whether two players encounter each other in the World Cup is
largely outside their control and partly due to chance.

There are three reasons for this. First, the pass giver and pass receiver must be nominated
by their national team coaches both for the World Cup and for the specific Cup game in which
they encounter each other. Although individual players can increase their own efforts to be
nominated for a national team, they have little influence over whether their club teammates are
nominated for national teams. Second, the national teams of both players need to qualify for
the World Cup. While individual players can obviously help, an individual player's performance
is not sufficient to send a team to the World Cup. Certainly, a player has no influence on
whether his club teammates’ national teams qualify. Third, whether two national teams face
each other in the tournament is, in part, based on random draws by FIFA.? Hence, even if
players have agency in whether they participate in the World Cup or play in a match, they have
no influence against whom they play.

We compare the passing behavior of players in the treatment group against a default control
group of 842 dyads in which (a) both players were teammates in 2017/18 and 2018/19 and
(b) both players participated in the World Cup, but (c) their national teams did not play each
other (e.g., because they were selected into different groups in the group stage and never made
it to the knockout stage). For example, in seasons 2017/18 and 2018/19, Toni Kroos and Sergio
Ramos were teammates in Spanish league club Real Madrid. Although both played in the
World Cup—Kroos for Germany and Ramos for Spain—their teams never played each other.
So, each player in the control group has an extra-organizational affiliation with a national team
competing for the World Cup, but the organizations do not compete directly against one
another.

We constructed our control group in this way for several reasons. First, as players in the
treatment and control group are all members of national teams, they are more likely to be simi-
lar in ability.* Second, only including in the control group dyads of players who played in the
World Cup helps minimize the plausibility of alternative explanations. One might, for example,
argue that players increase their effort and pass more often before the World Cup to increase
their chance of being nominated for the national team or that players are tired after the World
Cup and consequently pass less often.” Third, the construction of our control group renders our

3The process was as follows: All 32 teams were divided into four pots of eight, with one team selected from each pot to
form a group in the World Cup. Pots were determined by each national team's October FIFA World ranking, ranging
from the highest-ranked teams (Pot 1) to the lowest (Pot 4). Hence, while teams could, in theory, influence the pot to
which they were allocated (e.g., by performing well), actual encounters at the group stage were the result of a random
draw. Further, if teams were able to master the group stage (ending up either first or second place in their group), in the
following round of 16 matches they faced runner-up teams from other groups. This process assures that teams cannot
influence whom they will face at the knockout stage (e.g., by intentionally performing worse), given that all
participating teams are incentivized to give it their all to end up first in their group.

“Using player ratings provided by the Guardian (Christenson, 2018) for every player in the 2018 World Cup as a proxy
for players' performance reveals that players in the treatment and control groups are indeed comparable. The average
rating is 6.3 for the treatment group and 6.1 for the control group.

>We also examined whether the players in the treatment and control groups played a comparable number of games in
the World Cup; otherwise, there may still be a difference in terms of tiredness. They do indeed play a comparable
number of games in the World Cup: an average of 5.78 for players in the treatment group and 5.64 for players in the
control group. We also run a robustness check in which we only include pass givers and pass receivers who were in the
starting 11 in the match, with results similar to our main results, as shown in Model 2 in Table Al in the Online
Appendix.
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test rather conservative; even if the two teams with which the focal players in the control
group are affiliated did not play each other, they still competed indirectly in striving to win
the World Cup. Our results are best interpreted as capturing the effect of direct versus indi-
rect interorganizational competition, where both teams want to win the World Cup but do
not play each other for it. Finally, given that players in the treatment and control group are
only those who played in the World Cup, the assignment of dyads to treatment or control
groups is quasi-exogeneous, being in part a consequence of the random draws by FIFA.
Taken together, we see that the control group is composed of highly comparable player
dyads where the main difference is the concept of interest and an important scope condition
of our theory: whether two players in a dyad are (also) affiliated with two organizations that
compete with one another.

4 | RESULTS

Table 1 shows the summary statistics for our treatment and control groups and Table 2
reports the results of our difference-in-differences analysis on the main effect. Models 1 and
2 show our main results without and with control variables, respectively. In line with our
hypothesis, we find in both specifications—as indicated by the negative coefficient of the
interaction term—that having extra-organizational affiliations with organizations that com-
pete with one another negatively affects intraorganizational collaboration in the post-Cup
season (ff = —.376 and p-value = .009 in Model 1; f = —.312 and p-value = .000 in Model 2).
The effect is substantial: the average number of passes between treated players in the post-
Cup season drops by about 11%.

To check the validity of our empirical design, we conducted an event study to investigate
whether the trends before treatment were similar for the treatment and control group. The
results are visualized in Figure 3, which shows the point estimates and the 90% confidence
intervals of the average mean differences in the monthly number of passes between mem-
bers of our treated and control groups. The dotted line indicates May 2018—the last month
before the World Cup. While the point estimate for April 2018 is slightly below zero (p-
value <.085), all others in the pre-Cup period are statistically indistinguishable from zero,
providing some support for the parallel trends assumption of our difference-in-differences
model.®

Following prior research (Mora Villarrubia & Reggio, 2012), we ran a fully flexible model
testing whether our pretreatment coefficients jointly differ from zero (Stata command dqd). The
p-value for our dependent variable Collaboration is .77, indicating that our treatment and con-
trol groups have common pretreatment dynamics and present no violation of the parallel trends
assumption.

In line with prior research (Choudhury et al., 2024), we also conducted a sensitivity analysis
of the event study, using an approach, suggested by Rambachan and Roth (2023), with bounds
on relative magnitudes (Stata command honestdid). The results, shown in Figure 4, indicate

50ur event study shows that the effect is quite long-lasting. There are several potential reasons. It could be that the
adjustment in people's perception is long-lasting; club teammates who have encountered each other on opposing
national teams may recategorize the other person and their relationship (e.g., from a relationship of positive valence
with a colleague to an adversarial relationship with a competitor). It is also plausible that the change in perception is
short-lived, but the members of the dyad develop routines which are based on their changed perceptions (Aime

et al., 2010; Chen & Garg, 2018) but then outlast them.
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TABLE 1 Summary statistics for treatment and control group across both seasons.
Treatment group Control group
(N = 4912) (N = 29,678)
Variable Mean SD Mean SD p-Value
Number of passes 3.17 3.90 3.84 4.42 .000
Post World Cup 0.46 0.50 0.46 0.50 .264
Dyad’s joint minutes in the match  69.87 30.41 69.00 30.30 .062
Dyad's team plays at home 0.48 0.50 0.50 0.50 .034

that the breakdown value for the significant effect on Collaboration is M = 1.0, implying that
our results are robust enough to allow for posttreatment violations of parallel trends up to the
maximum violation in the pretreatment period.

Although the event study suggests that the pre-Cup trends are similar for the treatment and
control groups, we can theoretically expect that some of the treatment group—players on
national teams scheduled to encounter each other in the announced group-stage matches—
may already change their behavior after the group stage announcement on December 1, 2017.
We investigate this further as part of the robustness checks.

4.1 | Robustness: Statistical model

To probe the robustness of our statistical model, we replace the OLS model with a Poisson
pseudo-maximum likelihood (PPML) model, which is particularly useful in models with posi-
tive count outcome variables, such as the number of passes (Greene, 2008). We run the PPML
regression with dyad fixed effects and team-coach dummies and cluster the standard errors by
the home country of the pass giver and pass receiver. As different dyads do not spend the same
amount of time in a match, we use the variable Dyad’s joint minutes in the match as an exposure
parameter. To run the analysis, we use the ppmlhdfe command in Stata 18 (Correia
et al., 2020). In line with the results for the OLS regressions, the coefficient of interest is nega-
tive (f = —.077 and p-value = .001 in Model 3), indicating the robustness of our results to an
alternative estimation technique.

4.2 | Robustness: Control group

Although our default treatment and control groups have the outlined advantages, they come
with the risk that we might overestimate our effect if there is a substitution effect between
them. As some pass givers are in both groups, they could substitute the passes to a pass receiver
in the treatment group with passes to a pass receiver in the control group.” Our estimated effect
might then be driven not only by a reduction in collaboration within treated dyads but also by
an increase in collaboration within control dyads. Put differently, if such a substitution
occurred, we would have the problem that the control group would also receive treatment but

"We thank the reviewer for highlighting these possibilities and helping us render our results robust.
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FIGURE 3 Event study plot. Graph shows the point estimates and the 90% confidence intervals of the
average mean differences of the number of passes between treated and control groups at the month level. Dotted
line indicates month in which the World Cup took place.
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FIGURE 4 Sensitivity analysis for posttreatment parallel trends.

in the other direction, which would result in an overestimation of our effect. We therefore run
an additional test comparing our treatment group with an alternative control group of 10,981
dyads in which neither the pass giver nor the pass receiver played in the 2018 World Cup. Con-
sistent with the default analysis, the coefficient of the interaction term is again negative
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(B = —.407 and p-value = .001 in Model 4).® The comparable effect size also increases confi-
dence in the precision of the point estimate of our default analysis. Beyond addressing the spe-
cific issue of overestimating the effect of reduced collaboration, this result also suggests that our
results are not sensitive to a chosen control group.

4.3 | Robustness: Asymmetric dyads

We also probe our results’ robustness with respect to our conceptualization of collaboration.
While our default analysis distinguishes the number of A — B passes from the number of
B — A passes, we further test our theory using nondirected dyads (i.e., the dyad is counted
once and all passes aggregated). In line with our results for directed dyads, we consistently
find a negative coefficient of the interaction term (f = —.606 and p-value = .001 in Model 5).

4.4 | Robustness: Placebo tests

To further strengthen identification, we ran a placebo test in which we (a) randomly assigned
treatment dates and (b) randomly allocated dyads to the treatment and control groups. We
reran the specification 5000 times and found that the average of all placebo estimates does not
statistically differ from zero. In fact, at p = .05, only .058% of our randomly generated estimates
are significantly smaller than zero. This result further supports our evidence that players' extra-
organizational affiliations with national teams that compete with one another negatively influ-
ence subsequent intraorganizational collaboration.

4.5 | Robustness: Alternative treatment—Group-stage announcement

In our default analysis, we tested whether players' collaboration changed after they played each
other in the World Cup. Alternatively, we leveraged the announcement of the group stage (for
further details, see the section on treatment and control groups and footnote 11). Since the
announcement was made on December 1, 2017, it was already known during the 2017/18 sea-
son which national teams would play each other in the group stage of the World Cup. Even if
players do not yet know whether they and their club teammates will be nominated to play in
the World Cup—that is announced later—they may nevertheless form expectations of which of
their club teammates they might end up playing against in the group stage. We therefore lever-
age the group-stage announcement as an alternative treatment that lets us address limitations
of our default analysis® and informs our analysis of the mechanisms behind the effect.

8We further explored this problem by running a regression in which we only keep our default control group in the
sample and check the coefficient of the post-Cup dummy. Were the suggested substitution effect to exist, the coefficient
of the post-Cup dummy would be positive. However, as shown in Model 1 in Table A2 in the Online Appendix, it is
statistically indistinguishable from zero (f = .018 and p-value = .793).

First, doing so allows us to render our analysis robust to concerns of selection bias, as restricting our analysis to the
2017/18 season allows us to capture changes in the collaboration of all dyads, even those that we drop from our default
analysis if at least one of the players leaves his club team after the World Cup. Second, it allows us to address a
limitation of our default analysis that the group-stage announcement already reveals to a certain degree who will be in
the treatment and who will be in the control condition. We thank the reviewer for highlighting these possibilities and
helping us render our results robust.
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We replace the Post World Cup dummy used in the default analysis with a Post group-stage
announcement dummy which equals 1 if the game between two clubs takes place after the
group-stage announcement. Moreover, we examine in this analysis the passing behavior of
players during the 2017/18 season and divide this season into a period before and after the
group-stage announcement.

Table 3 shows the results. In Model 1, we compare the behavior of all dyads that are at risk
to directly compete against each other in the group stage of the World Cup to the behavior of
dyads that are not (i.e., the control group). In line with our hypothesis and main results, we find
a negative coefficient of the interaction term Expected direct group-stage competitors X Post
group-stage announcement (f = —.346 and p-value = .010 in Model 1), indicating that players
who expect to compete against each other in the group stage pass to each other less often after
the announcement. '’

Overall, this analysis reveals that while our default treatment group did not change its col-
laboration behavior before the World Cup, those dyads that expected to compete against each
other in the group stage already passed to each other less often after the announcement and
thus before the World Cup.

4.6 | Mechanism: Identity

Building upon prior work, we theorized identity to be a key mechanism and boundary
condition underlying our hypothesis. We suggested that the two colleagues need to
strongly identify with the external organizations to which they are affiliated so that
the competition between those organizations affects the colleagues' relationship. In the
following, we investigate whether our effect is indeed stronger if players identify
more strongly with the national team on which they play. We present the corresponding
results in Models 1-5 in Table 4. We construct the binary variable Identification with the
extra-organizational affiliation, which equals 1 if the pass giver in the dyad has a strong
identification and 0 otherwise. We use four proxies related to identification to construct this
variable.

For our first proxy, we leverage our knowledge that some players in our treatment
group have single citizenship while others have multiple citizenship. Research suggests
that dual citizenship lowers national identification (Glazer, 2010), which, in our setting,
translates into a decrease in a player's identification with his national team. Players
with single citizenship are held to identify, on average, more strongly with their
national team. We test this idea by splitting our treatment group into two groups and
comparing dyads in which the pass giver has single citizenship (Identification with the
extra-organizational affiliation equals 1) with dyads in which the pass giver has

1%We further run an analysis that includes all dyads in the treatment group that competed directly against each other
either in the group stage or in the knockout stage in the World Cup and compares them to all dyads that did not. The
coefficient of the interaction term Expected World Cup competitors X Post group-stage announcement is indistinguishable
from zero (# = —.025 and p-value = .824 in Model 2), suggesting that dyads who will directly compete against each
other in the World Cup do not, on average, change their behavior before the World Cup, even after the group-stage
announcement. The fact that we do not find a change in behavior for the treatment group that is most similar to the
treatment group in the default analysis further supports the assumption behind our default analysis that the trends
before the World Cup are similar for the treatment and control groups.
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TABLE 3 Exploring the announcement effect.
Model 1 Model 2
Expected direct group-stage competitors X Post group-stage announcement —0.346
[.010]
Expected World Cup competitors X Post group-stage announcement —0.025
[.824]
Post group-stage announcement 0.238 0.239
[.009] [.010]
Dyad's joint minutes in the match 0.051 0.052
[.000] [.000]
Dyad's team plays at home 0.193 0.212
[.000] [.000]
Constant —0.180 —-0.239
[.394] [.228]
Dyad FE Yes Yes
Coach-team FE Yes Yes
Observations 24,512 26,932
Adjusted R-squared A72 471

Note: All models show OLS regressions with dyad and coach-team fixed effects. Standards errors are clustered by the home
country of the pass giver and pass receiver. Exact p values are reported in brackets.

multiple citizenship (Identification with the extra-organizational affiliation equals 0)."'
In line with our idea, we find a negative coefficient of the interaction term (f = —.550 and
p-value = .002 in Model 1), indicating that the suggested effect is stronger for players with a
single citizenship.'?

As an alternative operationalization of identification, we examine how long players had
lived in the country for which they played, reasoning that they would identify more with the
national team the longer they had lived in the country. We split our treatment group into two
groups and compared dyads in which the pass giver had lived in the country for above the
median time (Identification with the extra-organizational affiliation equals 1) with dyads in
which the pass giver had lived in the country less than the median time (Identification with the
extra-organizational affiliation equals 0). Again, we find a negative coefficient of the interaction
term, suggesting that players who have lived longer in the country of their national team pass

HRoughly, 33% of players in our sample have dual citizenship. This is a higher share than in the average population.
The reason is that national teams specifically target high-performing players whose current citizenship is with a
different country, but who may be eligible to a dual citizenship—allowing them to perform on behalf of the other
national team. The underlying process fits our theoretical mechanism, as such an “adopted nationality” is less likely to
be a source of strong identification than a first nationality.

2To rule out multiple citizenship being correlated with player quality, we correlated a dummy variable indicating
multiple citizenship with a player's quality. We use two variables to measure a player's quality: his market value at the
time of the World Cup and the rating for his performance in the World Cup (Christenson, 2018). The pairwise
correlation between multiple citizenship and market value at the time of the World Cup is .09 and the pairwise
correlation between multiple citizenship and rating is .04. Hence, the correlation between a player's quality and his
multiple citizenship is very low.
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less often to club teammates against whom they played in the World Cup after the tournament
than they did before it (f = —.248 and p-value = .096 in Model 2).

We also proxy identification with the national team by a player's social media activity dur-
ing the World Cup—specifically, activity on Twitter (now X). Social media activity is a common
way for actors (including athletes) to garner attention, seek acclaim, or evoke approval for their
organizations' and their own activities (Durand et al., 2024; Heavey et al., 2020). We assume
that players who mention their national team more often in their tweets identify more strongly
with it. We investigate this by dividing our treatment group into dyads in which the pass giver
tweets about his national team above the median amount (Identification with the extra-
organizational affiliation equals 1) and dyads in which the pass giver does not (Identification
with the extra-organizational affiliation equals 0). As shown in Model 3 in Table 4, we again find
a negative coefficient of the interaction term, suggesting that players who tweet more about
their national team pass less often to club teammates against whom they played in the World
Cup after the tournament than they did before it ( = —.825 and p-value = .059 in Model 3).

For our last proxy, we reasoned that players with children may identify more strongly with the
national team. Like any parent, soccer players may seek to build a legacy (Erikson, 1964), which
may influence their behavior (Dahl et al., 2012). Winning an international tournament with the
national team is often seen as important for building such a legacy. Model 4 therefore tests whether
the effect of competing extra-organizational affiliations is stronger for players who have at least one
child. We manually collected the information on players’ children from online resources including
Wikipedia, newspapers, club websites, fan magazines, and players' social media channels. While
some players or their partners had pictures with a newborn in their social media channels, we
sometimes had to figure out the birthday; for example, by counting the candles on the birthday
cake. To cross-validate the collected information, two author worked independently on the task.
We split our treatment group into dyads in which the pass giver has at least one child (Identification
with the extra-organizational affiliation equals 1) and dyads in which the pass giver has no child
(Identification with the extra-organizational affiliation equals 0). Although the coefficient of the inter-
action term points in the right direction, it is not statistically different from zero (# = —.207 and p-
value = .193 in Model 4). However, the coefficient becomes negative (# = —.360 and p-value = .074)
if we compare dyads in which the pass giver has at least one son with dyads in which he does not.

Finally, our effect should be stronger if players directly encountered a club teammate as a
direct opponent in a World Cup match. Encountering a coworker in a competitive activity
heightens one's categorization of that coworker as an outgroup member and as a competitor
whose identity conflicts with one's own. To investigate this, we compare our treatment group
from the default analysis (i.e., all dyads that competed directly against each other in the World
Cup) with an alternative control group of dyads whose teams played each other in the
World Cup although the focal players themselves were not together on the field (e.g., one was
injured or benched). Thus, the only difference between dyads in the treatment and control
groups is that the former encountered each other on the field while the latter did not. In line
with our suggested mechanism, we find a negative effect of in-person encounters on players'
subsequent collaborative behavior ( = —.382 and p-value = .001 in Model 5)."

3We also examined whether our suggested effect is stronger when the World Cup encounter was physically more
intense. Specifically, we examine the effect of (a) two players directly competing for the ball and (b) a foul play between
them, either of which puts them in very close physical proximity. Overall, our analysis reveals that physically more-
intense interactions on the field do not strengthen our effect. We show the results in Table A3 in the Online Appendix.
We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
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5 | DISCUSSION

We suggest that the outlined findings shed light on research on extra-organizational affiliations,
collaboration, competition and rivalry, and social networks.

51 | Extra-organizational affiliations: A hidden but common source
of competition

It is common that employees have extra-organizational affiliations. For example, an organiza-
tion's executives can be on other organizations' boards (Carpenter & Westphal, 2001;
Mizruchi, 1996) or on the boards of ventures (Garg, 2013; Garg et al., 2018), engineers
participate in standard-setting committees (Dokko & Rosenkopf, 2010; Ranganathan
et al., 2018), programmers moonlight in open-source software projects (Dahlander &
Wallin, 2006; Lifshitz-Assaf & Nagle, 2022), academics work for funding agencies (Kolympiris
et al., 2019; Lampraki et al., 2024), and company employees pursue entrepreneurial activities
(Jain et al., 2009; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Extra-organizational affiliations may also be outside
the professional domain: employees may be members of a church (Gubler, 2019; Sitzmann &
Campbell, 2021), supporters of a political party (Bermiss & McDonald, 2018; Fos et al., 2023), or
activists in a social movement (Rheinhardt et al., 2023). In brief, it is common that employees
have extra-organizational affiliations.

The outlined commonality increases the occurrence of the theorized constellation. One fac-
tor that further increases the chance of such a constellation is that employees of a given com-
pany are often sought after by similar kinds of—and thus potentially competing—firms. Our
analysis of professional men's soccer and of board interlocks in the S&P 500 shows the theo-
rized constellation to be quite common. Thus, while it is hidden—in part because it requires
tracking collaborative and competitive networks at the organization and the individual levels—
it is nevertheless detrimental to collaboration.

This calls for a reassessment of the effects of extra-organizational affiliations. A rich body of
research has studied the effects—generally the positive effects—at the individual'* and organi-
zational® levels. The identified negative side effect may, however, outweigh these positive
effects, as intraorganizational collaboration is a key driver of organizational and individual per-
formance (Carnabuci & Operti, 2013; Reagans et al., 2005; Samila et al., 2022; Tzabbar
et al., 2022).

At the individual level, such affiliations can boost job performance (Panos et al., 2014) and benefit careers
(Balachandran & Wezel, 2020; Demetry, 2017; Raffiee & Feng, 2014), but may also undermine performance by drawing
time, effort, and commitment away from the person's primary job (Sessions et al., 2021).

13Studies of various kinds of extra-organizational affiliation reveal their organization-level consequences. For example,
research on board interlocks shows that they facilitate access to strategic information and opportunities (Cheng

et al., 2021); inform firms' strategic choices (Davis & Greve, 1997; Geletkanycz & Hambrick, 1997); foster firms'
legitimacy (Mizruchi, 1996); and help firms coordinate their decisions and thereby reduce competition (Westphal &
Zhu, 2019). Research on standard-setting committees illustrates that organizations benefit from their employees' extra-
organizational affiliations, as the affiliated employees can influence committee decisions in the organization's favor
(Leiponen, 2008; Ranganathan et al., 2018). Research on open-source software shows that allowing programmers to
engage in open-source software projects outside of work helps organizations attract valuable talent (Shah &

Nagle, 2020), increases their absorptive capacity and productivity (Nagle, 2018), and cuts product development and
sourcing costs (Dahlander & Magnusson, 2005; Gambardella & Von Hippel, 2019).
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Our examination of extra-organizational affiliations also contributes to research on agency
conflicts. As agents, the employees we study (the players) serve two principles: their club and
their national team. While research on agency conflict has focused on employer-employee con-
flicts (Eisenhardt, 1989; Piezunka & Grohsjean, 2023), we investigate the challenges of multiple
principles (Garg, 2013; Levinthal & Workiewicz, 2018; Siggelkow, 2004) by highlighting identity
as an underlying mechanism. The agent's identity changes by affiliation with another principal,
creating difficulties in collaboration.

5.2 | Collaboration and competition

The outcome of interest in our study is collaboration. Research has identified factors that aid
and undermine it, including colleagues' traits (Ertug et al.,, 2022), joint history (Levin
et al, 2011; Reagans et al., 2005), and embeddedness (Fernandez et al., 2000; Reagans
et al., 2004); company culture (Goldberg et al., 2016) and environment (Asgari et al., 2022;
Howard et al., 2016; Mawdsley et al., 2022; Toh & Polidoro, 2013); departmental boundaries
(Clement & Puranam, 2018); and office layout (Bernstein & Turban, 2018). Our study illustrates
that collaboration can be undermined if two colleagues have extra-organizational affiliations
with organizations that compete with one another.

We contribute to research on the co-occurrence of collaboration and competition (Adner
et al., 2020; Clough & Piezunka, 2020; Hannah & Eisenhardt, 2018; Hoffmann et al., 2018;
Klapper et al., 2024; Piezunka et al., 2018; Thatchenkery & Piezunka, 2024). While the two are
seemingly at odds, they frequently co-occur, as they share antecedents (Ingram & Yue, 2008).
We contribute by highlighting a neglected affiliation-focused mechanism underlying the co-
occurrence of collaboration and competition. Because collaborating coworkers are likely to have
similar knowledge, they are more likely to be affiliated with external organizations involved in
similar activities and therefore in competition with each other. They are similar—and so the
same kind of—and often competing—organization are likely to offer them the opportunity to
enter an extra-organizational affiliation with them. Further abstracting suggests that the out-
lined linkage between similarity, collaboration, and competition underlies many imbalanced
triads. This phenomenon has been given a lot of attention recently by scholars examining com-
petition among firms partnering with a common firm (Cox Pahnke et al., 2015; Katila
et al., 2022; Ozmel & Guler, 2015; Piezunka & Grohsjean, 2023).

5.3 | Social networks: Perception, embeddedness, and multiplexity

We contribute to the literature on perception in networks (Brands & Kilduff, 2014;
Casciaro, 1998; Kilduff et al, 2024; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994; Thatchenkery &
Piezunka, 2024)—specifically, to research on the question of whom an actor perceives as a com-
petitor or rival (Durand et al., 2024; Kilduff et al., 2010; Kilduff et al., 2012; Porac et al., 1989).
We point to a neglected source of interpersonal competition (or rivalry): competition among
external organizations with whom coworkers are also affiliated. Our research also confirms
findings on asymmetry in the perception of rivalry (Thatchenkery & Piezunka, 2024) and points
to a particular origin: people differ in their identification with the organization with which they
have an extra-organizational affiliation—potentially resulting in an asymmetric perception of
competition.
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Our study also illustrates how the relationship between two colleagues is embedded in a
broader set of relationships. Research has shown how the structural context of a relationship
shapes that relationship (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Hallen et al., 2014; Uribe et al., 2020). Our
study contributes to research showing that interpersonal relationships are embedded in inter-
organizational networks (Grohsjean et al., 2016; Sherif et al., 1961). We thus contribute to an
emerging body of research on how an organization's environment shapes internal collaboration
(Asgari et al., 2022; Howard et al., 2016; Mawdsley et al., 2022; Toh & Polidoro, 2013).

Our study, which tracks interpersonal and interorganizational networks to examine how
they are linked, demonstrates the value of cross-level network analysis. We track the bi-partite
network composed of an organization and its employees. Research has shown how interper-
sonal relationships shape interorganizational relationships (Broschak, 2004; Rogan, 2014); our
work illustrates how interorganizational networks—specifically, interorganizational
competition—shape interpersonal relationships.

Multiplexity has generally been associated with the strengthening of relationships
(Methot & Rosado-Solomon, 2019; Uzzi, 1996). Research has often compared uniplex and multi-
plex relationships of positive valence (e.g., collaborators vs. befriended collaborators). In con-
trast, we examine how multiplexity can undermine collaborative relationships (Ertug
et al., 2023; Kuwabara et al., 2010; Operti et al., 2020); we compare uniplex relationships of pos-
itive valence (being club teammates) to bivalent multiplex relationships (being club teammates
but also members of opposing national teams).

Our study illustrates when cross-domain spillovers take place. While the actors we study are
supposed to compartmentalize their behavior—their interactions in one domain should not
affect their interactions in the other, institutionally separated domain—we provide evidence of
the spillover of professional relationships across domains. We also shed light on the conditions
for these spillovers; their occurrence depends in part on actors’ identification and on the occur-
rence of personal encounters.

Methodologically, because our “treatment of multiplexity” is quasi-exogenous, we contrib-
ute to the effort to strengthen the identification of causal effects in social networks (Hasan &
Koning, 2019; Hernandez et al., 2022; Kleinbaum, 2012; Maoret et al., 2022). Research on multi-
plexity tends to be subject to endogeneity concerns as the added layer may have occurred
endogenously. For example, a professional relationship between coworkers brings about their
friendship. Under such circumstances, analyzing the effects of multiplexity—and, thus, treating
it as an independent variable—does not allow for causal interpretations since the multiplex ties
are nonrandom.

5.4 | Managerial implications

Our research reveals a potential but neglected negative side effect of extra-organizational affilia-
tions: they can decrease intraorganizational collaboration. Managers may want to reassess and
coordinate such affiliations. They may also want to invest in a more accurate perception of their
networks (Casciaro, 1998; Krackhardt, 1990; Thatchenkery & Piezunka, 2024), as they can ben-
efit from seeing who is affiliated with whom and how the organizations with which people are
affiliated are themselves linked.

Managers may also want to limit spillovers. Even if they cannot prevent certain extra-
organizational affiliations, such as an employee's involvement in a pro-choice or pro-life
movement, they may try to reduce spillover—say, by discouraging discussion of

35UB17 SUOWILWLOD) dAIIERID 3|l |dde ay) Aq pousenob afe sapiLe YO ‘9sn JO Sa|nJ 104 Akeig i auljuQ 43I UO (SUO L PUOD-PUR-SLULBY WD A3 | 1M Ae.q 1 Ul UO//:SA1Y) SUOIPUOD pue SW 1 8Y)38S *[7202/0T/TT] uo Areiqiautiuo A8|IM ‘oue|iAl 1u0300g BISIBAIUN Aq 299€ [WS/200T OT/I0p/0d" A8 1M Azeiq 1pu1|uo//:Sdiy WOy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9920.60T



GROHSJEAN ET AL. SMS | Strategic Management Journal _WI LEY | 21

certain topics at work. For example, the leadership of the software company
Basecamp announced on April 26, 2021, that employees should not use internal communi-
cation platforms to discuss their political position or affiliation; they explicitly pointed to
the frictions that were caused by debates. Managers may also try to establish or strengthen a
common organizational identity to counteract the effects of other identities that may be in
conflict.

5.5 | Boundary conditions

We have pointed out and examined two scope conditions: identity and competition. These raise
the question whether features of our setting bound our findings. The actors we study are young
and highly competitive male soccer players; there may be less or even no spillover for less-
competitive actors or those better at compartmentalizing. Our findings may also be bounded by
the kind of competition we study—a very prestigious tournament of intense interest to fans
around the globe. A less-prestigious, less-important competition may result in less spillover.
Moreover, athletes may identify more strongly with their national teams than, say, executives
do with organizations on whose boards they serve, as only the best are chosen to play for their
national team. For almost any type of extra-organizational affiliation, one can easily imagine
instances in which our theory is likely to apply or not apply. Our main effect is likely to be con-
tingent on environmental factors and may thus change over time as the environment changes.
For example, if you had asked us a few years ago whether national affiliations cause friction
among members of a university, we would have expected at most a light effect. Today, due to
the wars being fought between Russia and Ukraine and between Israel and Palestine, national-
ity is a frequent source of intense friction on campuses.

Our findings may also be bounded by temporal dynamics. We theorize and examine
situations in which two players are simultaneously employed by the same club, but also have
extra-organizational affiliations with two organizations that compete with one
another. Employees' (extra-)organizational affiliations may, however, be sequential (Carnahan
et al., 2022; Carnahan & Somaya, 2013; Gubler, 2019; Gubler & Cooper, 2019; Mawdsley &
Somaya, 2016) and our theory may not extend to these. In addition, the effect of extra-
organizational affiliations with organizations that compete with one another may vary over
time; for example, if the intensity of competition changes. Employees who support opposing
political parties, for example, may feel more strongly about this around elections than at other
times. However, it might also be that our theorized effect is persistent over time as employees
develop new collaboration routines.

6 | CONCLUSION

Our study illustrates how extra-organizational affiliations, which often serve an organization as
bridges to other organizations, can also be a source of friction within an organization. We cer-
tainly do not want to encourage anyone to build fewer bridges or tear any down. Rather, we
hope our paper provides guidance on how to better leverage extra-organizational affiliations by
avoiding those that do cause friction. If two coworkers find themselves affiliated with two orga-
nizations that compete with one another, we encourage them to compartmentalize: Compete
outside, collaborate inside!

35UB17 SUOWILWLOD) dAIIERID 3|l |dde ay) Aq pousenob afe sapiLe YO ‘9sn JO Sa|nJ 104 Akeig i auljuQ 43I UO (SUO L PUOD-PUR-SLULBY WD A3 | 1M Ae.q 1 Ul UO//:SA1Y) SUOIPUOD pue SW 1 8Y)38S *[7202/0T/TT] uo Areiqiautiuo A8|IM ‘oue|iAl 1u0300g BISIBAIUN Aq 299€ [WS/200T OT/I0p/0d" A8 1M Azeiq 1pu1|uo//:Sdiy WOy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9920.60T



22 WI LEY_ SMS | Strategic Management Journal GROHSJEAN Er AL.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors are thankful for comments and support from Ron Burt, Scott Cunningham, Martin
Carlsson-Wall, Cristian Dezs6, Yanfu Fang, Luisa Gagliardi, Alfonso Gambardella,
Martin Gargiulo, Reuben Hurst, Pooyan Khashabi, Tobias Kretschmer, Myriam Mariani,
Valentin Migsch, Elisa Operti, Yejin Park, Jan Ross, Maxim Sytch, and seminar participants at
Bocconi University, University of Vienna, WU Vienna, University of Tiibingen, LMU Munich,
and Stockholm School of Economics Workshop on “Advancing Management Theory with
Sports Data.” The authors are especially thankful to their Associate Editor, Seth Carnahan, and
two anonymous reviewers for guidance in the review process and for helping them greatly
improve their work. Open access publishing facilitated by Universita Bocconi, as part of the
Wiley - CRUI-CARE agreement.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are available from Wyscout. Restrictions apply
to the availability of these data, which were used under license for this study. Data are available
from the authors with the permission of Wyscout.

ORCID

Thorsten Grohsjean @ https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0086-4410
Henning Piezunka ® https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3956-1828
Maren Mickeler © https://orcid.org/0009-0007-7093-0966

REFERENCES

Abadie, A., Athey, S., Imbens, G. W., & Wooldridge, J. M. (2023). When should you adjust standard errors for
clustering? The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 138(1), 1-35.

Adner, R., Chen, J., & Zhu, F. (2020). Frenemies in platform markets: Heterogeneous profit foci as drivers of
compatibility decisions. Management Science, 66(6), 2432-2451.

Aime, F., Johnson, S., Ridge, J. W., & Hill, A. D. (2010). The routine may be stable but the advantage is not:
Competitive implications of key employee mobility. Strategic Management Journal, 31(1), 75-87.

Asgari, N., Nayak, D., Tandon, V., & Ranganathan, R. (2022). The effect of competition among a firm's partners
on its knowledge production structure and outcome. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2022. https://
journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/AMBPP.2022.10762abstract

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: An examination of four
fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34(3), 325-374.

Balachandran, C., & Wezel, F. C. (2020). Employee external affiliation and inter-firm mobility: Evidence from
Swedish microdata. In D. Tzabbar & B. Cirillo (Eds.), Employee inter-and intra-firm mobility: Taking stock of
what we know, identifying novel insights and setting a theoretical and empirical agenda. Emerald Publishing
Limited.

Bermiss, Y. S., & McDonald, R. (2018). Ideological misfit? Political affiliation and employee departure in the
private-equity industry. Academy of Management Journal, 61(6), 2182-2209.

Bernstein, E. S., & Turban, S. (2018). The impact of the ‘open” workspace on human collaboration. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 373(1753), 20170239.

Bothner, M. S., Kang, J.-H., & Stuart, T. E. (2007). Competitive crowding and risk taking in a tournament: Evi-
dence from NASCAR racing. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(2), 208-247.

Brands, R. A., & Kilduff, M. (2014). Just like a woman? Effects of gender-biased perceptions of friendship net-
work brokerage on attributions and performance. Organization Science, 25(5), 1530-1548.

Breiger, R. L. (1974). The duality of persons and groups. Social Forces, 53(2), 181-190.

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “we™? Levels of collective identity and self representations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 83-93.

35UB17 SUOWILWLOD) dAIIERID 3|l |dde ay) Aq pousenob afe sapiLe YO ‘9sn JO Sa|nJ 104 Akeig i auljuQ 43I UO (SUO L PUOD-PUR-SLULBY WD A3 | 1M Ae.q 1 Ul UO//:SA1Y) SUOIPUOD pue SW 1 8Y)38S *[7202/0T/TT] uo Areiqiautiuo A8|IM ‘oue|iAl 1u0300g BISIBAIUN Aq 299€ [WS/200T OT/I0p/0d" A8 1M Azeiq 1pu1|uo//:Sdiy WOy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0086-4410
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0086-4410
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3956-1828
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3956-1828
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-7093-0966
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-7093-0966
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/AMBPP.2022.10762abstract
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/AMBPP.2022.10762abstract

GROHSIJEAN ET AL.

SMS | Strategic Management Journal _WI LEY | 23

Broschak, J. P. (2004). Managers' mobility and market interface: The effect of managers' career mobility on the
dissolution of market ties. Administrative Science Quarterly, 49(4), 608—640.

Carlsson-Wall, M., DeMott, K., & Ali, H. (2024). Scaling and controlling talent development in high-intensity organi-
zations: The case of a Swedish football club. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 37(2), 480-501.

Carnabuci, G., & Operti, E. (2013). Where do firms' recombinant capabilities come from? Intraorganizational
networks, knowledge, and firms' ability to innovate through technological recombination. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 34(13), 1591-1613.

Carnahan, S., Rabier, M., & Uribe, J. (2022). Do managers' affiliation ties have a negative relationship with sub-
ordinates’ interfirm mobility? Evidence from large US law firms. Organization Science, 33(1), 353-372.

Carnahan, S., & Somaya, D. (2013). Alumni effects and relational advantage: The impact on outsourcing when a
buyer hires employees from a supplier's competitors. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1578-1600.

Carpenter, M. A., & Westphal, J. D. (2001). The strategic context of external network ties: Examining the impact
of director appointments on board involvement in strategic decision making. Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 44(4), 639-660.

Casciaro, T. (1998). Seeing things clearly: Social structure, personality, and accuracy in social network percep-
tion. Social Networks, 20(4), 331-351.

Chen, J. S., & Garg, P. (2018). Dancing with the stars: Benefits of a star employee's temporary absence for organi-
zational performance. Strategic Management Journal, 39(5), 1239-1267.

Cheng, Z., Rai, A., Tian, F., & Xu, S. X. (2021). Social learning in information technology investment: The role of
board interlocks. Management Science, 67(1), 547-576.

Choudhury, P., Doran, K., Marinoni, A., & Yoon, C. (2024). Loss of peers and individual worker performance:
Evidence from H-1B visa denials. Organization Science, 1-24. https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/
orsc.2023.17319

Christenson, M. (2018). World Cup 2018 player ratings: Marks for every single performance in Russia, Guardian.

Clement, J., & Puranam, P. (2018). Searching for structure: Formal organization design as a guide to network
evolution. Management Science, 64(8), 3879-3895.

Clough, D. R., & Piezunka, H. (2020). Tie dissolution in market networks: A theory of vicarious performance
feedback. Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(4), 972-1017.

Correia, S. (2014). REGHDFE: Stata module to perform linear or instrumental-variable regression absorbing any
number of high-dimensional fixed effects. Statistical Software Components.

Correia, S., Guimaries, P., & Zylkin, T. (2020). Fast Poisson estimation with high-dimensional fixed effects. The
Stata Journal, 20(1), 95-115.

Cox Pahnke, E., McDonald, R., Wang, D., & Hallen, B. (2015). Exposed: Venture capital, competitor ties, and
entrepreneurial innovation. Academy of Management Journal, 58(5), 1334-1360.

Dahl, M. S., Dezs6, C. L., & Ross, D. G. (2012). Fatherhood and managerial style: How a male CEO's children
affect the wages of his employees. Administrative Science Quarterly, 57(4), 669-693.

Dahlander, L., & Magnusson, M. G. (2005). Relationships between open-source software companies and commu-
nities: Observations from Nordic firms. Research Policy, 34(4), 481-493.

Dahlander, L., & Wallin, M. W. (2006). A man on the inside: Unlocking communities as complementary assets.
Research Policy, 35(8), 1243-1259.

Davis, G. F., & Greve, H. R. (1997). Corporate elite networks and governance changes in the 1980s. American
Journal of Sociology, 103(1), 1-37.

Day, D. V., Gordon, S., & Fink, C. (2012). The sporting life: Exploring organizations through the lens of sport.
Academy of Management Annals, 6(1), 397-433.

Demetry, D. (2017). Pop-up to professional: Emerging entrepreneurial identity and evolving vocabularies of
motive. Academy of Management Discoveries, 3(2), 187-207.

Dokko, G., & Rosenkopf, L. (2010). Social capital for hire? Mobility of technical professionals and firm influence
in wireless standards committees. Organization Science, 21(3), 677-695.

Durand, R., Piezunka, H., & Reineke, P. (2024). Deferring competitors—Difference in deference in contests.
Organization Science Forthcoming.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management Review, 14(1),
57-74.

Erikson, E. H. (1964). Insight and responsibility. WW Norton.

8518017 SUOLILIOD BAIIR.D) 8ot jdde 8u) Aq peuenob ake saone VO 8sN JO S9IN1 104 ARG 1T 8UIIUO A8[IM UO (SUOIPUOS-PUE-SLLBIALID' AB| 1M ARe.q 1 BUIIUO//StIY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS 1 84} 89S *[Z02/0T/TT] U0 AT 8UIUO A8|IM ‘OUe|IN 110000 BISIBAIUN AQ Z99E"LUS/Z00T 0T/I0P/WO0™A8 |1 AReq1jBuUO//SANY W04 PRPeo|umoa ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/orsc.2023.17319
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/orsc.2023.17319

24 WI LEY_ SMS | Strategic Management Journal GROHSJEAN Er AL.

Ertug, G., Brennecke, J., Kovdcs, B., & Zou, T. (2022). What does homophily do? A review of the consequences
of homophily. Academy of Management Annals, 16(1), 38-69.

Ertug, G., Brennecke, J., & Tasselli, S. (2023). Theorizing about the implications of multiplexity: An integrative
typology. Academy of Management Annals, 17(2), 626-654.

Fernandez, R. M., Castilla, E. J., & Moore, P. (2000). Social capital at work: Networks and employment at a
phone center. American Journal of Sociology, 105(5), 1288-1356.

Ferriani, S., Fonti, F., & Corrado, R. (2013). The social and economic bases of network multiplexity: Exploring
the emergence of multiplex ties. Strategic Organization, 11(1), 7-34.

Fonti, F., Ross, J.-M., & Aversa, P. (2023). Using sports data to advance management research: A review and a
guide for future studies. Journal of Management, 49(1), 325-362.

Fos, V., Kempf, E., & Tsoutsoura, M. (2023). The political polarization of corporate America. In SSRN Working Papers.

Gaessler, F., & Piezunka, H. (2023). Training with AI: Evidence from chess computers. Strategic Management
Journal, 44(11), 2724-2750.

Gambardella, A., & Von Hippel, E. (2019). Open-sourcing as a profit-maximizing strategy for downstream firms.
Strategy Science, 4(1), 41-57.

Garg, S. (2013). Venture boards: Distinctive monitoring and implications for firm performance. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 38(1), 90-108.

Garg, S., Li, Q., & Shaw, J. D. (2018). Undervaluation of directors in the board hierarchy: Impact on turnover of
directors (and CEOs) in newly public firms. Strategic Management Journal, 39(2), 429-457.

Geletkanycz, M. A., & Hambrick, D. C. (1997). The external ties of top executives: Implications for strategic
choice and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(4), 654-681.

Glazer, N. (2010). Dual nationality: Threat to national identity, or harbinger of a better world. Procedia Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 2(5), 6813-6821.

Glennon, B., Morales, F. J., Carnahan, S., & Hernandez, E. (2022). Does employing skilled immigrants enhance
competitive performance? Evidence from football clubs. In NBER Working Paper.

Goldberg, A., Srivastava, S. B., Manian, V. G., Monroe, W., & Potts, C. (2016). Fitting in or standing out? The
tradeoffs of structural and cultural embeddedness. American Sociological Review, 81(6), 1190-1222.

Greene, W. H. (2008). Econometric analysis (6th ed.). Prentice Hall.

Greve, H. R., Nesbp, J., Rudi, N., & Salikhov, M. (2020). Are goals scored just before halftime worth more? An
old soccer wisdom statistically tested. PLoS One, 15(10), €0240438.

Grohsjean, T., Dokko, G., & Yang, P. (2024). Can you go home again? Performance assistance between boomer-
angs and incumbent employees. Organization Science Forthcoming, 1-22. https://pubsonline.informs.org/
doi/10.1287/0rsc.2022.16685

Grohsjean, T., Kober, P., & Zucchini, L. (2016). Coming back to Edmonton: Competing with former employers
and colleagues. Academy of Management Journal, 59(2), 394-413.

Gubler, T. (2019). Connected, but qualified? Social affiliations, human capital, and service professional perfor-
mance. Organization Science, 30(5), 912-936.

Gubler, T., & Cooper, R. (2019). Socially advantaged? How social affiliations influence access to valuable service
professional transactions. Strategic Management Journal, 40(13), 2287-2314.

Gulati, R., & Gargiulo, M. (1999). Where do interorganizational networks come from? American Journal of Soci-
ology, 104(5), 1439-1493.

Hallen, B. L., Katila, R., & Rosenberger, J. D. (2014). How do social defenses work? A resource-dependence lens
on technology ventures, venture capital investors, and corporate relationships. Academy of Management
Journal, 57(4), 1078-1101.

Hannah, D. P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2018). How firms navigate cooperation and competition in nascent ecosys-
tems. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3163-3192.

Hasan, S., & Koning, R. (2019). Prior ties and the limits of peer effects on startup team performance. Strategic
Management Journal, 40(9), 1394-1416.

Heavey, C., Simsek, Z., Kyprianou, C., & Risius, M. (2020). How do strategic leaders engage with social media? A
theoretical framework for research and practice. Strategic Management Journal, 41(8), 1490-1527.

Hernandez, E., Lee, J. K., & Shaver, J. M. (2022). Towards a causal theory and test of network effects: Structural
holes, alliance-network externalities, and organizational innovation.

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., & Willis, H. (2002). Intergroup bias. Annual Review of Psychology, 53(1), 575-604.

8518017 SUOLILIOD BAIIR.D) 8ot jdde 8u) Aq peuenob ake saone VO 8sN JO S9IN1 104 ARG 1T 8UIIUO A8[IM UO (SUOIPUOS-PUE-SLLBIALID' AB| 1M ARe.q 1 BUIIUO//StIY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS 1 84} 89S *[Z02/0T/TT] U0 AT 8UIUO A8|IM ‘OUe|IN 110000 BISIBAIUN AQ Z99E"LUS/Z00T 0T/I0P/WO0™A8 |1 AReq1jBuUO//SANY W04 PRPeo|umoa ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/orsc.2022.16685
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/orsc.2022.16685

GROHSIJEAN ET AL.

SMS | Strategic Management Journal _WI LEY | 25

Hoffmann, W., Lavie, D., Reuer, J.J., & Shipilov, A. (2018). The interplay of competition and cooperation. Strate-
gic Management Journal, 39(12), 3033-3052.

Howard, J. W., & Rothbart, M. (1980). Social categorization and memory for in-group and out-group behavior.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38(2), 301-310.

Howard, M., Steensma, H. K., Lyles, M., & Dhanaraj, C. (2016). Learning to collaborate through collaboration:
How allying with expert firms influences collaborative innovation within novice firms. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 37(10), 2092-2103.

Hurst, R., Lee, S., & Frake, J. (2024). The effect of flatter hierarchy on applicant pool gender diversity: Evidence
from experiments. Strategic Management Journal, 45(8), 1446-1484.

Ingram, P. (2023). Identity multiplicity and the formation of professional network ties. Academy of Management
Journal, 66(3), 720-743.

Ingram, P., & Roberts, P. W. (2000). Friendships among competitors in the Sydney hotel industry. American
Journal of Sociology, 106(2), 387-423.

Ingram, P., & Yue, L. Q. (2008). Structure, affect and identity as bases of organizational competition and coopera-
tion. Academy of Management Annals, 2(1), 275-303.

Jain, S., George, G., & Maltarich, M. (2009). Academics or entrepreneurs? Investigating role identity modification
of university scientists involved in commercialization activity. Research Policy, 38(6), 922-935.

Katila, R., Piezunka, H., Reineke, P., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2022). Big fish versus big pond? Entrepreneurs,
established firms, and antecedents of tie formation. Academy of Management Journal, 65(2), 427-452.

Kilduff, G. I, Elfenbein, H. A., & Staw, B. M. (2010). The psychology of rivalry: A relationally dependent analysis
of competition. Academy of Management Journal, 53(5), 943-969.

Kilduff, G. J., Galinsky, A., Gallo, E., & Reade, J. J. (2012). Whatever it takes: Rivalry and unethical behavior. In
Proceedings of the International Association for Conflict Management, IACM 25th Annual Conference,
Spier, South-Africa.

Kilduff, M., & Krackhardt, D. (1994). Bringing the individual back in: A structural analysis of the internal market
for reputation in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 37(1), 87-108.

Kilduff, M., Wang, K., Lee, S. Y., Tsai, W., Chuang, Y.-T., & Tsai, F.-S. (2024). Hiding and seeking knowledge-
providing ties from rivals: A strategic perspective on network perceptions. Academy of Management Journal
Forthcoming. https://journals.aom.org/doi/epub/10.5465/amj.2022.0091

Klapper, H., Piezunka, H., & Dahlander, L. (2024). Peer evaluations: Evaluating and being evaluated. Organiza-
tion Science, 35(4), 1363-1387.

Kleinbaum, A. M. (2012). Organizational misfits and the origins of brokerage in intrafirm networks. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 57(3), 407-452.

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. (1996). What firms do? Coordination, identity, and learning. Organization Science, 7(5), 502-518.

Kolympiris, C., Hoenen, S., & Klein, P. G. (2019). Learning by seconding: Evidence from national science foun-
dation rotators. Organization Science, 30(3), 528-551.

Krackhardt, D. (1990). Assessing the political landscape: Structure, cognition, and power in organizations.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, 342-369.

Kuwabara, K. (2011). Cohesion, cooperation, and the value of doing things together: How economic exchange
creates relational bonds. American Sociological Review, 76(4), 560-580.

Kuwabara, K., Luo, J., & Sheldon, O. (2010). Multiplex exchange relations. In S. R. Thye & E. J. Lawler (Eds.),
Advances in group processes. Emerald Books.

Lampraki, A., Kolympiris, C., Grohsjean, T., & Dahlander, L. (2024). The new needs friends: Simmelian
strangers and the selection of novelty. Strategic Management Journal, 45(4), 716-744.

Leiponen, A. E. (2008). Competing through cooperation: The organization of standard setting in wireless tele-
communications. Management Science, 54(11), 1904-1919.

Levin, D. Z., Walter, J., & Murnighan, J. K. (2011). Dormant ties: The value of reconnecting. Organization Sci-
ence, 22(4), 923-939.

Levinthal, D. A., & Workiewicz, M. (2018). When two bosses are better than one: Nearly decomposable systems
and organizational adaptation. Organization Science, 29(2), 207-224.

Li, J. B., & Piezunka, H. (2020). The uniplex third: Enabling single-domain role transitions in multiplex relation-
ships. Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(2), 314-358.

8518017 SUOLILIOD BAIIR.D) 8ot jdde 8u) Aq peuenob ake saone VO 8sN JO S9IN1 104 ARG 1T 8UIIUO A8[IM UO (SUOIPUOS-PUE-SLLBIALID' AB| 1M ARe.q 1 BUIIUO//StIY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS 1 84} 89S *[Z02/0T/TT] U0 AT 8UIUO A8|IM ‘OUe|IN 110000 BISIBAIUN AQ Z99E"LUS/Z00T 0T/I0P/WO0™A8 |1 AReq1jBuUO//SANY W04 PRPeo|umoa ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://journals.aom.org/doi/epub/10.5465/amj.2022.0091

26 WI LEY_ SMS | Strategic Management Journal GROHSJEAN Er AL.

Lifshitz-Assaf, H., & Nagle, F. (2022). Goldilocks and the three programmers: Unpacking the relationship
between online contributions and productivity at work.

Mael, F. A., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma-mater—A partial test of the reformulated model of
organizational identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13(2), 103-123.

Maoret, M., Dufour, L., & Fonti, F. (2022). Structural holes and individual performance: Causal evidence from a
field experiment.

Mawdsley, J. K., Meyer-Doyle, P., & Chatain, O. (2022). Client-related factors and collaboration between human
assets. Organization Science, 33(2), 518-540.

Mawdsley, J. K., & Somaya, D. (2016). Employee mobility and organizational outcomes: An integrative concep-
tual framework and research agenda. Journal of Management, 42(1), 85-113.

Methot, J. R., & Rosado-Solomon, E. (2019). Multiplex relationships in organizations. In D. J. Brass & S. P.
Borgatti (Eds.), Social networks at work (1st ed.). Routledge.

Mizruchi, M. S. (1996). What do interlocks do? An analysis, critique, and assessment of research on interlocking
directorates. Annual Review of Sociology, 22(1), 271-298.

Moliterno, T. P., Beck, N., Beckman, C. M., & Meyer, M. (2014). Knowing your place: Social performance feed-
back in good times and bad times. Organization Science, 25(6), 1684-1702.

Mora Villarrubia, R., & Reggio, I. (2012). Treatment effect identification using alternative parallel assumptions,
Universidad Carlos III de Madrid. Departamento de Economia.

Morales, F. J., Carnahan, S., & Hernandez, E. (2022). Shocks to star employees, modular collaboration patterns,
and organizational performance. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2022. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=3869811

Nagle, F. (2018). Learning by contributing: Gaining competitive advantage through -contribution to
crowdsourced public goods. Organization Science, 29(4), 569-587.

Operti, E., Lampronti, S. Y., & Sgourev, S. V. (2020). Hold your horses: Temporal multiplexity and conflict mod-
eration in the Palio di Siena (1743-2010). Organization Science, 31(1), 85-102.

Ozmel, U., & Guler, I. (2015). Small fish, big fish: The performance effects of the relative standing in partners'
affiliate portfolios. Strategic Management Journal, 36(13), 2039-2057.

Panos, G. A., Pouliakas, K., & Zangelidis, A. (2014). Multiple job holding, skill diversification, and mobility.
Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society, 53(2), 223-272.

Park, S., Piezunka, H., & Dahlander, L. (2024). Coevolutionary lock-in in external search. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 67(1), 262-288.

Piezunka, H., & Grohsjean, T. (2023). Collaborations that hurt firm performance but help employees' careers.
Strategic Management Journal, 44(3), 778-811.

Piezunka, H., Lee, W., Haynes, R., & Bothner, M. S. (2018). Escalation of competition into conflict in competitive
networks of formula one drivers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(15), E3361-E3367.
Porac, J., Thomas, H., & Baden-Fuller, C. (1989). Competitive groups as cognitive communities: The case of Scot-

tish knitwear manufacturers. Journal of Management Studies, 26(4), 397-416.

Raffiee, J., & Feng, J. (2014). Should I quit my day job? A hybrid path to entrepreneurship. Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, 57(4), 936-963.

Rambachan, A., & Roth, J. (2023). A more credible approach to parallel trends. Review of Economic Studies, 90,
2555-2591.

Ranganathan, R., Ghosh, A., & Rosenkopf, L. (2018). Competition-cooperation interplay during multifirm tech-
nology coordination: The effect of firm heterogeneity on conflict and consensus in a technology standards
organization. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3193-3221.

Reagans, R., Argote, L., & Brooks, D. (2005). Individual experience and experience working together: Predicting
learning rates from knowing who knows what and knowing how to work together. Management Science,
51(6), 869-881.

Reagans, R., Zuckerman, E., & McEvily, B. (2004). How to make the team: Social networks vs. demography as
criteria for designing effective teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 49(1), 101-133.

Rheinhardt, A., Poskanzer, E. J., & Briscoe, F. (2023). The career consequences of workplace protest participa-
tion: Theory and evidence from the NFL “take a knee” movement. Organization Science, 1-23. https://
pubsonline.informs.org/doi/epdf/10.1287/orsc.21.15740

8518017 SUOLILIOD BAIIR.D) 8ot jdde 8u) Aq peuenob ake saone VO 8sN JO S9IN1 104 ARG 1T 8UIIUO A8[IM UO (SUOIPUOS-PUE-SLLBIALID' AB| 1M ARe.q 1 BUIIUO//StIY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS 1 84} 89S *[Z02/0T/TT] U0 AT 8UIUO A8|IM ‘OUe|IN 110000 BISIBAIUN AQ Z99E"LUS/Z00T 0T/I0P/WO0™A8 |1 AReq1jBuUO//SANY W04 PRPeo|umoa ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3869811
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3869811
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3869811
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/epdf/10.1287/orsc.21.15740
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/epdf/10.1287/orsc.21.15740

GROHSIJEAN ET AL.

SMS | Strategic Management Journal _WI LEY | 27

Rogan, M. (2014). Executive departures without client losses: The role of multiplex ties in exchange partner
retention. Academy of Management Journal, 57(2), 563-584.

Ross, J.-M., & Sharapov, D. (2015). When the leader follows: Avoiding dethronement through imitation. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 58(3), 658-679.

Samila, S., Oettl, A., & Hasan, S. (2022). Helpful behavior and the durability of collaborative ties. Organization
Science, 33(5), 1816-1836.

Sessions, H., Nahrgang, J. D., Baer, M. D., & Welsh, D. T. (2021). From zero to hero and back to zero: The conse-
quences of status inconsistency between the work roles of multiple jobholders. Journal of Applied Psychology,
107(8), 1369-1384.

Shah, S., & Nagle, F. (2020). Why do user communities matter for strategy? Strategic Management Review, 1,
305-353.

Sherif, M., Harvey, O. J., White, B. J., Hood, W. R., & Sherif, C. W. (1961). The robbers cave experiment: Inter-
group conflict and cooperation. University Book Exchange Norman.

Siggelkow, N. (2004). Caught between two principals.

Silberzahn, R., Uhlmann, E. L., Martin, D. P., Anselmi, P., Aust, F., Awtrey, E., Bahnik, S., Bai, F.,
Bannard, C., & Bonnier, E. (2018). Many analysts, one data set: Making transparent how variations in ana-
lytic choices affect results. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 1(3), 337-356.

Sitzmann, T., & Campbell, E. M. (2021). The hidden cost of prayer: Religiosity and the gender wage gap. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 64(4), 1016-1048.

Sluss, D. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2008). How relational and organizational identification converge: Processes and
conditions. Organization Science, 19(6), 807-823.

Sytch, M., & Kim, Y. H. (2021). Quo vadis? From the schoolyard to the courtroom. Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 66(1), 177-219.

Thatchenkery, S., & Piezunka, H. (2024). Competition in collaboration: The problem of (mis)aligned perception.
2024.

Toh, P. K., & Polidoro, F. (2013). A competition-based explanation of collaborative invention within the firm.
Strategic Management Journal, 34(10), 1186-1208.

Tzabbar, D., Cirillo, B., & Breschi, S. (2022). The differential impact of intrafirm collaboration and technological
network centrality on employees' likelihood of leaving the firm. Organization Science, 33(6), 2085-2540.

Uribe, J., Sytch, M., & Kim, Y. H. (2020). When friends become foes: Collaboration as a catalyst for conflict.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 65(3), 751-794.

Uzzi, B. (1996). The sources and consequences of embeddedness for the economic performance of organizations:
The network effect. American Sociological Review, 61(4), 674—698.

Westphal, J. D., & Zhu, D. H. (2019). Under the radar: How firms manage competitive uncertainty by appointing
friends of other chief executive officers to their boards. Strategic Management Journal, 40(1), 79-107.

Willer, R., Sharkey, A., & Frey, S. (2012). Reciprocity on the hardwood: Passing patterns among professional bas-
ketball players. PLoS One, 7(12), e49807.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section
at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Grohsjean, T., Piezunka, H., & Mickeler, M. (2024). When
colleagues compete outside the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 1-27. https://doi.org/
10.1002/smj.3667

8518017 SUOLILIOD BAIIR.D) 8ot jdde 8u) Aq peuenob ake saone VO 8sN JO S9IN1 104 ARG 1T 8UIIUO A8[IM UO (SUOIPUOS-PUE-SLLBIALID' AB| 1M ARe.q 1 BUIIUO//StIY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWS 1 84} 89S *[Z02/0T/TT] U0 AT 8UIUO A8|IM ‘OUe|IN 110000 BISIBAIUN AQ Z99E"LUS/Z00T 0T/I0P/WO0™A8 |1 AReq1jBuUO//SANY W04 PRPeo|umoa ‘0 ‘9920.60T


https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3667
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3667

	When colleagues compete outside the firm
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  HYPOTHESIS
	3  METHODS
	3.1  Empirical setting
	3.2  Data
	3.3  Sample construction and unit of analysis
	3.4  Empirical specification and variables
	3.5  Treatment and control groups

	4  RESULTS
	4.1  Robustness: Statistical model
	4.2  Robustness: Control group
	4.3  Robustness: Asymmetric dyads
	4.4  Robustness: Placebo tests
	4.5  Robustness: Alternative treatment—Group‐stage announcement
	4.6  Mechanism: Identity

	5  DISCUSSION
	5.1  Extra‐organizational affiliations: A hidden but common source of competition
	5.2  Collaboration and competition
	5.3  Social networks: Perception, embeddedness, and multiplexity
	5.4  Managerial implications
	5.5  Boundary conditions

	6  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


