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Abstract 

 

Though leader agreeableness has been associated with follower ratings of leader effectiveness, 

the relationship between leader agreeableness and team task performance is more tenuous. We 

propose that leader agreeableness stifles team leaders’ effectiveness by moderating the efficacy 

of their constructive feedback to their team. We argue that feedback delivered by an agreeable 

individual will be higher in positive emotional tone, and that positive emotional tone is, itself, 

informational content from which recipient teams draw inferences about the need to adapt. As a 

result, we suggest that team leaders’ agreeableness influences the effectiveness of the 

constructive feedback they provide. Using two studies, one panel study of working adults and 

another of sales teams, we find support for our theory. Specifically, we show that agreeable 

individuals provide feedback that has linguistic features that convey higher levels of positive 

emotional tone. We then show that constructive feedback from team leaders encourages team 

reflexivity, which in turn enhances team performance, but that high agreeableness inhibits the 

impact of leaders’ constructive feedback. Constructive feedback provided by agreeable leaders 

limits team reflexivity in response to the feedback. These results have important theoretical and 

practical implications. 
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Constructive Feedback: When Leader Agreeableness Stifles Team Reflexivity 

Agreeableness—the highest-variance personality characteristic among the Big Five 

(Graziano, Habashi, Sheese, & Tobin, 2007)—has been shown to be a predictor of 

effectiveness in leadership positions (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Silverthorne, 

2001), particularly when effectiveness is conceptualized as followers’ feeling of 

individualized consideration from the leader (De Vries, 2008; Judge & Bono, 2000). This is 

not surprising: agreeable individuals are more friendly and approachable; they invoke strong 

social ties and build high-quality relationships (Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Ilies, 2009). Thus a 

follower is likely to report that leader as effective when effectiveness is defined on relational 

or affective dimensions. Yet agreeableness also appears to be unrelated to leadership 

effectiveness when effectiveness is conceptualized as execution and performance—or task-

oriented leadership (De Vries, 2012; DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). This 

too makes some intuitive sense: while attending to their subordinates’ relational needs, 

agreeable leaders’ social motivations may limit their capabilities to provide sufficient 

information to help facilitate task performance for those who they lead. Leader agreeableness 

seems to be a double-edged sword. In this research, we propose a theory for understanding 

why leader agreeableness may not be associated with team task performance, which is based 

on the linguistic features of the feedback leaders provide to their team. 

 In the now common team-based structures found in organizations (Harvey, Bresman, 

Edmondson, & Pisano, 2022), feedback is presented as an essential tool for leaders to achieve 

task-oriented leadership effectiveness. Feedback provides role clarity, structure, and goals to 

the team (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). It can expose discrepancies between desired and actual 

outcomes, and these exposed discrepancies are thought to push teams to evaluate and alter 
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their behavior to bring desired and actual performance into alignment (Ilgen, Fisher, & 

Taylor, 1979; Taylor, Fisher, & Ilgen, 1984). 

Feedback offers informational value and cognitive influence—beyond simply 

inspiring a drive to improve—and the characteristics of the content of the feedback can have a 

meaningful effect on the degree to which the feedback is understood and acted on. Feedback 

research provides some insights as to what content characteristics are likely to contribute to 

post-feedback improvement. For example, feedback is more constructive when it compares 

performance to a standard (Alvero, Bucklin, & Austin, 2001), focuses on behaviors under the 

recipient’s control (DeNisi & Smith, 2014), and is specific and detailed in the extent to which 

it focuses on an identifiable action, behavior, instance, or recommendation (Goodman, Wood, 

& Hendrickx, 2004)—which we will refer to as informational content. At the team level, more 

constructive feedback can spur team reflexivity, a core team information-processing behavior 

in which team members review the feasibility of the team’s goals, and review either the goals 

themselves or the methods used to achieve them (DeShon, Kozlowski, Schmidt, Milner, & 

Wiechmann, 2004; Schippers, Homan, & Van Knippenberg, 2013). 

However, the linguistic features through which constructive feedback is 

communicated is likely to influence its effectiveness (Brutus, 2010). An emerging stream of 

research has examined feedback-giver characteristics as a factor of the effectiveness of the 

feedback they provide. For example, empirical research has explored the effect of feedback-

givers’ implicit person theory and prosociality on feedback-giving behaviors (e.g., Heslin & 

VandeWalle, 2011), while theoretical work has suggested that individual differences such as 

personality traits and cognitive ability might influence feedback quality (e.g., Judge, Piccolo, 

& Kosalka, 2009). We adopt this perspective to highlight the influence that agreeableness can 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

4 

have on task-oriented leadership effectiveness by considering the linguistic features of the 

constructive feedback that leaders provide to their team. 

A high degree of agreeableness comes with a tendency toward empathy and restraint 

(Rothbart, Ellis, Rueda, & Posner, 2003), and prosocial care for others (Carlo, Okun, Knight, 

& de Guzman, 2005). This, we argue, meaningfully affects the positive emotional tone used 

during leader-team interaction. Positive emotional tone is a linguisitic form of emotional 

expression consisting of language patterns and words socially construed as suggestive of the 

giver experiencing a positive emotional state (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Van Kleef, 2009, 2010). 

Emotional expressions, such as positive emotional tone, are signals interpreted by 

communication partners, of the communicator’s internal emotional state. These emotional 

expressions are encoded as important information about the message the sender is trying to 

convey. In this paper, we aim to identify if the positive emotional tone in agreeable team 

leaders’ feedback directs the receiving team’s attention and limits the influence of 

constructive feedback on team reflexivity and team outcomes.  

We develop and test our theory through two studies. First, in a correlational study of a 

panel of working professionals in the United States, we show that agreeableness is associated 

with heightened positive emotional tone in the feedback one provides. Second, we conducted 

a time-lagged, survey-based field study to better understand the effects of constructive 

feedback from the leader on team reflexivity and performance. In this study, we show that 

leader agreeableness negatively influences the impact of constructive feedback on team 

performance, and that this effect is mediated by reduced team reflexivity. Below, we describe 

our hypotheses before detailing the setting of our studies, our methods and results, which we 

then discuss in relation to theory and the workplace. 
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

Agreeableness is one of the five empirically derived personality dimensions identified in the Big 

Five hierarchical model of personality (Goldberg, 1990; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). Of 

the five dimensions, agreeableness is generally thought of as particularly important in that it is 

the “largest single dimension in terms of total variance explained” (Graziano et al., 2007: 584). 

And, in fact, a feedback giver’s level of agreeableness is likely to affect the nature of the 

feedback they provide, especially when we consider that this personality trait is, at its core, a 

measure of social motivation. Agreeableness reflects not merely empirical behavioral 

differences, but also the “underlying motivation for maintaining positive relationships with 

others” (Graziano et al., 2007: 584). Consequently, it is of primary interest in explaining an 

individual’s other-directed behavior, such as giving feedback.  

Scholars have argued that the behavioral manifestations of agreeableness are best 

conceptualized as a form of effortful control (Ahadi & Rothbart, 1994). That is, a person’s social 

motivations (e.g. their inherent need to bolster and sustain communal relationships) may, for 

example, manifest as a behavioral tendency to subordinate various self-centered emotions such 

as frustration or exasperation in favor of other-oriented, empathic expressions of support or 

prosocial behavior (Rothbart et al., 2003). Consistent with this logic, agreeableness has been 

widely associated with prosocial behavior (behavior oriented toward the benefit of others) (Carlo 

et al., 2005). Relatedly, agreeable individuals are more likely to forgive an offender in the face of 

mistakes, errors, failures, or transgressions (McCullough, 2001). 

This tendency for agreeable individuals to focus on communal concerns, and to suppress 

their personal dissatisfaction or frustration in the service of signaling prosocial care or support 

for the relational other will, we suggest, influence the intrinsic qualities of the feedback they 
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provide. We have conceptualized feedback as the provisioning of developmental resources. We 

might naturally assume that agreeable individuals would have heightened social motivation to act 

to the benefit of others, thus increasing the effectiveness of the feedback exchange. But because 

those who are agreeable are more inclined towards empathic concern and emotional support, and 

more inclined to forgive grievances, they will also be, we propose, more likely to provide 

feedback that is higher in positive emotional tone.  

Hypothesis 1: A feedback giver’s agreeableness is positively associated with the positive 

emotional tone of the feedback they provide.  

Constructive Feedback, Team Reflexivity, and Team Performance 

Emotional tone is only one facet of the feedback an individual provides. In fact, much of the 

extant academic research examining feedback has focused on other attributes of effective 

feedback which, taken together, we conceptualize as constructive feedback. Goal-setting 

research has shown that individuals learn and perform better when they pursue goals in a task 

environment in which they receive constructive feedback (Ilgen et al., 1979; Kluger & 

DeNisi, 1996). Constructive feedback is conceptualized as feedback that is actionable, and 

highlights a discrepancy between performance and a desired goal (Taylor et al., 1984). Such 

feedback stimulates information-processing behavior, in large part because it motivates 

recipients, and causes them to focus on key aspects of the task that require attention (Taylor et 

al., 1984). This perspective emphasizes cognitive and affective elements: individuals may 

process the information concerning their goals (cognitive), and they may feel the desire to 

address the discrepancy (affective) through goal choice or behavioral change (Klein, 1989). 

Researchers have also studied the effects of feedback in teams, showing that the mere 

presence of feedback influences goal choice and positively affects behavioral change (Nadler, 

1979). The view of teams-as-information-processors has served as an anchor for developing 
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theory on how team feedback can focus individual team members’ attention on the team’s 

processes and outcomes (Hinsz et al., 1997). Just as constructive feedback is thought to 

prompt individual-level introspection and guide an individual recipient’s focus, constructive 

feedback is also likely to cause teams to be reflexive—that is, to review the feasibility of the 

team’s goals, to discuss the methods the team uses to accomplish the task, and to modify the 

goals and/or the methods to improve performance (DeShon et al., 2004; Schippers et al., 

2013). 

By virtue of their position in the hierarchy, team leaders are a key source of influence 

over team members (Kozlowski & Ilgen 2006), playing a central role in constituting socially 

shared cognition and information-processing systems (Harvey, Leblanc, & Cronin, 2019). 

They are therefore a key source of feedback for teams (Couture & Harvey, 2021; Hackman, 

2002). Constructive feedback from the leader is likely to illuminate a gap between desired and 

actual results for the team, which can activate introspective processes focused on 

understanding the behavioral nature of the gap and evaluating options for change. Therefore, 

we propose: 

Hypothesis 2: Constructive leader feedback is positively associated with team reflexivity. 

Constructive Feedback, Reflexivity, and Performance in Teams 

At the heart of the view of teams-as-information-processors are the skills and knowledge that 

the team develops by processing the information it receives through constructive feedback 

(Hinsz et al., 1997). Team reflexivity allows team members to exchange task experiences, 

knowledge, and perspectives. Consequently, the team is likely to uncover additional task-

relevant information that was previously held by individual team members, even though it 

may not have formed part of the team’s shared understanding of task requirements, tactics, 

and strategies likely to lead to, or detract from, team performance (Konradt, Otte, Schippers, 
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& Steenfatt, 2016). The team can discover who has relevant knowledge, and more effectively 

leverage each member’s unique viewpoints to attend to the team task (De Dreu, 2007). Armed 

with this greater understanding about each team member’s knowledge and skills, team 

members can clarify and alter individual role commitments, and the team can better fulfill the 

necessary task-relevant activities (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). In short, reflexivity helps a team 

build mutual understanding, align collective actions, and update strategies to fit evolving 

circumstances. A team that is reflexive is more likely to identify ways of changing and 

improving to adapt to new situations (Konradt et al., 2016). 

The process of uncovering previously hidden information—about the task, procedures, 

or team members—and the consequent shared understanding that results from this reflexive 

process, is likely to improve team performance. The more refined shared mental model 

resulting from team reflexivity has been associated with behavioral processes such as 

increased planning efforts, and focus on coordination and cooperation, all of which together is 

likely to lead to enhanced team performance (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Schippers et al., 

2013). Consequently, we propose that constructive feedback will positively influence team 

performance, through the mediating pathway of team reflexivity: 

Hypothesis 3: Team reflexivity mediates the relationship between constructive leader 

feedback and team performance, such that teams that receive more constructive feedback 

from their leader will engage in more reflexive behavior that will enhance team 

performance. 

The Moderating Role of Leader Agreeableness 

Constructive feedback can still be ineffective at times (Brutus, 2010; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). 

The meaning of the feedback can be ambiguous (Leathers, 1979) and the feedback-giver’s 

intentions can be hard to decipher (Fedor, Eder, & Buckley, 1989). The language of feedback 

intended as constructive may vary, affecting the degree to which it is experienced as threatening 
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by the recipient, and in turn shaping the recipient’s response to the feedback (Taylor et al., 1984). 

In line with this, we propose that the leader’s degree of agreeableness influences the 

effect of constructive feedback on team reflexivity, because of key characteristics that are 

inherent to the feedback provided by agreeable individuals. As we argued earlier, agreeableness 

is associated with heightened levels of positive emotional tone in the feedback one provides. 

That heightened positive emotional tone is an emotional expression that becomes a source of 

information guiding observers or communication-recipients’ interpretation of the other’s views, 

beliefs, or communication intentions (Van Kleef, 2009). Indeed, inferences about another’s 

affective state or emotional reaction trigger inferential processes, becoming information that the 

recipient uses to determine an optimal course of action (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Van Kleef, 2009, 

2010). 

Because of its positive emotional tone, feedback from agreeable leaders is likely to be 

perceived as supportive. The interpretation of feedback intended to be constructive—messages 

sent with the explicit intention of illuminating tensions between desired and actual outcomes—is 

likely to be polluted by informational inferences the recipient team draws from the affective tone 

inherent in an agreeable leader’s feedback. Positive emotions in a leader’s feedback may thwart 

the focus of the team’s attention, becoming information into the relative importance that the team 

infers the leader places on the content of the feedback. Attention dictates how the information is 

used to enhance the team’s skills and knowledge regarding achieving its goals. If it draws team 

members’ attention to suboptimal outcomes and/or areas of potential improvement, constructive 

feedback from the leader can activate reflexivity, leading to better performance. If it is too 

positive in tone and high emotional content, even feedback that is rich in its constructiveness is 

likely to miss its mark. We therefore propose that a leader’s agreeableness will negatively 
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moderate the degree to which constructive feedback influences team reflexivity.  

Hypothesis 4: Leader agreeableness negatively moderates the relationship between 

constructive leader feedback and team reflexivity, such that constructive leader feedback 

has a strong positive effect on team reflexivity when leader agreeableness is low, but not 

when it is high. 

Integrated Model 

We argue that the chain of effects between constructive leader feedback and team behavior and 

outcomes is likely to be derailed by an agreeable leader. Teams will fail to reflect on, and 

leverage, performance shortages highlighted by the leader via constructive feedback, and 

therefore fail to develop more efficient working methods and strategies that would help improve 

performance. In summary, we predict that high levels of agreeableness of leaders can be 

detrimental to team performance, because it thwarts the informational content of feedback, 

which can cancel out team information-processing benefits. We specifically hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 5: Leader agreeableness negatively moderates the indirect relationship 

between constructive leader feedback and team performance via team reflexivity, such that 

constructive leader feedback has a strong positive effect on team performance via 

increased team reflexivity when leader agreeableness is low, but not when it is high. 

Data and Methods 

Study 1 Data and Methods 

We predicted with our Hypothesis 1 that an individual’s level of agreeableness is positively 

related to the positive emotional tone of the feedback that they provide. To test this hypothesis, 

we conducted a correlational study with working professionals recruited from Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk platform, using CloudResearch’s panel recruitment utility. We conducted a 

power analysis, powered at 80% power, prior to recruitment, assuming an effect size of .20. The 

required sample to detect an effect at p < .05 was 199, and so we recruited 200 adults living in 

the United States, who were confirmed using CloudResearch’s recruitment panel as having 

outside employment. Eighteen participants left the study prior to providing feedback, leaving a 
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total of 182 participants. The average age of the participants who participated in our study, 

provided by the panel provider in aggregate form, was 39.6 years (SD = 10.26). The panel 

provider also provided race statistics in aggregate form: 94% of our participants were 

White/Caucasian; 2% Black/African-American; and 4% Asian. Participants self-reported gender 

(59% male) and education level, with an average of 4.28 years (SD = 1.28 years) of post-high 

school education.  

 In the first step of the study, we explained to participants that job applicants often needed 

to write a cover letter as part of their application packet. In a subsequent screen, we informed 

them that they would be presented with such a cover letter, and would be given an opportunity to 

provide actionable feedback to the letter writer that could improve the quality and appeal of the 

cover letter. Upon continuing, participants saw the cover letter and an open form in which they 

were invited to provide constructive feedback to the writer of the letter. After the participant 

completed providing feedback, on the subsequent screen, they were presented with Big Five 

survey items. 

Measures 

Agreeableness.  Participants completed the 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI) designed to 

measure each of the Big Five Traits (John & Srivastava, 1999), including agreeableness. Items 

in this measure include statements such as, “I am helpful and unselfish with others,” “I am 

considerate and kind to almost everyone,” and “I tend to find fault with others” (reverse coded). 

Items were rated using a 5-point Likert scale, and formed a single scale (α = .86). 

Positive Emotional Tone. To quantify the positive emotional tone of the feedback, we 

used the Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (LIWC) text analysis software (Pennebaker, Boyd, 

Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015) to identify the proportion of words in the feedback submissions that 
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were associated with positive emotions in the LIWC2015 library, as well as the proportion 

associated with negative emotions. We used the “Tone” linguistic category, consistent with 

Cohn, Mehl, and Pennebaker (2004), which operationalizes the positive emotional tone of 

language by subtracting the proportion of text that is negatively valenced from the proportion 

that is positively valenced, effectively indexing the emotional tone of the specific language such 

that higher numbers are associated with language that is, on net, proportionally more positive 

than negative, and lower numbers are associated with language that is, on net, proportionally 

more negative than positive. 

Control Variables. We include three control variables in our study. First, we might 

expect that agreeable individuals have a more generally positive assessment of others’ work 

output, and their relatively positive tone is merely a consequence of that relatively more positive 

assessment (Bernardin, Cooke, & Villanova, 2000). To account for this possibility, we included 

in the self-report measures of our study, a two-item letter quality measure including “This letter 

is well-written” and “The letter writer is likely to get the job they applied for”, rated on a 1-7 

Likert agreement scale. Additionally, agreeableness is correlated with gender, as women tend to 

have higher levels of agreeableness than men (Costa Jr & McCrae, 1992). Thus we also 

controlled for gender (0 = male; 1 = female). We also asked participants to indicate their highest 

level of education (1-7, where 1 = “Less than a high school degree” and 7 = “Doctorate”, as 

education level might be associated with overall linguistic patterns, as well as diagnosticity in 

evaluating the written quality of the cover letter. Finally, we also measured the other four 

dimensions of the Big Five—neuroticism (α = .88), extraversion (α = .83), conscientiousness (α 

= .69), or openness to experience (α = .64)—using each of the scales from John & Srivastava 

(1999). 
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Analytic Methods & Results 

We tested our hypothesis using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, regressing our 

dependent variable on the participant’s aggregated agreeableness rating. We present descriptive 

statistics in Table 1. We summarize the results of our analyses below and present the full 

regression results in Table 2, Column 1.   

---Insert Table 1 and Table 2 about here--- 

We argued that agreeableness is positively associated with the emotional tone of an 

individual’s feedback. Our results show that feedback-giver agreeableness is positively 

associated with the positive emotional tone (β = .236, p = .001) of the informational content they 

provide, showing that feedback-givers who are relatively higher in agreeableness provide 

feedback that is more positive in emotional tone. This finding is consistent with our Hypothesis 

1, suggesting that agreeableness is positively associated with positive emotional tone.  

Alternative Explanations & Robustness Checks 

We conducted additional analyses to rule out possible alternate explanations. We note that 

agreeableness is negatively associated with letter quality (see Table 2, Model II), and when we 

include this measure as a control, we find that letter quality is negatively associated with positive 

emotional tone (β = -.316, p < .001), and our primary measure of interest—agreeableness—

remains significant (β = .152, p = .036). These results together suggest that agreeableness is 

positively associated with positive emotional tone, even after accounting for the feedback giver’s 

objective assessment of the quality of the feedback. We also find that, when including education 

level and gender as control variables (Table 2, Model III), agreeableness remains significant (β = 

.214, p = .005). Finally, we find that when including each of the other four Big Five dimensions, 

either with or without the other control variables, our main finding remains significant (β = .242, 
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p = .006) for the model with all controls and Big Five dimensions). Further, none of the other 

personality traits is significantly associated with positive emotional tone. 

Study 2 Data and Methods  

To test our remaining hypotheses, we collected survey data from employees in a financial 

services firm in Canada. In most jurisdictions, professionals and managers in that industry are 

required to complete continuing education courses to keep their licences in good standing. Such 

training includes compliance with standards, ethics and professional conduct, general subjects 

such as laws and regulations and fraud prevention, and other topics specific to each sector. The 

participating firm also included sales approach (scripts and tools) and features of new products 

and services it had developed. They hired a consulting firm to design a work-integrated program 

for both the teams and their leaders to complete the training. The program involved weekly 30-

minute activities over a period of 12 weeks. We were invited to provide an impartial analysis of 

the progress made by the teams and were allowed to survey both team members and team 

leaders. We leveraged this opportunity to collect data to test our theoretical model. 

As we validated through conversations with management at the participating firm, and as 

has been argued by other team scholars (Harvey, Johnson, Roloff, & Edmondson, 2019), the 

sales teams met the definition of “real teams.” While many of their exchanges happened on the 

phone, or one-on-one with customers, team members had interdependent goals to meet by 

planning and coordinating their activities, sharing information about customers’ needs and issues 

as well as sales tactics, and following up on leads generated by other members of the team. Team 

members were also partly remunerated for the achievement of team goals. Thus, the teams 

displayed task, goal, and reward interdependence. 

Participants and Procedures 
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At the time of data collection, there were 1,027 salespeople working on 101 teams engaged in the 

training program. We invited all team members and team leaders to complete surveys at different 

points in time—four weeks after the training program had started (T1), eight weeks into the 

training program (T2), and as soon as the program ended (week 12; T3). All surveys were strictly 

voluntary and confidential, and we used non-identifying codes to aggregate data across the 

surveys and conduct our analysis. Eighty-six (T1), 72 (T2), and 61 (T3) team leaders and 811 

(T2) team members completed our surveys. In keeping with other research in our area (e.g., De 

Jong & Elfring, 2010), we used a cut-off participation rate of 50 percent for each team, yielding a 

total of 53 teams for analysis. Specifically, a total of 517 team members distributed across 53 

teams were included in our analysis, representing an average of 9.76 team members per team 

(SD = 3.75). 

Measures 

Constructive Leader Feedback. We used the seven-item scale from Sommer and Kulkarni 

(2012) to measure constructive leader feedback. At T1, team leaders were asked how much 

constructive feedback they gave their team. The scale was prompted with the question: “To what 

extent do you give feedback to your team that…” Follow-up items included: “focuses on 

identifiable problems and behaviors upon which one can take action,” “makes reference to 

specific situations or incidents that are problematic” and “makes clear reference to the behaviors 

that need to be fixed.” Answers ranged from “never” (1) to “a great deal” (5). Items formed a 

single scale (α = .87). 

Leader Agreeableness. At T2, we used the four-item scale from Donnellan et al. (2006) 

to measure leader agreeableness, which is centered on individuals being warm and friendly. 

Team leaders were asked to rate their agreement with items that included: “I sympathize with 
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others’ feelings” and “I feel others’ emotions.” Answers ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to 

“strongly agree” (5). Items formed a single scale (α = .67). 

Team Reflexivity. At T2, we used the four items from de Jong and Elfring (2010), which 

was originally derived from Carter and West (1998), to measure team reflexivity. Items refer to 

the team reflecting on the goals it is trying to reach, or the strategies deployed to reach them. 

Team members were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with items that included: “We 

often review our approach to getting the job done” and “We often discuss the methods used to 

get the job done.” Answers ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). Items 

formed a single scale (α = .92). 

Team Performance. At T3, we used four items from the creative outcome scale of Zhou 

and George (2001) to measure team performance. Items were selected in collaboration with 

management at the participating firm. Given the changes going on with the sales approach and 

the new products and services that the sales teams were asked to integrate, management viewed 

the generation, development, and implementation of new and useful ideas as a key performance 

indicator. Specifically, team leaders were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with the 

following items with regards to the team they managed: “comes up with new and practical ideas 

to improve performance,” “suggests new ways to improve quality,” “develops adequate plans 

and schedules for the implementation of new ideas,” and “suggests new ways of performing 

work tasks.” Answers ranged from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). Items formed 

a single scale (α = .85). 

Control Variables. We controlled for team size because it has been shown to have an 

important effect on team behavior and team outcomes (Hackman, 2002). This variable was based 

on the total number of members on a team (ranging from four to 19). We also controlled for both 
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leader team tenure (in months) because time supports the development of interpersonal 

relationships. Feedback can be received differently when it comes from familiar individuals 

(Blunden et al., 2019). The age of the feedback-giver can also influence the effectiveness of 

feedback, as age has been associated with differences in communication patterns (Wang, 

Burlacu, Truxillo, James, & Yao, 2015), so we controlled for leader age (seven-point scale 

ranging from “18–24” to “75 and older”). Additionally, agreeableness is correlated with gender, 

as women tend to have higher levels of agreeableness than men (Costa Jr & McCrae, 1992). 

Thus we also controlled for leader gender (0 = male; 1 = female). Finally, we also measured the 

other four dimensions of the Big Five—neuroticism (α = .72), extraversion (α = .69), 

conscientiousness (α = .70), or openness to experience (α = .61)—using each of the four-item 

scales from Donnellan et al. (2006). 

Replicating H1 with team leaders. At the end of the training program, participants were 

invited to provide their opinion about their overall experience and degree of satisfaction to the 

organization. Thirty-five team leaders left comments about the training program, and we 

captured that text.  As we did in Study 1, we used LIWC to identify the proportion of words in 

their feedback that were associated with positive emotions (average = 13.61; SD = 9.40). We 

then regressed this variable on the leader’s aggregated agreeableness rating and found a positive 

relationship (b = 6.196, s.e. = 2.769, p = .025). This suggests that the feedback from the more 

agreeable leaders in our sample was also positively associated with positive emotional tone. 

Analytical Techniques 

Data Aggregation. We tested whether we could aggregate data on team reflexivity from 

individual team members to teams using two techniques. First, we computed interrater agreement 

scores (rwg(j)) by testing whether the variance of responses is lower within groups compared to 
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between groups. Assuming a normal distribution in responses and using ANOVA to calculate 

differences in means, we find that the rwg(j) score is satisfactory: team reflexivity (.87). We also 

calculated intraclass correlation coefficients ICC(1) and ICC(2) to assess the variance explained 

by team membership and reliability of team means, finding the following: team reflexivity (.10; 

.51) [F = 2.06, p < .001]. Considering that aggregation is theoretically justified and rwg(j) is high, 

an ICC(2) below .60 merely reduces statistical power and should not preclude aggregation 

(Bliese, 2000). We felt confident that we could aggregate our data from individuals to teams. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. We performed a confirmatory factor analysis to verify 

the validity and distinctiveness of our study measures at the team level (n = 53). All 19 items 

were modeled under their respective latent factor, and goodness-of-fit indices show satisfactory 

fit for a four-factor model of the data: χ² = 157.337, df = 146 (p = .25), comparative fit index 

(CFI) = .975, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = .971, root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) = .039, and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = .096. 

We also tested for reliability as well as convergent and discriminant validity using each 

factor’s average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR). The AVE and CR 

values were .36 and .67 (leader agreeableness), .46 and .86 (constructive leader feedback), .62 

and .86 (team performance), and .77 and .93 (team reflexivity). While one AVE value is 

significantly lower than .50, the CR values are all satisfactory (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Most 

importantly, all AVE values are higher than their respective maximum-shared variance (MSV) 

and the square root value of each AVE is greater than the correlation value with any of the other 

latent variables. Specifically, the MSV values range from .038 (leader agreeableness) to .218 

(team reflexivity), and the correlation values range from .13 to .19 for leader agreeableness and 
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from .04 to .47 for all variables. Therefore, we concluded that we achieved satisfactory reliability 

as well as convergent and discriminant validity (Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). 

Analytical Procedures. We conducted structural equation modeling (SEM; Bollen, 

2005) using maximum-likelihood estimation to test our hypotheses. Structural equation modeling 

is a useful framework for multivariate hypothesis testing because it allows for multiple equations 

to be estimated simultaneously (Ullman & Bentler, 2003). Structural equation models comprise 

latent variables (i.e., variables that were not directly measured, but may be inferred from 

measured items). In our case, we used each construct’s items to create latent variables—these 

latent variables represent the common variance between all their respective items. The 

interaction term between constructive leader feedback and leader agreeableness was created 

using double mean centering as described in Lin, Wen, Marsh, and Lin (2010). These three latent 

variables were allowed to freely covary while also predicting team reflexivity. For its part, team 

performance was regressed on both constructive leader feedback and team reflexivity. 

To determine the adequacy of our model, model fit indices were inspected. Model fit 

indices are estimates of how likely a set of data may have been generated by a given structural 

equation model. The fit indices for our hypothesized model show an excellent fit to the data: 

χ²(220) = 241.934, p = .15, CFI = .959, TLI = .953, RMSEA = .043 (.000, .074), SRMR = .089. 

Thus we used it to consider each of our hypotheses. 

Results 

Descriptive results and correlations are shown in Table 3. It is noteworthy that constructive 

leader feedback and team reflexivity are correlated (r = .42), and that team reflexivity is 

correlated to team performance (r = .27). For its part, leader agreeableness is not correlated with 

either constructive leader feedback or team reflexivity. However, it is positively correlated with 
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leader gender (r = .42). This is consistent with previous research that shows that women tend to 

be more agreeable than men (Costa Jr & McCrae, 1992), allowing greater confidence in our 

findings. Unsurprisingly, leader age and leader team tenure are also correlated with each other (r 

= .48). 

---Insert Table 3 about here--- 

Our second hypothesis (H2) stated that team reflexivity would be positively associated 

with constructive leader feedback. Results show a significant relationship between the two 

variables (β = 0.538, p = .002), indicating that constructive feedback from the leader does indeed 

induce teams to engage in reflexivity. H2 is thus supported. 

Our third hypothesis (H3) posited that team reflexivity would mediate the relationship 

between constructive leader feedback and team performance. We find that team reflexivity is 

positively associated with team performance (β = 0.419, p = .017), though constructive leader 

feedback is not. To test the indirect effect of constructive leader feedback on team performance 

through team reflexivity, we used bootstrapping techniques, which involved generating 5,000 

bootstrap samples and computing the 95% confidence intervals (CI) for the effect sizes. We find 

that the indirect effect of constructive leader feedback on team performance through team 

reflexivity is positive and significant (β = .273 [.023, .822]). Altogether, these results indicate 

that team reflexivity mediates the relationship between constructive leader feedback and team 

performance, showing support for H3. 

Our fourth hypothesis (H4) stated that leader agreeableness would moderate the 

relationship between constructive leader feedback and team reflexivity. Results show no 

significant association with leader agreeableness, whereas the interaction term is negatively 

associated with team reflexivity (β = -0.469, p = .010), showing support for H4. 
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To aid in interpreting this significant interaction, we plotted and computed slopes at high 

(one standard deviation above the mean), average, and low (one standard deviation below the 

mean) values of the moderating variable. This analysis, shown in Figure 1, affords a more 

nuanced understanding of how changes in levels of leader agreeableness produce corresponding 

changes in the relationship between constructive leader feedback and team reflexivity. Results 

did not show a significant effect for high levels of leader agreeableness (1 SD), but there were 

significant effects for both average (β = .538, p < .001) and low (-1 SD) levels (β = 1.362, p = 

.001). Altogether, this suggests that leaders in our sample who are disagreeable had the most 

impact with their constructive feedback on the degree of reflexive behavior displayed by their 

team. 

---Insert Figure 1 about here--- 

Our final hypothesis (H5) stated that the degree of leader agreeableness would moderate 

the indirect relationship between levels of constructive leader feedback and team performance 

via team reflexivity. In addition to the indirect effect of constructive leader feedback, we find that 

the indirect effect of the interaction between constructive leader feedback and leader 

agreeableness via team reflexivity on team performance is negative and significant (β = -.260 [-

1.457, -.012]). This shows support for H5. 

Our results are summarized in Table 4. We conducted all our analyses including the 

control variables (team size, leader tenure, leader age, and leader gender), and we found no 

significant improvement in the model fit and the changes to the coefficients and their statistical 

significance are marginal. Similar results were found when we controlled for other dimensions of 

the Big Five, and we found that none of neuroticism, extraversion, conscientiousness, or 
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openness interacted significantly with constructive leader feedback to influence team reflexivity. 

In other words, all our findings hold with and without controls. 

---Insert Table 4 about here--- 

Discussion 

Agreeableness has been shown to positively influence leadership effectiveness when 

effectiveness is defined by affective and relational dimensions (De Vries, 2008; Judge & Bono, 

2000), but not when it is defined in terms of execution and performance (De Vries, 2012; DeRue 

et al., 2011). Task-oriented effectiveness is obviously crucial to leadership scholarship. Drawing 

from the perspective of teams-as-information-processors (Hinsz et al., 1997), our study provides 

new, useful insights vis-à-vis the instrumental role of agreeableness on a key leadership 

behavior—feedback-giving (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006)—which 

helps explain the limited influence agreeable leaders have on their subordinates’ performance. 

Indeed, in Study 1, we show that individuals who are high in agreeableness provide feedback 

that is higher in positive emotional tone. Building on this finding, we show in Study 2 that 

agreeable leaders fail to stimulate reflexivity in their team through constructive feedback, and 

that in turn this lessens the task-oriented benefits of such feedback. Taken together, this means 

that the positive emotional tone found in agreeable leaders’ constructive feedback can mask the 

cues that the feedback recipient needs to leverage the informational content of the feedback. 

Overall, our study offers key contributions that help develop theory and motivate avenues for 

future research, in addition to contributions that support leadership practice. 

Theoretical Contributions 

First, our study contributes to leadership scholarship. By combining leader trait with leader 

behavior, we help deepen our understanding of the causes why agreeableness only predicts the 
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affective and relational dimensions of leadership effectiveness, but not task-oriented leadership 

(De Vries, 2012; DeRue et al., 2011). The trait theories of leadership have largely considered 

agreeableness as a predictor of leadership effectiveness, both with regards to individual followers 

(e.g., de Vries, 2008) and teams (e.g. Hu & Judge, 2017). Given its equivocal relationship with 

task-oriented effectiveness, it becomes useful to adapt our approach and conceptualize this leader 

trait not as a direct predictor of leadership effectiveness but rather as a moderating factor of key 

leadership behaviors (Yukl, 2012), such as feedback-giving (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005; 

Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). By doing so, we provide new, useful insights to understand the 

limitations faced by agreeable individuals in their leadership roles. 

 Second, our research contributes to the study of teams as information processors by 

showing how teams respond to constructive feedback. Our results support the idea that 

constructive feedback helps to focus recipients’ attention on goal–performance discrepancies that 

can calibrate information-processing behavior and outcomes (Klein, 1989; Taylor et al., 1984). 

The ego-threat that can be generated when constructive feedback is provided to individuals 

(Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) appears to be less detrimental or harmful in teams. Teams are more 

resourceful than individuals in terms of their skills and knowledge (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006), 

and our study shows that constructive feedback can activate these resources and put them to 

good use (Hoever et al., 2018). In short, informational cues contained in constructive feedback 

fuel team behavior at the foundation of learning and adaptation, in the form of reflexivity, which 

yields enhanced team performance. Our study thus helps to further substantiate the cognitive 

benefits of constructive feedback in teams, moving away from its affective drawbacks. 

Third, our work contributes to the feedback literature and establishes the importance of 

the individual characteristics of the feedback source. Most feedback theories understandably 
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focus on the recipient as the dominant actor in the feedback interaction, and much of the research 

attempting to disentangle the mixed empirical findings from feedback research has focused on 

feedback-recipient differences as a possible explanation (Hoever et al., 2018; Kluger & DeNisi, 

1996). However, feedback is a dyadic experience, as suggested by some theory examining the 

feedback interaction (London, 1995). Our work adds to a small but growing body of work 

applying the lens of individual differences to the feedback-giver (Johnson & Connelly, 2014). 

Such differences among feedback-givers influence the linguistic features of the feedback, which 

affect how the informational content is delivered and received, and can help explain the 

inconsistent association between constructive feedback and feedback responses (Blunden et al., 

2019). We argue and show that agreeable leaders provide qualitatively different types of 

constructive feedback, and that, consequently, their teams are less likely to engage in reflexive 

processes—and, as a further consequence, are less likely to experience heightened levels of 

performance. 

More generally, in practice, recipients’ reaction to constructive feedback likely varies in 

response to multiple aspects of the feedback that they receive—in ways that a simple focus on 

valence cannot fully capture. Some research has begun to explore how characteristics of 

feedback other than valence influence post-feedback behavior, including feedback frequency 

(Lam et al., 2011), directness (Schaerer et al., 2018), privacy (Mihm & Schlapp, 2018), and 

ambivalence (Harrison & Dossinger, 2017). Our study adds to this emerging body of work and 

provides a foundation for conceptualizing the emotional tone differences inherent in feedback, 

providing some evidence that such nuanced differences may have significant downstream effects 

on behavior and outcomes.  

Practical Contributions 
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Giving constructive feedback is one of the tasks that people dislike the most, yet it is also a 

crucial learning and performance enabler that leaders in organizations can’t ignore (Cannon & 

Witherspoon, 2005). Our study therefore provides a much-needed incentive to leaders who must 

deliver constructive feedback to teams. Team leaders can find additional motivation in the fact 

that they can expect their constructive feedback to have a positive influence on team processes in 

ways that ultimately produce significant benefits. 

Furthering our understanding of the team leader as a feedback source is a necessary 

endeavor to support leadership practice. Our study shows that not all leaders will have the same 

impact when giving constructive feedback to teams because of the way they frame that very 

feedback, which is associated with their individual makeup. This is another key practical insight 

that can be leveraged when staffing leadership positions, but, perhaps more importantly, in 

training and developing leaders. It’s not lost on us that agreeableness is positively associated 

with general assessments of leadership abilities—and presumably with the likelihood of 

receiving future promotions. High agreeableness, though negatively associated with team level 

feedback responses in our study, isn’t inherently bad in leaders. Indeed, individuals who score 

high on agreeableness should not be overlooked for leadership positions, but instead should be 

coached to sidestep their individual predispositions when providing constructive feedback. For 

instance, agreeable leaders can learn to leverage multiple information sources by using additional 

tools (e.g., scorecards) when delivering constructive feedback to better highlight the 

informational cues that can send teams into a reflexive mode. By doing so, agreeable leaders 

may deploy feedback interventions that are more effective and efficient. As their agreeable 

leaders improve the way they provide feedback to teams, organizations may get the best of both 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

26 

worlds, since those individuals tend to outperform their less agreeable counterparts in other 

leadership areas (Judge & Bono, 2000; Nahrgang et al., 2009). 

Limitations and Avenues for Future Research 

Future research may build on our study and address some of its limitations to develop theory on 

leader personality and feedback in the context of teams. For instance, it may be important to 

consider team characteristics with leader agreeableness to understand if some teams still respond 

to constructive feedback from an agreeable leader. In our field study, we only examined sales 

teams in the financial sector. Teams in this context are fairly homogeneous in terms of their 

professional background, particularly relative to sales teams in other sectors, such as 

pharmaceuticals or manufacturing (Johnston & Marshall, 2016), or other types of teams, such as 

new product development teams (Alexander & Van Knippenberg, 2014). Given that the diversity 

of the information and perspectives that team members hold can influence the way teams 

respond to feedback (Hoever et al., 2018), more research is needed to determine whether our 

findings also apply to less homogeneous teams. Individuals from different professional 

backgrounds may react to different informational cues (Edmondson & Harvey, 2018), making it 

more likely that one team member picks up a cue and starts a conversation that spurs reflexivity 

within the team. High team diversity could therefore reduce the influence of the emotional tone 

of constructive feedback provided by agreeable leaders. More generally, feedback is not divorced 

from context; the nature of the feedback leaders provide, and the systematic response tendencies 

of recipients, likely differ based on myriad contextual features (e.g., rewards and incentives). 

Future research should both examine leader agreeableness and feedback dynamics in other 

contexts, but also work to identify moderating contextual factors—features of organizational 

contexts that dampen or accentuate the effects we identify in our samples.  
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Other limitations that future research could address relate to our measures, the source of 

our data and our sample size. First, participants in Study 1 were invited to provide feedback on a 

cover letter, which can be highly contextualized. Future research should examine this 

phenomenon either using a similar feedback domain, but in specific contexts, or alternately using 

more context-specific feedback instruments (e.g. specific work-task feedback). Second, drawing 

only from self-report on a variable such constructive feedback in Study 2 is not optimal as social 

desirability may lead to range restriction that can limit generalizability. Future research that 

leverages different sources to measure these factors should try to replicate and extend our results. 

Besides, while our team performance measure is “specified in behavioral terms as things that 

people do” (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015), it only covers one dimensions of team performance: 

task performance. Hackman (1990) identified additional dimensions of team performance: the 

team’s ability to work well together in the future, and team members’ satisfaction with the team 

experience. Due to limitations placed on the research by the participating organization, collection 

of these data was not permitted. This opens avenues for future research on leader feedback, team 

reflexivity, and other facets of team performance. 

Finally, while the smaller size of our sample for Study 2 is common in team research, our 

results should be interpreted with caution and replication studies would be useful. Yet tradeoffs 

are necessary to develop insights about “real teams,” which remains valuable to understand 

leadership and team dynamics (Harvey et al., 2022). Future research, especially meta-analysis, 

can integrate our results to further identify the interplay between leaders’ personality and the 

impact of the feedback they provide to their team. 

Conclusion 
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Our research suggests that the individual characteristics of the leader play an important role in 

providing, through feedback, the valuable content that fosters information processing. A high 

degree of agreeableness in a leader influences the emotional tone of their feedback. The 

emotional tone is interpreted as an informational signal by the receiving team, muting the 

effectiveness of the other tactical information present in the constructive feedback. Our research 

contributes to the body of work showing that feedback is richer than can be adequately captured 

by simple valence. It helps unpack its effective delivery, which could be applied beyond the 

workplace. As further research works towards a multicausal model of the effect of feedback on 

teams, we believe that the individual characteristics of the feedback-giver will continue to be an 

important piece of the feedback puzzle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

29 

References 

Ahadi, SA, Rothbart, MK. (1994). Temperament, development, and the Big Five. In CF. 

Halverson, Jr., GA. Kohnstamm, & RP. Martin (Eds.), The developing structure of 

temperament and personality from infancy to adulthood (pp. 189–207). Hillsdale: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Alexander, L, Van Knippenberg, D. (2014). Teams in pursuit of radical innovation: A goal 

orientation perspective. Academy of Management Review, 39, 423-438. 

Alvero, AM, Bucklin, BR, Austin, J. (2001). An objective review of the effectiveness and 

essential characteristics of performance feedback in organizational settings (1985-1998). 

Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, 21, 3–29. 

Bernardin, HJ, Cooke, DK, Villanova, P. (2000). Conscientiousness and agreeableness as 

predictors of rating leniency. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 232-234. 

Blunden H, Yoon J, Ashford SJ, Green PI, Jampol LE, Tey KS, Gino F, et al. (2019) The giver’s 

perspective: Advancing feedback research with a new focus. Academy of Management 

Proceedings 2019, 1:10175. 

Bliese, PD. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implications for 

data aggregation and analysis. In KJ. Klein, & SWJ. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, 

research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new directions 

(pp. 349–381). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bollen, KA. (2005). Structural equation models, In P. Armitage, T. Colton (Eds), Encyclopedia 

of Biostatistics, 7, Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons. 

Brutus, S. (2010). Words versus numbers: A theoretical exploration of giving and receiving 

narrative comments in performance appraisal. Human Resource Management Review, 20, 

144–157. 

Campbell, JP, Wiernik, BM. (2015). The modeling and assessment of work performance. Annual 

Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2, 47-74. 

Cannon, MD, Witherspoon, R. (2005). Actionable feedback: Unlocking the power of learning 

and performance improvement. Academy of Management Executive, 19, 120–134. 

Carlo, G, Okun, MA, Knight, GP, de Guzman, MRT. (2005). The interplay of traits and motives 

on volunteering: Agreeableness, extraversion and prosocial value motivation. Personality 

and Individual Differences, 38, 1293–1305. 

Carter, SM, West, MA. (1998). Reflexivity, effectiveness, and mental health in BBC-TV 

production teams. Small Group Research, 29, 583–601. 

Cohn, MA, Mehl, MR, Pennebaker, JW. (2004). Linguistic markers of psychological change 

surrounding September 11, 2001. Psychological Science, 15, 687–693. 

Costa Jr, PT, McCrae, RR. (1992). Four ways five factors are basic. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 13, 653–665. 

Couture, M, & Harvey, JF. (2021). Leading temporary project teams: An analysis of task‐and 

person‐focused leadership over time. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 32, 141-

153. 

De Dreu, CK. (2007). Cooperative outcome interdependence, task reflexivity, and team 

effectiveness: a motivated information processing perspective. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 92, 628-638. 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

30 

De Jong, BA, Elfring, T. (2010). How does trust affect the performance of ongoing teams? The 

mediating role of reflexivity, monitoring, and effort. Academy of Management Journal, 

53, 535–549. 

De Vries, RE. (2008). What are we measuring? Convergence of leadership with interpersonal 

and non-interpersonal personality. Leadership, 4, 403–417. 

De Vries, RE. (2012). Personality predictors of leadership styles and the self–other agreement 

problem. Leadership Quarterly, 23, 809–821. 

DeNisi, A, Smith, CE. (2014). Performance appraisal, performance management, and firm-level 

performance: A review, a proposed model, and new directions for future research. 

Academy of Management Annals, 8, 127–179. 

DeRue, DS, Nahrgang, JD, Wellman, NED, Humphrey, SE. (2011). Trait and behavioral theories 

of leadership: An integration and meta‐analytic test of their relative validity. Personnel 

Psychology, 64, 7–52. 

DeShon, RP, Kozlowski, SW, Schmidt, AM, Milner, KR, Wiechmann, D. (2004). A multiple-

goal, multilevel model of feedback effects on the regulation of individual and team 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 1035-1056. 

Donnellan, MB, Oswald, FL, Baird, BM, Lucas, RE. (2006). The mini-IPIP scales: tiny-yet-

effective measures of the Big Five factors of personality. Psychological Assessment, 18, 

192-203. 

Edmondson, AC, Harvey, JF. (2018). Cross-boundary teaming for innovation: Integrating 

research on teams and knowledge in organizations. Human Resource Management 

Review, 28, 347–360. 

Fedor, DB, Eder, RW, Buckley, MR. (1989). The contributory effects of supervisor intentions on 

subordinate feedback responses. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 44, 396–414. 

Fornell, C, Larcker, DF. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 39–50. 

Goldberg, LR. (1990). An alternative" description of personality": the big-five factor structure. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 1216-1229. 

Goodman, JS, Wood, RE, Hendrickx, M. (2004). Feedback specificity, exploration, and learning. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 248. 

Gosling, SD, Rentfrow, PJ, Swann, WB. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-Five 

personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504–528. 

Graziano, WG, Habashi, MM, Sheese, BE, Tobin, RM. (2007). Agreeableness, empathy, and 

helping: A person× situation perspective. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

93, 583-599. 

Hackman, JR. (1990). Groups that Work and Those that Don’t. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Hackman, J. R. (2002). Why teams don’t work. In RS. Tindale, L. Heath, J. Edwards, EJ. 

Posavac, FB. Bryant, Y. Suarez-Balcazar, E Henderson-King, J. Myers (Eds.), Theory 

and research on small groups (pp. 245-267). Boston: Springer. 

Hair Jr, JF, Hult, GTM, Ringle, C, Sarstedt, M. (2016). A primer on partial least squares 

structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Inc. 

Harrison, SH, Dossinger, K. (2017). Pliable guidance: A multilevel model of curiosity, feedback 

seeking, and feedback giving in creative work. Academy of Management Journal, 60, 

2051-2072. 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

31 

Harvey, JF, Bresman, H., Edmondson, AC, Pisano, GP. (2022). A Strategic View of Team 

Learning in Organizations. Academy of Management Annals, 1-67. 

Harvey, JF, Johnson, KJ, Roloff, KS, Edmondson, AC. (2019). From orientation to behavior: 

The interplay between learning orientation, open-mindedness, and psychological safety in 

team learning. Human Relations, 72, 1726-1751. 

Harvey, JF, Leblanc, PM, Cronin, MA. (2019). Beyond separate emergence: A systems view of 

team learning climate. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1-12. 

Heslin, PA, VandeWalle, D. (2011). Performance Appraisal Procedural Justice: The Role of a 

Manager’s Implicit Person Theory. Journal of Management, 37, 1694–1718. 

Hinsz, VB, Tindale, RS, Vollrath, DA. (1997). The emerging conceptualization of groups as 

information processors. Psychological Bulletin, 121, 43-64. 

Hoever, IJ, Zhou, J, van Knippenberg, D. (2018). Different strokes for different teams: The 

contingent effects of positive and negative feedback on the creativity of informationally 

homogeneous and diverse teams. Academy of Management Journal, 61, 2159–2181. 

Hu, J, Judge, TA. (2017). Leader–team complementarity: Exploring the interactive effects of 

leader personality traits and team power distance values on team processes and 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 935-955. 

Ilgen, DR, Fisher, CD, Taylor, MS. (1979). Consequences of individual feedback on behavior in 

organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 64, 349-371. 

John, OP, Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big-Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and 

theoretical perspectives. In LA. Pervin, & OP. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: 

Theory and research, 2, (pp. 102-138). New York: : Guilford Press. 

Johnson, G, Connelly, S. (2014). Negative emotions in informal feedback: The benefits of 

disappointment and drawbacks of anger. Human Relations, 67, 1265–1290. 

Johnston, MW, Marshall, GW. (2016). Sales Force Management: Leadership, Innovation. 

Technology. New York: Routledge. 

Judge, TA, Bono, JE. (2000). Five-factor model of personality and transformational leadership. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 751-765. 

Judge, TA, Bono, JE, Ilies, R, Gerhardt, MW. (2002). Personality and leadership: a qualitative 

and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 765-780. 

Judge, TA, Piccolo, RF, Kosalka, T. (2009). The bright and dark sides of leader traits: A review 

and theoretical extension of the leader trait paradigm. Leadership Qquarterly, 20, 855–

875. 

Keltner, D, Haidt, J. (1999). Social functions of emotions at four levels of analysis. Cognition & 

Emotion, 13, 505–521. 

Klein, HJ. (1989). An integrated control theory model of work motivation. Academy of 

Management Review, 14, 150–172. 

Kluger, AN, DeNisi, A. (1996). The effects of feedback interventions on performance: A 

historical review, a meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback intervention theory. 

Psychological Bulletin, 119, 254-284. 

Konradt, U, Otte, KP, Schippers, MC, Steenfatt, C. (2016). Reflexivity in teams: A review and 

new perspectives. Journal of Psychology, 150, 153–174. 

Kozlowski, SW, Ilgen, DR. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and teams. 

Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 7, 77–124. 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

32 

Lam CF, DeRue DS, Karam, EP, Hollenbeck, JR. (2011). The impact of feedback frequency on 

learning and task performance: Challenging the “more is better” assumption. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 116, 2017-228. 

Leathers, DG. (1979). The impact of multichannel message inconsistency on verbal and 

nonverbal decoding behaviors. Communications Monographs, 46, 88–100. 

Lin, GC, Wen, Z, Marsh, HW, Lin, HS. (2010). Structural equation models of latent interactions: 

Clarification of orthogonalizing and double-mean-centering strategies. Structural 

Equation Modeling, 17, 374–391. 

London, M. (1995). Giving feedback: Source-centered antecedents and consequences of 

constructive and destructive feedback. Human Resource Management Review, 5, 159–

188. 

McCullough, ME. (2001). Forgiveness: Who does it and how do they do it. Current Directions 

in Psychological Science, 10, 194–197. 

Mihm, J, Schlapp, J. (2019). Sourcing innovation: On feedback in contests. Management 

Science, 65, 559-576. 

Nadler, D. A. (1979). The effects of feedback on task group behavior: A review of the 

experimental research. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 23, 309-338. 

Nahrgang, JD, Morgeson, FP, Ilies, R. (2009). The development of leader–member exchanges: 

Exploring how personality and performance influence leader and member relationships 

over time. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 108, 256–266. 

Pennebaker, JW, Boyd, RL, Jordan, K, Blackburn, K. (2015). The Development and 

Psychometric Properties of LIWC2015. LIWC2015 Development Manual. 1-25. 

Rothbart, MK, Ellis, LK, Rueda, MR, Posner, MI. (2003). Developing mechanisms of 

temperamental effortful control. Journal of Personality, 71, 1113–1143. 

Schaerer, M, Kern, M, Berger, G, Medvec, V, Swaab, RI. (2018). The illusion of transparency in 

performance appraisals: When and why accuracy motivation explains unintentional 

feedback inflation. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 144, 171–

186. 

Schippers, MC, Homan, AC, Van Knippenberg, D. (2013). To reflect or not to reflect: Prior team 

performance as a boundary condition of the effects of reflexivity on learning and final 

team performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34, 6–23. 

Silverthorne, C. (2001). Leadership effectiveness and personality: A cross cultural evaluation. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 30, 303-309. 

Sommer, KL, Kulkarni, M. (2012). Does constructive performance feedback improve citizenship 

intentions and job satisfaction? The roles of perceived opportunities for advancement, 

respect, and mood. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 23, 177–201. 

Taylor, MS, Fisher, CD, Ilgen, DR. (1984). Individual’s reactions to performance feedback in 

organizations: A control theory perspective. In KM. Rowland, GR. Ferris (Eds.), 

Research in personnel and human resources management (pp. 81-124). Greenwich: JAI 

Press. 

Ullman, JB, Bentler, PM. (2003). Structural equation modeling, In IB. Weiner (Ed.), Handbook 

of Psychology (pp. 607–634). Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons. 

Van Kleef, GA. (2009). How emotions regulate social life: The emotions as social information 

(EASI) model. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 18, 184–188. 

Van Kleef, GA. (2010). The emerging view of emotion as social information. Social and 

Personality Psychology Compass, 4, 331–343. 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

33 

Wang, M, Burlacu, G, Truxillo, D, James, K, Yao, X. (2015). Age differences in feedback 

reactions: The roles of employee feedback orientation on social awareness and utility. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 1296-1308. 

Yukl, G. (2012). Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions need more 

attention. Academy of Management Perspectives, 26, 66–85. 

Zhou, J, George, JM. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: Encouraging the 

expression of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 682–696. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGREEABLENESS STIFLES REFLEXIVITY 

 

34 

Tables & Figures 

 

Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations, Study 1 

 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Agreeableness 3.75 0.79 (.86)     

2. Positive Emotional Tone 70.64 31.78 0.24** 1    

3. Letter Quality 3.63 1.58 -0.27** -0.36** 1   

4. Sex 0.41 0.49 0.09 0.01 -0.05 1  

5. Education Level 4.28 1.28 0.01 0.04 0.08 0.06 1 

Notes. N = 182; *  p < .05, * *  p < .01.  
 

 

 

 

Table 2: OLS Regression results, Study 1 

 
 

I II III 

  Positive Emotional Tone Positive Emotional Tone Positive Emotional Tone 

  β (t) p β (t) p β (t) Sig. 

Agreeableness .236 (3.25) 0.001 .152 (2.12) 0.036 .214 (3.00) 0.005 

Letter Quality 
  

-.316 (-4.42) 0.000 -.323 (1.42) 0.000 

Sex (M=0; F=1) 
    

-.022 (4.50) 0.753 

Education Level         .068 (1.72) 0.329 

r²  .06  
 

.15 
 

.15 
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Table 3: Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations, Study 2 
 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 

1. Team size 11.64 3.77 1        

2. Leader team tenure 76.23 71.62 -.10 1       

3. Leader gender .77 .42 -.09 -.09 1      

4. Leader age 3.52 1.04 .13 .48** -.01 1     

5. Constructive leader feedback 4.11 .47 -.06 .04 -.19 -.12 (.87)    

6. Leader agreeableness 4.15 .52 .11 .03 .42** -.02 .05 (.67)   

7. Team reflexivity 3.77 .38 -.09 -.04 -.03 .05 .42** -.13 (.89)  

8. Team performance 4.92 .94 -.10 -.07 -.10 -.03 .06 -.09 .27* (.88) 

Notes. N = 53 teams; *  p < .05, * *  p < .01.  

 

 

Table 4: Results of the moderated mediation model 

 

 Team Reflexivity Team Performance 

 β (t) p β (t) p 

Constructive leader feedback .538 (3.102) .01 -.179 (-.998) .32 

Leader agreeableness -.072 (-.559) .58   

Constructive leader feedback x Leader 

agreeableness 
-.469 (-2.593) .01   

Team reflexivity  .419 (2.387) .02 

Indirect effect (LLCI, ULCI) 

Constructive leader feedback 

Constructive leader feedback x Leader 

agreeableness 

  

.273 (.004, .697) 

-.260 (-1.457, -.012) 

R² .485 .134 
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Figure 1: Illustration of the moderation effect of leader agreeableness 

 

 

 


