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Abstract 

Despite wide acceptance that internal networks are important for organizational and 

individual outcomes, we know little about how intraorganizational relationships evolve 

or how a firm's interaction patterns can be influenced by managerial action. This 

paper asks: How does formal group assignment influence the pattern of relationships 

inside firms? 

I explore this question in parts. First, I consider the direct effects of formal struc- 

turing. I draw on sociological mechanisms to consider how relationships are influenced 

by current and past assignment to formal groups, by the size of those groups, and by 

the nested or cross-functional nature of the broader organizational design. Second, 

I draw from the existing literature and consider how formal structure and two well 

established aspects of informal structure - gender homophily and structural embed- 

dedness - jointly influence relationship formation and maintenance. Third, I consider 

how changes in formal structure affect the formation of new ties. I argue that formal 

influence will, in the case of certain disruptive structural changes, compete with the 

influence of the informal organization. I test my arguments with longitudinal qual- 

itative and quantitative survey and archival data on formal structures and patterns 

of informal relationships formed between employees in a 271-person multinational 

customer services organization of a financial services provider. 
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Introduction 

Though organizational restructuring efforts are a prominent and often reoccurring 

feature in large organizations, we know little about how formally prescribed struc- 

tures shape firm activity. By changing the scope and membership of internal groups, 

managers hope to redirect the firm to achieve new strategies and meet changing envi- 

ronmental conditions. Early work by management scholars explored the relationship 

between strategy and formal structure. Chandler (1962) observed a link between 

management determining a set of long term goals and then changing the organiza- 

tional structure to achieve those goals. Burns & Stalker (1961) argued that different 

environmental conditions required a firm to have different organizational structures 

with mechanistic, more formal structures best suited to stable, established industries, 

and organic, less formal structures best suited to more dynamic industry environ- 

ments. Lawrence & Lorsch (1967) saw that organizations develop internal structures 

to match the complexity of their environments, leading to differences in structures and 

coordination mechanisms across an organization as subgroups responds to different 

environmental pressures. Management use formal structure to align the activity of 

firm members with organizational objectives to coordinate collective efforts (Barnard, 

1938; Galbraith, 1973; Simon, 1957). As Simon (1957: 148) noted, a primary func- 

tion of formal organization is "the development of the informal organization along 

constructive lines". The challenge for management is that informal structure is by 

definition, emergent, and cannot be modified directly. Formal structure, though quick 

and decisive, is a blunt instrument - its effectiveness dulled by resistance and lags as 

the organization adjusts to formal changes (Gulati & Puranam, 2006; Hannan et al., 

9 
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2003; Lamont et al., 1994). 

More recent research recognizes that informal structure, not formally prescribed 

structures, determines organizational outcomes. As Granovetter (1985: 23) notes, " 

observers who assume firms to be structured in fact by the official organization chart 

are sociological babes in the woods. " Such research focuses on links between existing 

informal structures and organizational outcomes like the distribution of power and 

control (Brass, 1985; Brass & Burkhardt, 1992; Burt, 1992), and the success of coor- 

dinated effort (Hansen, 1999; Krackhardt & Stern, 1988; Reagans & McEvily, 2003) 

and innovation activity (Burt, 2004; Ibarra, 1993; Moran, 2005; Obstfeld, 2005; Tsai 

& Glioshal, 1998). In this research, the informal structure is almost always taken as 

given and implicitly stable (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). The role of formal structure is 

largely discounted Balkundi & Harrison (2006), and there is little guidance as to how 

the informal organization evolves or can be shaped by management. 

While we know a lot about relationship patterns in other contexts, we know very 

little about relationships inside firms. Research on friendship and advice networks in 

the general population, in neighborhoods, in voluntary organizations and in schools 

suggests factors that influence actors to form and maintain social relationships in- 

cluding effects associated with homophily and structural embeddedness. Homophily 

-a tendency to interact with similar others - makes a tie between two actors who 

share common traits more likely (Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954; Gibbons & Olk, 2003; 

McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987; Marsden, 1988). Structural embeddedness also en- 

courages tie formation through transitivity of ties. Transitivity - the tendency of 

two individuals both tied to a common third person to form a tie with each other 

- implies that common third party connections increases the chance two actors will 

form a relationship (Feld, 1981; Fernandez & McAdam, 1988; Gibbons & Olk, 2003; 

Grossetti, 2005; McPherson et al., 1992). Two employees with many common con- 

tacts are described as having a high level of structural embeddedness (Granovetter, 

1992). 
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Still, we know little about how these informal influences are affected by formal 

structures inside firms in shaping interaction patterns between employees(Dimaggio, 

1992; ? ). This surprising gap prompts my research. How do formal structures and 

the assignment of employees to work within particular formal groups influence inter- 

action patterns? More importantly, how does formal structure affect the operation 

of informal mechanisms like homophily and structural embeddedness? To explore 

these question, I consider how formal group structure affects the development and 

maintenance of important work-related relationships inside firms. It is through such 

relationships that managerial intent is executed. I explore three related sets of in- 

quiry. Key terms used are described in a short glossary in Table 1 at the end of this 

chapter. 

First, I consider the direct effect of formal group structuring - specifically the 

assignment of individuals to work in specific formal groups - on the rate of employee 

relationships. Assignment to a formal group shapes opportunities for interaction and 

alters preferences for different relationship partners. I consider how specific design 

features of formal group structure - group size and the extent to which groups are 

nested or operate cross-functionally - influence the likelihood of relationships between 

co-group members. Larger groups, by providing more co-members to choose from and 

potentially less opportunity for interaction should may lower the rate of ties between 

co-members, though formal group coordination mechanisms may increase the rate of 

ties for moderately size groups. Compounding employee interests in nested groups, 

and conflicting interests in cross-functional groups, may make relationships even more 

likely for two employees who are both members of nested group and less likely if 

employees are both members of cross-functional groups. In testing my arguments, I 

explore the effects on both work and social relationships. 

Second, I consider the extent to which formal group assignment moderates the 

positive influence of two well established aspects of the informal organization -gender 

homophily and transitivity or structural embeddedness - on the rate of employee 
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relationships. The tendency of formal groups to have gender imbalances may make 

same gender relationships more available and therefore even more likely inside formal 

groups. Common formal group assignment may also interfere with transitivity effects 

if common structural assignment makes an employee more or less attractive. Argu- 

ments are made for both cases. In my analysis I investigate the salience of expected 

effects for work and social relationships and for men and women. 

Third, I consider how changes in formal group assignments and the structural 

embeddedness of employees affects the development of new employee ties. Changing 

the formal group assignments of employees, either to place employees together or 

separate them, changes the formal affiliation between employees. Some employees 

will be newly in the same formal group while some will be formerly in the same 

group. I argue that changes in the formal affiliation will increase new tie formation 

rates because both new and past affiliations will create opportunities for interaction 

and increase preferences to form ties. At the same time, new group assignments can 

decrease the structural alignment between the group assignments of informal contacts 

surrounding employees and the new formal positions of moved employees. This can 

result in inconsistent contributions to organizational identity that I argue will result 

in an identity conflict that discounts the rate of tie formation when moved employee- 

pairs are also heavily embedded. 

The research setting was ideally suited to distinguishing mechanisms that influence 

tie formation. I analyze unique data on the pattern of relationships formed between 

employees in a 271-person multinational customer services division of a financial ser- 

vices provider. Using a combination of qualitative interviews, quantitative social 

network survey data, and archival data, I study the formal and informal structure 

of the organization through a cross-sectional 2-period panel, measured six-months 

apart. Though focusing on a single organization limits the generalizability of find- 

ings, the setting provided two important advantages. First, I could observe the effect 

of changes in formal group assignments on tie formation. Survey data revealed 531 
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informal dyadic relationships existed between the 90 employees surveyed at the end 

of the six-month period. In the six-months that passed between data collections, a 

reorganization imposed by management caused over 20% of employees to move be- 

tween formal subunits. During this time, 6% of the first panel of informal ties were 

lost and 21% of the second panel of ties were new. Second, the setting allowed me 

to control for potential selection biases in my research design. Because employees are 

not randomly assigned to organizations and the formal groups within them, selection 

biases can make conclusions about factors influencing tie formation ambiguous. 

By considering the relative contribution of formal changes combined with the in- 

fluence of structural embeddedness, this research provides a more comprehensive and 

detailed view of the micro-processes involved in structuring organizations. With this 

research, I seek to contribute to both scholars and practitioners. For sociologists 

concerned with the sources of relationships, this research extends existing work by 

considering the additional influence of formal group assignments on employee rela- 

tionships. Ideas have the potential to be extended to investigate the affect of formal 

or institutionalized structures in other contexts. For scholars interested in the link be- 

tween social networks and performance outcomes, understanding how formal groups 

influence ties may help address the endogeneity problem - allowing researchers to bet- 

ter distinguish cause and effect in studies of performance outcomes. Understanding 

how group assignments and structural embeddedness interact also provides insight 

into how the influence of informal structure on performance outcomes may differ 

for relationships that exist within and across formal groups. For practitioners, this 

research provides actionable recommendations for those seeking to shape a firm's in- 

ternal social network structure so that a firm's social network can be better matched 

to meet specific internal objectives and environmental conditions. 

This thesis is organized as follows. In the first chapter, I consider how employee re- 

lationships are likely to be shaped by two design features of formal groups - their size 

and the prescribed relations between groups. In chapter 2,1 consider the combined 
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effects of common group assignment and two aspects of the informal organization - 

gender homophily and structural embeddedness - on the likelihood of relationships. 

In the third chapter, I consider how changes in group assignments and the structural 

embeddedness of employees will interact to shape the development of new ties. I 

describe the empirical setting in the fourth chapter and the research methodology in 

the fifth chapter. Using quantitative survey data, I then present results that suggest 

how informal relationships between 90 co-workers surveyed in both periods are influ- 

enced by the firm's formal groups, structural embeddedness and gender homophily. 

I present results for each separate set of theoretical arguments in Chapters 6,7 and 

8 and discuss implications of the findings, outline the limitations of this study and 

offer suggestions for future research in Chapter 9. 



15 

Table 1: Glossary of terms 

Formal structure Relationships among functionally differentiated groups and be- 
tween superiors and subordinates that are prescribed by man- 
agement. Evidence of formal relationships can be found in job 
descriptions, reporting hierarchies and organizational charts 

Formal groups Prescribed functional groups into which management assigns 
employees 

Formal affiliation Extent of commonality in formal group assignment between 
employees 

Informal structure Discretionary and emergent patterns of interaction between 
employees, where the content of interactions may be work re- 
lated, social, or a combination of both 

Employee relationships Informal interactions between employees of sufficient strength 
or ties and regularity to be recognized by employees as important 

work-related relationships at a particular point in time 

`York ties Employee relationships that assist with work-flow input and 
outputs, task advice, political support and/or strategic infor- 

mation contacts 

Social ties Employee relationships provide social support and/or 
friendship 

Employee-pair Two employees with the potential to form a relationship 

Structural embedded- The extent to which an employee-pair share many relationships 

Hess (work and/or social) in common. These common contacts are 
often referred to as indirect ties between two actors 



Chapter 1 

Formal group assignments and 
relationships inside firms 

A firm's internal boundaries and the formal groups created can shape coordination 

and information sharing between employees. Dividing employee activities into differ- 

ent functions or groups allows management to focus the organization's activity and 

gain potential economies of scale or specialization. Formal groups are usually con- 

structed around a common functional, geographic or product-market focus and are 

often hierarchically nested with different layers that can include, for instance, business 

units, divisions, subunits and teams. The influence of formal group assignments are- TS 

seldom included in studying the effect of informal structure. This exclusion is dan- 

gerous if informal networks are unstable and sources of change are not endogenous. 

While some research on interpersonal networks suggests networks form and ossify 

quickly (Newcomb, 19G1_), others argue that communication networks may dissolve 

and reconstitute after specific events (Monge & Contractor, 2003). Burt (2000) found 

widespread evidence of decay in social networks in a variety of contexts suggesting 

informal networks are not always stable. ' 

Still, formal group assignments will have limited influence if observed changes in 

the informal network can be attributed primarily to the informal structure. If, for 

example, two employees from different formal groups with many common informal 

'In his survey of existing research, Burt (2000) found that at one extreme, less than 8% of ties 

between bankers survived over a three year period. 
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contacts, lobby those contacts to be reassigned to the same organization, any tie 

formed between those employees may be better attributed to their overlapping in- 

formal networks than their new formal affiliation. In the case of an organization in 

which restructuring efforts are instigated by a small central group, changes in formal 

group assignments will be largely exogenous and at a minimum, should provide ad- 

ditional influence on tie formation. In this chapter, I consider how the size of formal 

groups and the extent to which groups are nested or cross-functional in the broader 

organizational design influences relationships between employees. 

1.1 Existing research on the influence of formal 

group assignments 

Actors must be selective in their choice of partners. Because relationships take time 

and effort, actors have a limited capacity to form and maintain relationships. For 

a relationship to form, two actors must be available to each other and desire a re- 

lationship with each other (Blau, 1977; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987). For a 

relationship to persist, both actors must have continued access to each other and 

continuing interest in maintaining that relationship. Scholars characterize factors 

that influence the likelihood of a relationship by the way factors affect the availability 

of potential relationship partners and shape individual preferences in choosing be- 

tween partners. Inside an organization, availability may be limited because of the 

ease of access to various partners or because of limits on the discretion of an em- 

ployee in choosing partners. For example, some groups in the organization could be 

smaller and more isolated and the functional roles performed by those groups may 

involve less interaction with others - for those actors, potential partners would be less 

available. Similarly, some formal roles may entail a high degree of non-discretionary 

interaction and relationship building which may limit the capacity of employees to 

form additional relationships. Also, the preference of employees to select it particular 

partner reflect a rank ordering of available partners. Preferences may change because 
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of changes in the mental state of an actor, including changes in that actor's taste or 

changes in formal incentives that affects the attractiveness or usefulness of particu- 

lar relationships, because of changes in the characteristics of partners, or because of 

changes in the available set of partners. 

1/ Homophily is the tendency of those with similar attributes to form relationships 

(for a review see McPherson et al. (2001)). Not surprisingly, research suggests being 

assigned to the same formal group creates an homophily effect so that ties between 

employees in the same group are both more available and preferred. In-group ties are 

likely to be more available to employees because employees placed in the same group 

are likely to be more proximate to each other in social space and therefore more likely 

to interact based on local availability (Blau, 1977; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987). 

Similarly, focusing actors around a common activity, person or group, increases the 

chance those individuals will interact (Feld, 1981), and hence, the possibility that a 

relationship will develop. 

Employees may prefer in-group relations for three reasons. First, preference-based 

homophily arguments suggest employees in the same group may be more attractive 

interaction partners because they are more likely to share common experiences, inter- 

ests and perspectives (Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954; Marsden, 1988). Second, research 

on organizational identity suggests in-group ties may be more useful to employees. 

Membership in a formal group provides a social category that signals that an em- 

ployee belongs to some collective group (Asliforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 

1985), either at an organizational or subunit level (Albert & Whetten, 1985; Hogg & 

Terry, 2000). The identity associated with an organizational category helps shape an 

individual's sense of the social norms that govern how to act in that group (Becker 

& Carper, 1956; Van Maanan, 1976). An individual who fails to convey impressions 

consistent with his or her social role risks being less effective in that role (Goffinan, 

1974; Leary & Kowalski, 1990), and a coherent, well-defined organizational identity 

may contribute to an individual's career success (Podolny & Baron, 1997). Though 
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not a pre-condition to forming a clear organizational identity, many argue that iden- 

tities can develop through social interaction and relationship building between group 

members (Bartel & Dutton, 2001; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Cardador & Pratt, 2006). 

For example, Ibarra (1999) found relationships with mentors or role models help fos- 

ter a sense of membership and belonging. In addition, formal group identification, 

tends to increase cohesion and cooperation amongst group members (Dukerich et 

al., 2002; Turner, 1982) and encourage the development of high-quality relationships 

(Roberts, 2005). Hence in-group ties may be preferred as they contribute to a more 

consistent identity. Third, research on communication networks suggests that because 

formal groups tend to develop greater specialization and along with that, task inter- 

dependencies and group-specific norms, values and conceptual frameworks (Lawrence 

& Lorsch, 1967; March & Simon, 1958), communication and information transfer 

within groups will be both easier and potentially more useful to employees. While 

empirical evidence suggests cross-boundary relationships are valuable for knowledge 

and information transfer (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992a; Tushman & Scanlan, 1981), the 

communication barriers associated with cross-boundary ties are likely to reduce their 

occurrence. Table 1.1 provides a sample of studies that consider the impact of formal 

structure - and in a few cases - formal group assignment - on organizational and 

individual outcomes, including relationships between employees. Evidence confirms a 

preponderance of in-group ties and shows common organizational boundaries increase 

tie likelihood in voluntary organizations (McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987), schools 

(Shrum & Cheek, 1987; Yuan et al., 2006) and factories (Feld, 1982). 

1.2 Influence of formal group size 

Given in-group ties are more likely, this section considers how the size of a formal 

group affects relationship likelihood. A long history of research suggests a relationship 

between the size of a social organization and it's structure (e. g., Durkheim, 1933; 
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Hawley et al., 1965; Simmel, 1902-03; Weber, 1958). An increase in system size affects 

both the level of interpersonal interaction and the extent of structural differentiation 

in that system (Durkheim, 1933). Two lines of argument shed light on how formal 

group size affects the extent of in-group relationships between employees. 

Relationships are expected to be less likely when a formal group is arr. Increas- 

ing size decreases the level of in-group interaction and increases anonymity amongst 

system members (Milgram, 1970). While having more members in a formal group 

increases the total number of people from the group who are available as potential re- 

lationship partners (Mayhew & Levinger, 1976), individuals only have a finite amount 

of time and effort to build and maintain those relationships (Burt, 1997; Newcomb, 

1961). As a group gets larger, employees are less likely to be aware of each other 

and may have less capacity to develop a relationship because of the other in-group 

relationships they already maintain. Similarly, Feld (1981) recognized relationships 

between group members will be more likely for more directed areas of focus, which, 

although dependent on context, is likely to be true for activities involving fewer ac- 

tors (1981: 1025). Hence, ties between formal group members will be more likely in 

smaller groups than in larger groups. 

A second perspective suggests the relationship between groups size and informal 

ties may be more complicated. Research relating a firm's size to it's formal structure 

and relating top management team (TAM) size to TAM effectiveness, suggests a 

curvilinear relationship between group size and the likelihood of in-group ties. When a 

firm grows in size, ceteris paribus, two competing effects occur. Organization structure 

becomes increasingly complex with more levels of management (Child, 1973) and an 

increase in communication and professional and technical functions (Kasarda, 1974). 

This leads to diseconomies of scale as administrative costs rise with increasing group 

size. At the same time, as size grows, organizations are able to increase the span of 

manager control, resulting in economies of scale with each manager able to supervise 

a larger number of employees (Blau, 1970; Blau & Schoeuherr, 1971). In the case 
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of top management teams, on a much smaller scale, Smith et al. (1994) suggested 

the lower levels of coordination and communication that come with increasing team 

size may be countered by formal intervention to impose formal rules, regulations and 

processes to enable communication. 

This second view suggests that when a formal group reaches a certain size, manage- 

ment intervention and organizational routines may encourage relationships amongst 

team members. Interventions could include requiring formal team meetings, the for- 

mal appointment of a manager with responsibility for team performance and the 

imposition of reporting and monitoring systems to make team members accountable 

for team output. 
(The group size at which intervention is likely can be thought of 

as a "coordination threshold. Below the coordination threshold, tie formation and 

maintenance would depend on informal social processes, making coordination more 

likely for smaller groups. At the coordination threshold, organizational processes 

may intervene to make relationships between group members even more likely. This 

would create a curvilinear relation between group size and tie likelihood, making re- 

lationships more likely in moderately-sized groups, where explicit team coordination 

processes are implemented, than in the smallest groups. For very large groups, for- 

mal interventions are likely to have a decreasing effect on team member interaction. 

Because the managerial span of control is likely to be higher in larger groups (Blau, 

1970), reduced managerial supervision may limit the extent and effectiveness of formal 

intervention and make in-group ties less likely in larger groups. Indirect support for 

a more complex relationship with group size is found in research by Leatt & Schneck 

(1982) who considered how the size of nursing subunits in hospitals affects the ratio 

of clerical staff to non-clerical staff. The authors found a curvilinear relationship. 

Small and large teams had low ratios of clerical staff to others, while teams in the 

mid-range had hi her ratios ýlerieal staff to others. This suggests the inclusion 

of extra administrative resources, was highest for moderately sized teams consistent 

with the existence of a "coordination threshold. " Together, these arguments suggest 
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two related, yet competing hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1.2.1. The rate of relationships between employees assigned to the same 

formal group will fall with the size of the group. 

Hypothesis 1.2.2. The rate of relationships between employees assigned to the same 

formal group will be higher for moderately sized groups than for small or large groups. 

1.3 Influence of broader organizational design of 
formal groups 

The likelih 
, of in-group ties may also be influenced by the broader organizational 

design in which a formal group is situated. Denison et al. (1996: 1006) described 

this as the organizational context of teamwork or "the overarching structures and 

systems external to a team that facilitate or inhibit its work. " A set of formal roles 

and responsibilities associated with each formal group will define relationships and 

dependencies intended to exist between groups. In most cases, an employee in a 

firm will have multiple formal group affiliations that combine to define his or her 

formal organizational role. An employee may be a member of a team that is also 

part of a subunit of the organization. At the same time, that employee may provide 

a particular type of product expertise or serve a particular set of client accounts. 

Overlapping membership in multiple formal groups is likely to complicate the extent 

to which common group assignment influences employee relationships. 

To simplify my arguments I focus on two primary ways in which formal groups 

can be linked. ' On one Band, formal groups may be nested, so that all members 

of one group are also members of some larger group. A nested structure creates a 

functional silo or "chimney" in that the smaller group is completely contained in the 

larger group (Galbraith, 1994), ) 
A typical nested structure would be the hierarchical 

division of a sub-unit into a number of distinct and wholly contained teams, each 
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led by a manager who reports into the head of the subunit. On the other hand, a 

formal group may be designed to operate across other groups. This type of formal 

group been the subject of recent research and is referred to as a cross-functional 

team (CFT) (e. g., Ancona & Caldwell, 1992b; Cunningham & Chelladurai, 2004; 

Denison et al., 1996). As described by Keller (2001), "cross-functional groups consist 

of members from different functional areas, such as various research disciplines (like 

chemistry, electronics or metallurgy), engineering, manufacturing or marketing. " For 

example, a particular client account team may include employees who also belong 

to different functional areas - like customer service, sales, technical operations and 

product development - to enable smooth customer-facing coordination of activity. 

When formal groups are nested, common group assignment in both is likely to 

increase the chance of a relationship between two employees. Assignment to each 

group is likely to be complementary because nested groups will share a common line 

of hierarchial oversight. Common understanding with respect to the access and dis- 

tribution of organizational resources is also more likely (Hackman, 1987). In addition, 

common assignments to each group may improve the extent to which a relationship 

provides role clarity through clear organizational identity (Podolny & Baron, 1997). 

Contacts within nested groups are also likely to be valuable relationship partners 

in influencing performance assessment processes because both groups fit within the 

same reporting hierarchy. Because both groups are nested, they are also likely to have 

overlapping foci creating complementary reasons for members to interact. While two 

co-assignments will both independently increase the likelihood of a relationship, the 

complementary nature of co-memberships when two groups are nested may make 

in-group relationships even more likely. 

When one formal group is cross-functional to another, co-assignment in both 

groups is likely to pull individual focus in different directions, reducing the likeli- 

hood of relationships between employees who are members of both groups. Because 

CFTs are usually managed as matrix structures with dual accountability to both the 
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CFT and one or more functional groups, conflict amongst group members is likely 

(Galbraith, 1973,1994; Larson & Gobeli, 1987). Each group is likely to have different 

priorities, different performance expectations and different managers responsible for 

assessing performance (Gobeli & Larson, 1987). Employees who are co-members of 

both groups are likely to have obligations and a social identity associated with the 

CFT that conflicts with obligations and social identity associated with the functional 

area (Alderfer & Smith, 1982; Alderfer, 1987; Brown, 1983). For instance, two employ- 

ees, both in a CFT and the same functional group, might find themselves competing 

for access to scarce organizational resources needed by each area creating cognitive 

stress in relations between those employees. Dual group assignments may also cause 

team loyalty to be questioned. For these reasons, Donnellon (1995) suggested that 

CFTs are often more "co-acting" work groups composed of interdependent individ- 

uals pursuing their own goals over the teams, as opposed to being teams with high 

interdependence and strong group identity. Dealing with these conflicts is likely to 

create cognitive stress for employees who are co-members of both a CFT and a func- 

tional group which may make a relationship less likely than expected given the two 

co-memberships those employees share. These arguments suggest the way in which 

formal groups are structured is likely to affect relationship patterns in two ways: 

Hypothesis 1.3.1. The rate of relationships between employees assigned to the same 

two formal groups will be even higher when those groups are nested. 

Hypothesis 1.3.2. The higher rate of relationships between employees assigned to the 

same two formal groups will be reduced when those groups operate cross functionally. 



Chapter 2 

Interaction between common 
group assignment and aspects of 
informal structure 

It is well recognized that behavior inside firms is influenced by both informal so- 

cial structure and the formal organization (e. g., Barnard, 1938; Dalton, 1959). As 

Dimaggio states: 

Much about organizations can be understood as a consequence of the in- 

teraction of these three factors: The organization's relational network, 

the distribution of attributes, and the formal organizational structure 

(1992: 132). 

Although there is speculation as to the combined influence of formal and informal 

structure on relationships (Dimaggio, 1992; Ibarra, 1992), there is little guidance as to 

how formal and informal structures are likely to interact. Chapter 1 posed hypotheses 

regarding the effects of the size and overall design of formal groups, but did not 

consider how common group assignment interacts with a firm's informal structure 

to affect relationship patterns. To simplify my arguments, I limit the formal group 

assignments I consider to common assignment to the same subunit -a formal group 

that aggregates people performing the same function within a division of a business 

unit - and consider potential interactions between formal subunit assignment and two 

27 
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aspects of informal structure - gender homophily and structural embeddedness - in 

influencing relationship patterns. 

2.1 Interaction of common group assignment and 
gender homophily 

In this section, I explore the interaction of effects associated with gender homophily 

and assignment to the same formal subunit. Employees of the same gender are more 

likely to form relationships. Gender, like common group assignment, is an individ- 

ual attribute which helps define and distinguish individuals and may influence an 

individual's role and social position (Blau, 1977). If this true, people of the same 

gender will be closer in social space and more likely to interact based on demographic 

local availability and more likely to interact. There is substantial evidence of segre- 

gation of men and women into different jobs and occupations (Baron & Bielby, 1986; 

Bielby & Baron, 1986a, b; Fernandez & Sosa, 2005) which suggests gender homophily 

in organizations may be due, in part, to the availability of same gender relationships. 

Homophily arguments suggest individuals may also prefer to interact with same sex 

others because they are likely to share common experiences, interests and perspectives 

(Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987; Marsden, 1988). For 

example, Lincoln & Miller (1979) argued that employees of the same sex may find 

communication easier and behavior more predictable, making it easier to develop 

trusting, reciprocal relationships. 

Research linking informal networks and gender homophily is primarily focused on 

explaining differences in types of informal networks maintained by men and women 

and suggests that women face informal barriers in organizations based on the different 

contents and structures of their networks. Lincoln & Miller (1979) found persistent 

gender lomophily in individual's expressive or friendship networks but not in their 
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instrumental or work-related networks in a study that included five different organi- 

zations. Brass (1985) found strong homophily effects in an organization that had a 

population that was 40% female, with men choosing other men 75% of the time and 

women choosing other women 68% of the time. Brass (1985) also found that women's 

networks were more peripheral to more senior networks associated with future ad- 

vancement, and hence argued that homophilous networks were more detrimental for 

women than for men. Tsui & Oreilly (1989) found that superiors in mixed-gender 

superior-subordinate relationships, were more likely to find subordinates less inter- 

personally attractive and perceive the relationships as less effective. In a study of the 

social networks of 79 employees of a North American advertising and public relations 

agency, Ibarra (1992) found that, even after controlling for individual attributes and 

formal position, men tend to have more homophilous networks than women across 

instrumental, and to a slightly lesser extent, expressive ties. In a study of the infor- 

mation and career support networks of 63 middle managers in four Fortune/Service 

500 firms, Ibarra (1997) again found that men have more homophilous networks than 

women. In this study, Ibarra also found that high-potential women had a significantly 

higher proportion of same gender ties than non high-potential women. 

Macro-structural arguments suggest the positive influences on the likelihood of 

employee relationships of common formal group assignment and gender homophily 

are likely to interact to make relationships even more likely when two employees are 

both in the same formal group and of the same gender. The arguments relies on two 

mechanisms. 

First, if a group within an organization has a high level of heterogeneity with 

respect to gender, in that it has an unequal distribution of men and women, the dif- 

ference in the numbers of men and women will shape the opportunity for interaction 

between different genders make gender lomophilous relationships more likely (Blau, 

1977). According to Blau, the greater the difference in the size of the two groups, 

the greater the extent to which there will be lower levels of association between those 
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groups, implying higher levels of in-group, or homophilous association are expected 

(1977a: 77). 'In other words, the greater the extent to which gender distributions are 

uneven in a given population, the greater the extent to which, given random assign- 

ment of ties, members of the majority will form homophilous relationship with each 

other and the minority will form heterophilous relationships with the majority. If 

one gender outnumbers the other within formal subunits, given equal number of rela- 

tionships per ego, segregating the organization into smaller, more gender imbalanced 

groups will make same gender relationships more available within formal subunits. 

Second, the structuring of an organization into different subunits is likely to result 

in sub-populations that are more imbalanced with respect to gender than that found 

in the organization as a whole. Organizational subunits are generally created to divide 

the activities of the firm into different functional areas. Based on substantial empir- 

ical evidence of gender differences across different jobs and occupations (Baron & 

Bielby, 1986; Bielby & Baron, 1986a, b; Fernandez & Sosa, 2005), different functional 

areas are likely to employ people performing different kinds of jobs and hence have 

differences in the gender mix of their sub-populations. Gender and subunit bomophily 

would therefore attenuate cross-group associations. This suggests that homophilous 

relationships between actors in the same formal subunit will be even more likely. 

These arguments, which are based on the availability of same gender others, could 

be affected if there were some reason to expect a change in individual preferences to- 

wards same gender relations within groups. If for instance, following Harrison et al. 

(1998), the formal group context were to increase familiarity between subunit mem- 

bers so that preferences on surface-level attributes, like gender, become less salient, 

this could reduce the tendency to choose same sex others in forming relationships even 

'As Blau explains: 
A small group must be more involved than a large group in the intergroup relations 
between the two, either because a larger proportion of the small group's members than 
of the large group's have intergroup associates and spend time with them, or because 
those that do have more intergroup associates and spend more time with them, or as 
the result of a combination of the two. (1977a: 21) 
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though structurally, same sex others are likely to be more available as they are likely 

to be over represented in the group. Given no apparent reason to expect preferences 

for homophilous relationships within formal groups to change, I expect no counter ef- 

fect of increased availability of gender homophilous ties within formal groups2. Here, 

I argue formal group assignments, through the division of labor into functional areas, 

and not necessarily individual preferences causes higher levels of gender homophily 

for in-group relationships and suggest: 

Hypothesis 2.1.1. The rate of relationships between employees will be even higher 

for same gender employees when they are assigned to the same formal subunit. 

2.2 Interaction of common group assignment and 
structural embeddedness 

In this section, I consider the interaction between the influence of common formal 

subunit assignment and structural embeddedness on the likelihood of relationships. 

Two actors are more likely to form a relationship if they are structurally embedded - 

that is, when the two actors both have relationships with many of the same contacts 

- because relationships with common contacts are likely to be transitive (Feld, 1997). 

Transitivity is the tendency of two actors to form a relationship when they are both 

connected to a common third party. The more common third party contacts two 

actors share, the more the two actors are structurally embedded (Granovetter, 1985). 

Shared contacts act as conduits of information between embedded actors making them 

more likely to be aware of or come into contact with each other (Davis, 1963; Holland 

2The arguments are similar to early work by Kanter (1976), who argued the hierarchical (as 

opposed to the functional) division of labor inside a firm, and the distribution of men and women 

across different hierarchical levels provides a structure of power that explains differences between 

the behaviors and attitudes of men and women. Kanter (1976) argued that the relative disadvantage 

of many women with respect to opportunity and power in the labor force in 1970 resulted in certain 
behaviors - like limited aspirations, concern with co-worker friendships and controlling leadership 

ties - that men in similar disadvantaged positions also exhibited. Available opportunities, not the 
dispositions of individuals could account for these differences. 
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& Leinhardt, 1971; Coleman, 1988). Transitivity may also be driven by an actor's 

preference for cognitive balance in his or her relationships (Heider, 1946; Davis, 1963). 

Structurally embedded employees may also be more attractive relationship partners 

because embedded ties may provide benefits such as better knowledge transfer (Rea- 

gans & McEvily, 2003), the development of cooperative norms in the local network 

(Granovetter, 1992) and, like common group assignment, a source of organizational 

identity and sense of personal belonging (Ibarra & Smith-Lovin, 1997; Podolny & 

Baron, 1997). Feld (1997) found a positive correlation between structural embedded- 

ness and the strength of a relationship between two actors (measured as both the 

number of hours spent interacting and how much one actor liked another) and the 

stability of that relationship over time. Similarly, Reagans & McEvily (2003)3 found 

structural embeddedness, weighted according to the strength of relationships to the 

common third party contact, improved the ability of one actor to transfer knowledge 

to another. Table 2.1 shows a sample of studies relating structural embeddedness (or 

related concepts) to organizational and individual outcomes. 

Concurrent with the influence of the structural embeddedness of informal rela- 

tionship, common assignment to the same formal group or subunit will also make 

employee relationships more likely. These two effects are likely to interact because 

common group assignment will affect both the availability and usefulness of relation- 

ships with structurally embedded others. Because of the expected preponderance of 

in-group ties, a higher density of relationships is likely to be found within formal 

groups than between formal groups. This means that employees within groups are 

likely to have more third-party contacts in common than employees from different 

groups, and therefore be more structurally embedded. Hence, within formal groups, 

there will be more structurally embedded others with whom to form relationships 

which may suggest ties with structurally embedded others will be even more likely 

3Reagans & McEvily (2003) used the terminology "network cohesion" to refer to "the extent to 

which a relationship is surrounded by strong (mutual) third-party connections" (2003: 245). The 
dyadic measure of social cohesion used by these authors was network density which incorporated 

measures of relationship strength with the count of common third party contacts. 
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within groups. 

However, competing arguments can be made as to usefulness of structurally em- 

bedded relationships inside formal groups that may alter this expected positive inter- 

action. On the one hand, individuals may prefer relationships with more structurally 

embedded co-workers who are also inside formal groups. Relationships with mem- 

bers of the same formal group may be preferred over relationships with members of 

other groups because of the role they play in defining a clear organizational identity 

(Podolny & Baron, 1997) which may have particular value inside a formal group by 

making actors more effective in their assigned role (Coffman, 1974; Leary & Kowalski, 

1990). At the same time, more structurally embedded co-workers are easier to identify 

and connect with through common third party contacts. Combining increased part- 

ner availability with increased relationship utility may result in an increased chance of 

a relationship beyond that due to the independent effects of same group assignment 

and structural embeddedness making a relationship even more likely. 

On the other hand, individuals may find relationships with structurally embedded 

co-workers inside formal groups less useful. Being structurally embedded within the 

same formal group may reduce the attractiveness of a potential relationship because 

common formal group assignment may substitute for informal structure in two ways. 

First, common group assignment may provide some level of affiliation between actors 

that acts as a partial or complete substitute for the connection provided by an informal 

relationship between those actors. If individuals choose to form ties with structurally 

embedded contacts to achieve cognitive balance in their relationships (Heider, 1946; 

Davis, 1963), being in the same formal group may provide a sufficient connection 

between two employees to reduce the level cognitive dissonance associated with not 

maintaining a relationship even if those employees have many contacts in common. 

Second, common formal group assignment may provide a basis for coordinating 

effort that substitutes for forming an informal tie. Where a co-worker is in the same 

formal group, an actor may be able to rely oil common group assignment as a less 
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costly way of activating sufficient dyadic coordination so that there is less need to form 

an informal relationship. This could be done by evoking standard routines and ways 

of interacting within the formal group. At the same time, structurally embedded 

actors are likely to have greater exposure to one another and greater knowledge 

of each other's strengths and weaknesses and have superior knowledge of the likely 

benefits of forming a relationship with one another. Based on this superior knowledge 

and the potential to use common group assignment to illicit coordinated effort, a 

structurally embedded employee-pair who are also in the same group may be more 

likely to chose not to form a relationship. Instead, each actor may prefer to use their 

scarce networking resources to maintain relationships with others outside the formal 

group who cannot be easily accessed through formal structures. 

In addition, common group assignment may also affect preferences by increasing 

the level of redundancy associated with an embedded tie. Because there may be 

strategic information and control advantages associated with having a less embedded 

network (Burt, 1992), employees may seek to optimize their networks by selecting 

more diverse, non-redundant contacts. Employees from other subunits may be more 

likely to have access to new information and be more isolated members of a focal 

actor's network. The additional redundancy associated with a potential relationship 

with a co-worker who has many common third-party contacts and is also in the same 

group may make that relationship less likely. 

Based on these arguments I propose two alternate hypotheses that consider the 

moderating influence of common group assignment and structural embeddedness on 

relationships: 

Hypothesis 2.2.1. The rate of relationships between structurally embedded employees 

will be even higher when they are assigned to the same formal subunit. 

Hypothesis 2.2.2. The higher rate of relationships between structurally embedded 

employees will be reduced when they are assigned to the same formal subunit. 



Chapter 3 

Influence of changes in formal 

group assignments and structural 
embeddedness on new ties 

Organizational restructuring involves changing formal boundaries and altering the 

scope and membership of formal groups. This can refocus firm activity - increasing 

coordination and information sharing between employees who are brought together 

in a common formal group and minimizing coordination and information sharing 

between employees placed in separate groups. The focus of this section is what 

happens when formal group assignments are changed. How do employee movements 

across formal structures affect new tie formation rates, and as a consequence, the 

effectiveness of restructuring efforts? 

3.1 Effect of changes in group assignment and for- 

mal affiliation 

I argue that changes in an employee's formal group assignment affect tie formation 

rates by changing the formal affiliation between employees. People moved from one 

social position to another tend to be influenced by both their current and former 

positions in forming and maintaining relationships (Blau, 1977). Old role attributes 

and relations linger while new ones have to be formed. Merton (1968) described the 

process a soldier goes through when moved from one military unit to another. The 

37 
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soldier must break affiliations with one group while building affiliations with a new 

group. As a new member of an existing group, the soldier may have difficulty forming 

new relations. Similarly, employee reassignments change the formal affiliations be- 

tween pairs of employees so that some will be newly affiliated - in the same group for 

the first time, and others will be formerly affiliated - separated into different groups. 

I consider the extent to which changes in formal affiliation create new opportunities 

for interaction and affect preferences towards potential relationship partners. 

Newly affiliated employees will have an increased opportunity for interaction. 

Their work activities will be more likely to overlap as their common group assign- 

ment is likely to place them in proximate locations and they are more likely to be 

focused on more closely related work items, involving a common set of co-workers and 

managers. Newly affiliated employees are also likely to have increased preferences to 

form ties. They will share the experience of being in the same group and over time, 

in-group specialization implies communication will become easier and more effective 

between same group employees. Employee-pairs moved from the same group into 

separate groups have a former affiliation which implies they are more likely to have 

interacted previously and thus know each other, providing an opportunity for future 

interaction. The common experiences they have shared, including recent restructur- 

ing moves, may also make formerly affiliated employees more attractive interaction 

partners than other employees. 

In addition, change in an employee's formal group assignment is likely to be ac- 

companied by a change in that employee's work-related identity. An employee who 

is moved into a new role has incentives to adapt his or her organizational identity 

(Ibarra, 1999). Ibarra (1999) argues that an individual can play an active role in 

adapting to new professional roles , and engage in a process of negotiated adaptation 

to improve the fit between themselves and their work environment (Schein, 1978; 

Nicholson, 1984). Ibarra (1999) found evidence of individual adaptation amongst 
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MBA students moving into professional roles who adapted to their new work envi- 

ronments by experimenting with trial work identities. Similarly, Beyer & Hannah 

(2002) found new employees in a technology consortium adjusted to their work set- 

tings more easily when they had more diverse experiences and thus had more flexibility 

in adapting their professional identities. Ibarra et al. (2005) argue that individuals 

may also attempt to adapt their contact networks to establish new work identities 

by forming new relationships and relinquishing existing ones. Based on arguments 

presented earlier, the need to build and establish organizational identity in a new 

formal group suggests that employees who are moved to a new group will have in- 

centives to form relationships with others also in the same group. This provides an 

additional argument in support of increasing rates of new tie formation for newly 

affiliated employees. 

Hence, I argue that changes in group assignments alter the formal affiliations 

between employees, either by creating new or former affiliations. This increases both 

the opportunity and motivation to form new ties and makes ties between employee- 

pairs who experience changes in their formal affiliation more likely can be stated 

as: 

Hypothesis 3.1.1. The rate of relationships between employees will increase when 

the formal affiliation between employees changes. 

3.2 Joint influence of formal structural changes 
and structural embeddedness 

Changes in formal group assignment may reduce the positive influence of structural 

embeddedness because of lags in the rate at which informal structures adapt to an 

employee's new formal position. Gulati & Puranam (2006) suggest three reasons 

why informal structure may lag changes in formal position: "Role-residue" may lead 

to lingering of the informal elements associated with past formal roles; Cultural 

inertia, driven by self-selection processes which led employees to join and stay in a 
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subunit, may cause resistance to formal changes (Carroll & Harrison, 1998; Chatman, 

1991); Imprinting may limit change in the informal organization so that, for example, 

the articulation of values by an organizational founder may "lock-in" key informal 

elements and make change difficult (Baron et al., 2001; Stinchcombe, 1990). 

This lag, combined with the preponderance of in-group informal ties, suggests 

that when an employee's group assignment changes, members of the employee's in- 

formal network will be more likely to belong to the employee's old group than his or 

her new group. While the new group assignment provides incentives to establish an 

organizational identity consistent with the new group (Ibarra, 1999), the employee's 

surrounding network will tend to support an organizational identity and sense of be- 

longing that is more likely to be associated with the employee's old group (Ibarra et 

al., 2005). Similarly, because changes in the formal affiliation of an employee-pair are 

caused by the new group assignment of at least one of the employees, it is likely the 

pair's common informal contacts will belong to groups that are different from at least 

one of the employees. Hence, the surrounding informal network will tend to support 

an organizational identity that differs from the target organizational identity implied 

by the new group assignment of at least one employee. Because more structurally 

embedded ties provide a greater sense of organizational identity, these inconsistencies 

are likely to be greater for employees with more common contacts, resulting in a dis- 

count in tie formation rates that will increase with the structural embeddedness of an 

employee-pair. When the formal affiliation between two employees does not change, 

relative employee group assignments are stable and no misalignment or discount is 

expected. 

This identity conflict discount may differ for employee-pairs who are brought to- 

gether by formal group assignment and employee-pairs who are separated. For newly 

affiliated pairs, because the two employees share no prior formal affiliation, their com- 

mon contacts will tend to come from different formal groups and are unlikely to be 

aligned with the pair's new group. If these employees have many common contacts, 
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the sense of identity contributed by forming a highly embedded tie will be unlikely to 

contribute to the organizational identity associated with the new group. Given that 

employees have a limited capacity to form relationships, forming this tie will at best 

diffuse the organizational identity of each employee. In the same way, for formerly 

affiliated employee-pairs, the common former group assignment suggests the pair's 

common contacts will tend to be from that same former group. When separated, at 

least one actor will be assigned to a new formal group -a group that will differ from 

that of most of their common contacts. If the employee-pair have many common 

contacts, the identity contributed by forming a highly embedded tie will, for at least 

one employee, be associated with his or her former group and be inconsistent with 

the organizational identity associated with that employee's new group. 

In summary, when the formal affiliation of an employee-pair changes, misalignment 

between the group assignments of common contacts and the new group assignments 

of at least one employee may lead to inconsistent contributions to organizational 

identity. This conflict may result in a discount on the rate of new ties that increases 

with the structural embeddedness of employee-pairs, presented as my last hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3.2.1. The higher rate of relationships between employees who experi- 

ence a change in formal affiliation will be reduced with the increasing structurally 

embeddedness of employee-pairs. 



Chapter 4 

Empirical setting and research 
method 

In this chapter, I describe the research setting and methodology used to investigate 

the influence of common group assignment and aspects of informal structure on rela- 

tionships inside firms. 

4.1 Research site 

This research investigates changes in informal relationships between employees in the 

271-person customer services division of a leading provider of financial information 

services, a business unit (BU) that was part of a global media and consumer services 

conglomerate. The privately owned conglomerate, headquartered in North America, 

was built from a family business first established the 1930s. The focal BU was estab- 

lished in the mid-1980s after the company acquired a smaller financial services player 

and was one of six main business units. ' The BU employed over 8,000 employees 

operating in over 20 countries and was also headquartered in North America. It's 

European operations were centered in London with regional offices across Western 

Europe. Like other firms in this industry, the BU's primary customers were banks 

and financial institutions. Individual clients included firms and professionals working 

'Further detail on the conglomerate and the other business units is not provided to preserve the 

anonymity of the focal firm and other business units were not included in the analysis. The separate 
businesses operated independently and no interaction with other business units was indicated by 

interview or survey data. 
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across all segments of the industry including investment banking, wealth management, 

investment management, institutional equities, fixed income, corporate management, 

institutional research and private equity. The company sold financial information, 

analytic services and applications that were integrated into a client's own proprietary 

systems. 

The BU had grown rapidly from having no employees in 1985 to 8,000 employees 

in 2006. This period of rapid growth was achieved through the acquisition of small 

and medium sized players who were themselves providing either one or a collection 

of separate financial information products or services. This series of acquisitions re- 

flected consolidation activity going on in the industry. This meant even when the BU 

acquired a larger company, that company's size was also the result of a series of recent 

acquisitions of many smaller players. When the BU acquired a company, a portion 

of the original employees were retained and senior management from the target com- 

pany typically left the BU after a short period of time. In Europe, this growth path 

meant that in 2000, the BU contained forty separately identifiable businesses which 

the BU's senior management sought to integrate into a consolidated unit. Several of 

these businesses were quickly sold off or disbanded because they did not fit with the 

BU's global strategy, as they relied on different kinds of technology or served different 

markets. Gradually the forty businesses were reduced and consolidated down to six 

separate businesses, then to five, then to four and so on, so that in mid-2004, there 

was a single consolidated BU with a common customer-facing identity. 

The Customer Services Division (CSD) - provided service and support to banking 

and institutional clients across Western Europe with offices in London, Paris, Frank- 

furt, Milan, Stockholm, Brussels among others (see Table 4.1 for a more complete 

listing). This involved working closely with the European Sales organization to sup- 

port the ongoing service of new and existing clients, reflected in the BU's reporting 

structure, with the Managing Director of the CSD reporting to the head of the Sales 

and Services Division. The CSD also worked closely with several other divisions in 
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the European arm of the BU: Content and Product Development which developed 

and extended existing products and applications; Marketing which positioned and 

marketed the company's products and services against competitive offerings; Tech- 

nical Operations which maintained and developed the firm's information technology 

and systems; Billings which prepared and managed the client billing process; Finance 

which accounted for the BU's operating performance and controlled the budgeting 

function; and Human Resources which provided recruitment, training, payroll and 

benefits functions for the BU. The CSD also coordinated with the North American 

Service and Sales organization which performed similar functions in the North Amer- 

ican market. 

In mid-2004, the CEO charged the division's new Managing Director with turn- 

ing around the CSD's performance to make customer service less responsive and 

more proactive. To achieve this objective, in December 2004, the Managing Director 

launched a series of change initiatives and, in late January 2005 through mid-June 

2005, instigated several changes in the CSD's formal structure. During this time the 

CSD was not affected by any merger and acquisition activity-2, Initiatives included 

upgrading the level of customer service from a responsive support role to a more 

proactive service role, and altering the compensation plan for CSD employees to pro- 

vide incentives for improving revenue retention. Over the course of approximately 

eight weeks, a broader program of over 16 initiatives was refined and re-grouped un- 

der three main business priorities: to develop proactive service relationships with 

customers; to improve efficiency in new business service implementations; and to im- 

prove the client problem resolution process (CM-Managing-Director, 2005). Most 

decisions regarding the restructuring were initiated by the Managing Director with 

limited consultation with her direct reports - who were, however, heavily involved in 

the implementation of changes. 

Because this research seeks to underHta. iid the often neglected influence of formal 

2The total number of employees was relatively stable with an increase of only 1% in twelve- 
months. 
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group assignment on relationships, the research setting is particularly appropriate in 

that it is likely to provide a conservative test of group assignment effects. The non- 

routine nature of key activities, the knowledge-based content of the workflow and 

prevalence of cross-boundary technologies and the history of formal boundary insta- 

bility all suggested that formal boundaries were less salient in influencing relationship 

patterns. The nature of the work performed in the customer services function meant 

that dealing with non-routine activities was critical for the organization. The CSD's 

client base of financial institutions was heavily dependent on the accurate and timely 

delivery of financial information provided by the BU. The primary function of the 

service organization was to ensure this delivery was seamless and respond to and 

solve any customer problems or queries with speed and efficiency. While commonly 

encountered customer service issues were solved by routine responses, more successful 

individual or groups had distinctive capabilities in dealing with non-routine customer 

problems that required a rapid and coordinated response across formal boundaries. 

In addition, the knowledge-based content of workflows and the prevalence of cross- 

boundary communication and coordination systems meant that employees were not 

tightly constrained by formal boundaries in their daily activities. Because work- 

flow interaction primarily entailed the exchange of information and advice, the flow 

of work was not constrained by the need to access a particular physical asset base 

located within formal boundaries. Similarly, because a large portion of critical com- 

munications were conducted through a combination of email and electronic ticket 

management systems that track customer issues, the physical proximity that most 

members of formal groups share was not necessary for establishing a pattern of inter- 

actions with another employee. 

Finally, the history of the firm's rapidly shifting formal structures suggested that 

employees could not be overly reliant on formal group structures to navigate the 

organization. With over 40 acquisitions in the 5 year period leading up to the point of 

study, and recent and evolving efforts to integrate the various acquired businesses into 
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a consolidated unit, formal group names and affiliations changed frequently and there 

was considerable personnel movement. Interviews revealed most employees had an 

incomplete and partially inaccurate knowledge of the formal affiliations of others and 

many employees expected some kind of change in structure to follow the appointment 

of the new Managing Director. Navigating the organization by formal groups and 

hierarchies alone was described as slow and unwieldy in numerous interviews with 

managers and subordinates. For these reasons, it is likely that formal structures, 

while a feature of the organization, were not as useful and influential for employees in 

managing their activities and in attempting to manage uncertainties around rewards 

and incentives as the informal organization. The need to rely on informal network, 7 

as opposed to formal structures, was also suggested by a middle manager interviewed 

in the early phases of the project: 

The way I work is basically I just liaise with people that I know. I've got 

various sorts of contacts and I tend not to go through the management 

chains. I tend to go direct to people in parts of the business to get things 

put together and done right, and it gets done a lot quicker. If you go 

up the chains of management and back down again it will take forever ... 

so I use indirec contacts ... the different people I've got to know over 

a period of time. And you know, [those people now] perhaps work on 

different projects ... but I've still got those contacts and don't keep them 

fresh all the time but obviously, I suppose, it is an informal network. But 

as I say. that's a normal operational requirement, really. (Middle Manager 

interview, 3 December, 2004) 

Hence, the non-routine nature of work, the knowledge-based and technology en- 

abled content of the workflow and a fairly unstable existing formal group structure 

meant that in this research setting, the informal organization as, opposed to the formal 

organization Was likely to be more critical-for individual and organizational success. 

Empirical tests of the significance of the influence of informal structure were therefore 
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likely to provide a conservative test relative to firm setting with a more stable formal 

structure in which the nature and content of work are confined within organizational 

boundaries. 

In addition to the theoretical advantages offered, the CSD setting also provided 

a number of practical advantages. First, because of the nature of the work, there 

were multiple overlapping formal structures that allowed me to test my arguments 

across a number of formal structural variables. Activity in the CSD was grouped into 

subunits that were broken into teams of subordinates led by managers. At the same 

time, activity was also grouped by client accounts, market segments and according 

to product expertise. Second, because my focus included the impact of formal group 

assignments and changes in those assignments, a key feature of this research setting is 

that the CSD underwent significant changes in formal structure during the period of 

study. This meant that I was able to capture and, to an extent, quantify, the influence 

of changes in common group assignment. Third, because of the level of access and 

managerial involvement attained, I was able to collect detailed survey data on the 

informal structure of important work-related relationships between employees at two 

points in time. This allowed me to test arguments concerning the interaction of formal 

and informal structure. 

Although this research was conducted in a single division of a single firm, and 

therefore associated findings suffer some limits to generalizability, the comprehensive 

information available in the services division allowed me to build a unique empirical 

data set. This enabled me to investigate hypotheses for which no empirical evidence 

has been previously offered and to explore the operation of formal and informal influ- 

ences on employee relationships. It would be impossible to distinguish between the 

influences of formal and informal structure without the kind of fine-grained dyadic 

data available in this research setting. 
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4.2 Formal structure within the Customer Services 
Division 

In December 2004, the CSD was divided into five main subunits (see Figure 4.1). 

Two Client Relationship Management (CRM) groups - one in London and one for 

the rest of Western Europe (called Central Europe) - were staffed with teams of rela- 

tionship managers and representatives whose formal roles included maintaining and 

developing existing client accounts and overseeing interactions with particular clients. 

Client Support was designed to provide a first point of call for clients experiencing 

technical or operational difficulties with the information or applications they were 

using. Technical Services solved technology related problems associated with the de- 

livery, implementation or on-going use of the company's service offerings. Project 

Management was responsible for coordinating the implementation of new services for 

new and existing clients. 

Figure 4.1: The evolving formal structure of the CSD V 

CLIENT SERVICES DIVISON: FORMAL STRUCTURE AS AT DECEMBER 2004 
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The majority of CSD employees and functions were based in London with 80% of 

the 271 employees based in the London office. The layout of the London office location 

is depicted in Figure 4.2. The BU's London office also housed the Sales Division on 

the first and second floors, the Marketing and Product Development Division on the 

third floor and parts of the Finance Division on the second floor. The CSD's subunits 

in the London office were spread across five floors with functional areas located on the 

sane floor. The Client Support/Help Desk subunit was located on the ground floor. 

Client Technical Services was on the lower ground floor of the building. UK Client 

Relationship Management was on the second floor, next to the Sales division. Project 

Management was located on the third floor. The Managing Director of the group was 

on the first floor of the building, near to other members of the senior management 

team and other central administrative support personnel. In addition to the London 

office, regional offices across the rest of Europe provided in-country support to local 

clients with variation in the number of employees and the extent of functional exper- 

tise across offices. The Central European Client Relationship Management subunit 

was located across these office and most regional offices also included Client Support 

and Client Technical Services personnel. In regional offices, employees were based on 

the same floor. 

Along with the division of employees across different functions, the formal struc- 

ture also incorporated five distinct levels of hierarchy within the CSD with some 

variation in title: senior management (for the CSD, titled the `Managing Director'), 

middle management (titled as `Managers'), junior managers (titled as `Managers'), 

team leaders (titled as `Managers') and non-supervisory employees. Only the Manag- 

ing Director qualified as a senior manager in the broader BU. Those reporting directly 

to the Managing Director - the five subunit leaders - were middle managers. Junior 

managers reported into the subunit leaders and team leaders usually reported into the 

junior managers, but sometimes reported directly to team leaders. Non-supervisory 

personnel were the lowest level in the hierarchy, with some distinction made between 
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Figure 4.2: Spatial distribution of Business Unit and Client Service Division functions 
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entry-level employees, who typically joined the firm as Client Support Representa- 

tives and provided the first line of support in the Help Desk area before advancing to 

other areas in the CSD. 

This reporting hierarchy resulted in 47 different subgroups or teams of employees 

reporting to a common manager. The extent to which these subgroups were formally 

recognized as teams varied across subunits, with some teams being specifically set- 

up and coordinated by a team leader and other teams more accurately described 

as groups of non-supervisory employees reporting to the same manager. Table 4.1 

provides detail on the number of employees at each level of the hierarchy by subunit 

in December 2004. The MD team in Table 4.1 refers to the administrative support 

team supporting the Managing Director and includes the Managing Director. The 

table also indicates where employees were located. Of the 271 employees in the CSD, 
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17% were managers or team leaders resulting in an average manager span of control 

of 4.9 employees. One manager had no direct reports. In addition, 67% of CSD 

employees were based in the London office with next largest location being Frankfurt, 

with 10% of employees and Paris with 8% of employees. 

Table 4.1: CSD employees by hierarchy and office location in December 2004 

Subunit CRM-UK CRM-CE CS CTS Project MD Total 
Mgt team 

Number of employees 
Total 63 50 77 58 16 8 272 

Number of employees by level of hierarchy 

Senior mgrs UUU0011 
Middle mgrs 1111105 
Junior mgrs 657432 28 
Team leaders 522401 14 
Subordinates 51 42 67 49 12 4 225 

Distribution of employees by office location 
London 95% - 83% 62% 10% 75% 67% 
Frankfurt - 26% 10% 7% -- 10% 
Paris - 24% 6% 3% -- 7% 
Milan - 16% - 2% -- 3% 
Rotterdam - 10% - 3% -- 3% 
Stockholm - 10% - 2% -- 2% 
UK regional --- 12% -- 3% 
Bangalore ----- 29% 1% 
Brussels - 4% ---- 1% 
Dublin 2% -- 2% -- 1% 
Edinburgh 3% -- 3% -- 1% 
Geneva - 4% ---- 1% 
Madrid - 2% - 2% -- 1% 
Zurich - 4% - 2% -- 1% 

Three other activity-based groupings of employees aligned with formal roles that cut 

across the subunit structures of the CSD - groupings by market segment, product expertise 

and client accounts. Employees were assigned to serve different segments of the market, 

with, the three distinct segments being sales and trading, investment banking and investment 

1 
f 

I 
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management. Employees typically served one or two segments, with some employees serving 

all three segments. Employees also had different specialist areas of product focus, gaining 

expertise in supporting client needs for particular BU product offerings. Products tend 

to be clustered by market segment with clients from different markets requiring different 

kinds of services and applications. Employees serving common segments and with common 

product expertise were not identified as belonging to formal teams, but did tend to draw 

on each other's experience in solving client problems associated with particular products. 

The average employee surveyed spent about 63% of his or her work time on the product 

nominated as being the most time intensive. Most employees were also assigned to particular 

client accounts. The average employee surveyed spent about 50% of his or her work time 

on the top client account he or she served. Combined, the amount of time spent on product 

expertise and client accounts reveals the overlapping nature of these activity areas. Each 

client account team included employees who also brought the relevant product expertise to 

address expected client issues. For most client accounts, a representative or manager from 

the Client Relationship Management area acted as the point person for CSD for activity 

with a particular client, ensuring coordination across the CSD and with other parts of the 

BU like the Sales Division and the Content and Product Development Division. While 

some clients operated in a single market segment, others operated in one or more markets 

so members of common client account teams were likely to be serving different market 

segments and have different product expertise. 

While a fairly large number of formal roles and groupings existed in the organization, 

there were relatively few standardized routines and procedures in place. Employees were 

assigned to a position in the formal structures and allocated certain formal roles associated 

with that position - including allocation to serve certain clients, certain market segments or 

develop certain product expertise. Survey evidence from January 2005 suggests that these 

formal structures were fairly widely recognized across the CSD. Survey participants were 

also able to correctly identify the formal subunit assignment of 73% of other members of 

the CSD they nominated in the survey in December 2004. 

Changes in the structure affected subunits to. varying degrees. The lower chart in Figure 

4.1 shows the subunit structure at the end of June 2005. The structural changes included 
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renaming three of the five groups - Client Support became the Help Desk, Technical Services 

became Incident Management and Project Management became New Business Implemen- 

tation. In addition, there were changes in group leaders with replacement and reshuffling of 

four of the five subunit leaders (as indicated by changes in the letter identifying the leader of 

each subunit). Heads of UK Client Relationship Management, Client Support and Project 

Management were fired. New employees, external to the company, were hired to lead UK 

Client Relationship Management and the Help Desk. The former head of Technical Services 

was moved to head New Business Implementation and a manager from Technical Services 

was promoted to lead the Incident Management group. Only one subunit, CE Client Re- 

lationship Management, remained relatively unaffected. In addition, one manager and her 

direct reports were moved from New Business Implementation over to UK Client Rela- 

tionship Management. Another manager, without her direct reports, moved from Central 

European Client Relationship Management to the New Business Implementation subunit. 

An employee was promoted internally in the Central European Client Relationship Man- 

agement subunit to fill this gap. 

Employee movements among subunits also varied significantly. Table 4.2 shows the 

break down of the CSD by subunit, hierarchical level and office at the end of June 2005. 

The increase in designated team leaders from 14 to 30 contributed to a fall in the span 

of manager control from 4.9 to 3.75 employees per manager on average. Changes in team 

structure followed directly from changes in leadership and membership of the subunits. 

Because almost all non-supervisory personnel did not move between formal groups and 

because four of the five subunit leaders and two other managers did move, over 44% of the 

90 employees surveyed in Period 2 had new managers in June 2005. Inspection of the survey 

data shows how variation in the movements of employees across different subunits caused 

variation in the extent of change in the formal affiliation of employee-pairs (see Table 4.3). 

While CE Client Relationship Management had a relatively stable pattern of relationships 

with changes in formal affiliation for only 5% of possible ties of subunit employees (2% of 

possible ties were between newly affiliated employees - because one employee was added to 

the group, and 3% were between formerly affiliated employees - because two employees were 

moved out of the organization). In contrast, the number of employee-pairs with changes 



54 

in formal affiliations in UK Client Relationship Management was 17%. 3 While Table 4.4 

shows that this variation coincided with significant variation in tie formation patterns by 

subunit, the direct comparison does not allow us to control for other factors and understand 

the nature of the change process. 

Table 4.2: CSD employees by hierarchy and office location in June 2005 

Subunit CE CRM UK CRM Help Incid. New MD Total 
Desk Mgt Bus. team 

Number of employees 
Total 51 71 48 65 26 10 271 

Number of employees by level of hierarchy 
Senior mgrs 0000011 
Middle mgrs 1111105 
Junior mgrs 644232 21 
Team leaders 275 12 40 30 
Subordinates 42 59 38 50 18 7 214 

Distribution 

London 
Frankfurt 
Paris 
Milan 
Rotterdam 
Stockholm 
UK regional 
Bangalore 
Brussels 
Dublin 
Edinburgh 

of employees by office location 

- 92% 73% 68% 69% 8% 63% 
25% 3% 15% 6% -- 10% 
24% 1% 13% 5% -- 8% 
16% -- 2% -- 3% 
10% -- 3% -- 3% 
10% -- 2% -- 2% 

4% 

1 

9% -- 2% 
2% 1% 

1% 
1% 
1% 3 

2% 
2% 

Geneva 4% ----- 1% 
Madrid 4% -- 2% -- 1% 
Zurich 4% -- 2% -- 1% 

In addition to changes in subunits and teams, there was some movement in the activity- 

based groupings of employees. There were significant shifts in client account allocations. 

One of the three new business priorities for the group involved closer alignment with the 

3Differences in the extent to which egos in a subunit have no affiliations were also influenced 

by the relative size of the groups. Hence, UK Client Relationship Management had the smallest 

number of unaffiliated egos because its size meant it had the lowest opportunity for out-group ties. 



55 

Table 4.3: Variation in formal structural changes by subunit 

Movement of surveyed employees across groups 
Group Employees Employees New Lost 

(Jan, 2005) (Aug, 2005) employees employees 

CE CRM* 19 18 12 

UK CRM 23 30 81 

Help Desk 19 13 06 

Incident Mgt 14 13 34 

New Bus Impl. 11 11 66 

All 86 85 18 19 

Employee movements between groups from Dec. 2004 to June 2005 
Old group 
CE CRM UK CRM Help Desk Incid. Mgt New Bus 

(Client (Tech. (Project 

New group Support) Services) Mgt) 

CE CRM* 1 

UK CRD1 11 
Help Desk 
Incident Mgt 3 

New Bus Impl. 114 

Other 1 

Distribution of possible ties by formal affiliation** 
Always same Newly same Formerly same No group 

Group group group group affiliation 

CE CRM* 17% 2% 3% 78% 

UK CRM 18% 14% 3% 64% 

Help Desk 13% 0% 7% 80% 

Incident Mgt 8% 5% 8% 79% 

New Bus Inipl. 3% 8% 11% 78% 

All 14% 7% 5% 73% 

6 

* The CE CRAI group was least affected by the division's restructuring. 
** Reflects possible ties of an subunit employee for different types of formal affiliation with 

other CSD employees. 
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Table 4.4: Changes in the informal employee relationships by group 

Changes in ties and embeddedness 
% of P2 % of P1 Change in 

Group % of ties % of ties ties that ties main- embedded- 
Group at P1 at P2 are new tamed Hess 
CE CRM* 5.6% 5.5% 3.4% 98.8% 6% 

UK CRM 5.4% 6.4% 21.6% 93.7% -13% 
Help Desk 6.8% 8.6% 13.0% 96.7% 28% 

Incident Mgt 5.0% 6.1% 25.7% 91.2% 1% 

New Bus Impl. 5.0% 7.2% 32.9% 90.4% -3% 
All 5.6% 6.6% 18.8% 94.6% -4% 
* The CE Cß111 group was least affected by restructuring efforts. 

Sales force. To achieve this, client accounts were reallocated to improve alignment in an on- 

going process during the first six months of 2005. Over 88% of employees surveyed indicated 

a change in his or her top three client accounts. Product expertise and market segment 

allocation remained largely unchanged. The extent of change suggested management used 

changes in formal group assignments as a way to drive the activity of the organization. 

4.3 Research method and participant sample V 

To test the hypotheses proposed, I examined the influence of common group assignment 

and structural embeddedness and gender homophily on the likelihood of a relationship 

between employees working within the CSD. I negotiated access to the CSD through the 

Managing Director of the organization but final approval for the project was given by the 

CSD subunit leaders and the CSD's HR representative who together became the main 

sponsors for the study. After providing assurances of confidentiality both to individual 

managers and employees participating in the study and to the company, I conducted open- 

ended interviews with the five subunit leaders and the HR representative to understand the 

research context and to adapt the survey instruments to the setting. 

I gathered network data at two points in time, collecting socioinetric and individual 

characteristic data about employees through questionnaires delivered in-person in the first 

period and by interoffice mail in the second period. The management team allowed me to 
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survey to 88% of the CSD employees - 182 employees in London, 19 employees in Paris, 26 

employees in Frankfurt, 9 employees in Milan and the two remaining managers who were 

based in Brussels and Stockholm. This sample excluded the 34 additional non-supervisory 

CSD employees based in other offices. The four excluded offices had less than four employees 

and it was logistically difficult to free up employee time to attend sessions. In addition, 

most European offices were unlikely to experience significant changes in activities and formal 

structures. Most of the formal changes during the study took place in London, where the 

majority of employees were based. All other European offices were affected in a similar way. 

Participation was voluntary, but encouraged by subunit leaders and the Managing Director. 

The management team requested that intensive follow-up to encourage participation be 

restricted to managers only Restrictions regarding follow-up to encourage participation 

were made to reduce the administrative burden on the organization. More intensive follow- 

up with managers was sanctioned because managers were likely to be more aware of and 

more affected by the organizational changes that were taking place, and hence were more 

likely to be useful and knowledgable respondents in the survey. 

4.3.1 Period 1 survey approach 

In Period 1, I gathered data through in-person group sessions at each local office. I com- 

pleted six sessions in London over two-weeks in mid-January, 2005 and two sessions in each 

other office: in mid-January in Paris and Frankfurt, and in the first week of March in Mi- 

lan. In the sessions, I assured participants individual responses would be confidential and 

that individual data would only be shared in aggregate. I personally collected the surveys 

at the end of each session. A few key personnel - the Managing Director, the CSD's HR 

representative and the two managers from Brussels and Stockholm - were unable to attend 

the sessions. Surveys for these individuals were delivered through the interoffice mail with 

a personalized return envelope to be returned to myself either in person or through the post 

at London Business School. I piloted the surveys with eight CSD employees from different 

levels, subunits and locations and delivered the sessions and surveys in English in all offices, 

consistent with company policy that internal documents be in English. To avoid potential 
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misunderstandings due to translation or differences in local context, I pretested the English 

version of the survey in Paris, Frankfurt and Milan through one-hour phone interviews 

with employees at each location. This process provided assurance that the survey would 

be interpreted in the same way. Because I was physically present, I was also able to clarify 

questions regarding survey items as people completed the survey. 

In London, invitations were sent out via email through the Managing Director's personal 

assistant. Subunit leaders also encouraged the participation of employees in their groups. 

The invitations were initially sent to all employees and asked employees to sign up to 

attend one of four lunch time sessions that were scheduled over two consecutive days. The 

first invitation was sent out two weeks in advance of the two-day block, with a follow- 

up invitation three days before the session. Employees were asked to sign up to attend 

a particular session by responding by email to the personal assistant. The day before the 

session, the personal assistant sent a reminder to participants of their commitment to attend. 

For the first two sets of four sessions (the first two-day blocks), invitations were sent to all 

employees. For the final two-day block, invitations were sent to all employees and personal 

follow-up invitations were sent to managers who had not yet attended a survey session. 

All six Period 1 survey sessions in London were completed over two-weeks in mid-January, 

2004. 

In Paris, Frankfurt and Milan, a single day of two lunch-time sessions was scheduled 

in advance, after taking the advice of the office location manager as to what day would 

be likely to achieve the greatest attendance. The office manager's personal assistant then 

forwarded an invitation to attend the session to all local office CSD employees. 4 In-person 

sessions and survey collection were then conducted in each office. These sessions were held 

in mid-January in Paris and Frankfurt and in the first week of March in Milan. The session 

in Milan was delayed because other office commitments meant that attendance was likely 

to be low if the session were held any earlier. The groups ranged in size and took place over 

two months. The location, number of participants and timing of each session is detailed in 

Table 4.5. 

4There were BU employees from other Divisions in most local offices 
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Table 4.5: "Lunch and learn" session participants and timing 

Date 

06 January 2005 

06 January 2005 

07 January 2005 

11 January 2005 

11 January 2005 

12 January 2005 

12 January 2005 

18 January 2005 

18 January 2005 

17 January 2005 

17 January 2005 

25 January 2005 

25 January 2005 

11 March 2005 

11 March 2005 

31 January 2005 

Total surveys 

Location Number of 
participants 

London 10 

London 7 

London 8 

London 4 

London 12 

London 7 

London 12 

London 8 

London 5 

Paris 8 

Paris 8 

Frankfurt 7 

Frankfurt 12 

Milan 4 

Milan 4 

Mail-in or pilot 8 

124 

The in-person survey took approximately 45 to 60 minutes to complete and was admin- 

istered in the context of a 90 minute "lunch and learn" session. The first survey had four 

parts (see Appendix A for a copy of the survey with all references to the specific company 

identity removed). The first section asked respondents to provide basic demographic infor- 

mation: their name, year of birth, nationality, level of education, current job title, number 

of jobs held, number of direct reports, tenure in the company and subunit assignment. The 

second asked respondents to list people in their important work-related contact networks 

inside or outside the CSD. The boundary of the networks generated was therefore not lim- 

ited by formal structures but by the work activities of the employee. Because the vast 

range of possible network members made a roster listing all possible network members near 
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impossible (Wasserman & Faust, 1994), I used egocentric techniques and asked each re- 

spondent a series of name generator questions (listed in Table 4.6). I also gave respondents 

a CSD organization chart to assist name recall. The name generators helped respondents 

generate a work-related network with a broad range of relationship types: workflow, task 

advice, political support, strategic information, social support and friendship contacts. To 

maximize comparability with prior work on networks inside firms, the types and descriptive 

wording were chosen to be consistent with prior studies (Burt, 1992; Ibarra, 1997; Podolny 

& Baron, 1997). Respondents could list contacts under more than one category. ' The sur- 

vey directed respondents to list their direct supervisor, to review their completed network 

lists, and to add any other members of their work-related contact network. The third sec- 

tion of the survey asked respondents questions about the people in their network, such as 

the closeness of the relationships (question 20) and the closeness of relationships between 

contacts (question 34). The fourth section of the survey asked about a respondent's formal 

roles. These included questions about which market segments the respondent served, the 

three client accounts where the respondent spent the most time and the products on which 

the respondent spent the most time. 

At the "lunch and learn" sessions, upon entering the room, participants were given 

a broad outline of the purpose of the research project and assured of the confidentiality 

of their responses. The participants were then instructed to fill in the first two sections 

of the survey before any lecture content was delivered. This was done both to break up 

the total time required to complete the survey into two shorter periods and to ensure 

that participants completed the name generator questions, identifying the total number of 

people in their networks and the names of those individuals before the lecture materials 

were presented. After a 30-minute lecture on the influence of social networks on career 

developments, participants were asked to complete the remainder of the survey. 
5Based on pilot tests, there was space to list up to ten workflow contacts and tip to five contacts 

for each other type. Respondents with additional "overflow" contacts were asked to estimate how 

many additional contacts fell within a particular type. This enabled an assessment of the extent to 

which the survey obtained complete information about each respondent's network (Podolny & Baron, 

1997). The average number of additional contacts listed ranged from 0.5 for strategic information 

contacts up to 4.2 for workflow contacts. Over half of the respondents had no additional workflow 

contacts while 3 respondents indicated they would add 30-50 extra workflow contacts. 
6Lecture materials included key findings from the network literature including ideas around the 
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Table 4.6: Name generators describing type of work-related contact 

Workflow 

Task advice 

Political support 

Strategic information 

Social support 

These are people who provide you with workflow inputs or to 
whom you provide workflow outputs in the process of com- 
pleting your job. These may be members of your team or 
people outside your team. Who are your most important 

workflow contacts in doing your daily job? 

Who are important sources of work-related advice - people 
you approach if you have a work-related problem, or when 
you want advice on a decision you have to make to get your 
job done 

Making things happen requires buy-in from people working 
in other groups within (the BU). Are there any individuals 
whose political support is essential for actions and initiatives 
coming out of your current job? 

Are there people whom you rely on as sources of general 
information on the "goings-on" at (your company) - people 
who give you special insight into the goals and strategies of 
important individuals, divisions, or perhaps even (your BU) 

as a whole? 

People often rely on a few select others to discuss important, 

sensitive work matters - "confidants" they trust and rely on 
for personal support, advice, or friendship. Who are the key 

people in your work environment that you regard as impor- 
tant sources of social support? 

Friendship Thinking back over the past six months, are there any people 
from work who are very good friends of yours - people who 

, you regularly see socially, outside of work? 
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4.3.2 Period 2 survey approach 

In August 2005, I asked employees who completed the first survey to complete a second 

survey. After a second round of interviews with subunit leaders and key managers to 

understand the nature of the formal changes, the second survey was pilot tested with three 

London-based employees and administered through interoffice mail to enable local follow-up 

on the return of surveys to increase the likelihood of response. The survey package included 

a cover letter personally signed by the Managing Director that outlined the purpose of the 

follow-up survey and the confidential feedback the employee would receive and assured the 

participant that only I would review their responses. This was reiterated on the survey itself. 

The survey contained personalized data - specifically, it listed the work-related contact 

network identified by the respondent in Period 1. To assure confidentiality, the survey did 

not include the respondent's name, but included a unique identifying number on the outside 

of the return envelope. The cover letter advised the respondent that after completing the 

survey they should place the survey in the envelope provided, seal it and return it via the 

interoffice mail to an administrative assistant at each location. I retained sole access to the 

master file matching the unique number to the survey participant. After periodic updates 

from an administrative contact at each location on the survey, I sent follow-up emails to 

respondents who had not yet returned their surveys and sent replacement surveys when 

requested. 

The mailed survey took approximately 35 to 50 minutes to complete. The survey was 

divided into six sections (see Appendix B for a copy of the survey with all references to the 

specific company identity removed), two of which were used in this study - the first and 

the third section. In the first section (Section A, the survey asked respondents for some 

basic information about their position in the formal structure: their subunit assignment, 

current job title, tenure in current position, direct supervisor, number of direct reports and 

customer accounts served. In the third section (Section C), the survey asked respondents 

to identify changes in the work-related contact networks identified in Period 1. The survey 

strength of weak ties for finding a job (Granovetter, 1973), the benefits of structural holes in one's 
networks for information and control advantages (Burt, 1992) and the benefits of cohesive networks 
for shared values and group cohesion (Coleman, 1988) 
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included a personalized list of people previously nominated and instructed respondents to 

cross out people who were no longer part of their network and add people who were new 

to their network. The full set of name generator questions was not repeated, but prompts 

listed the different types of contacts to assist respondent recall. Respondents were asked 

to circle the name of their current direct manager. The other parts of the survey provided 

more detailed information about individual responses to change initiatives and were used 

to provide feedback to the management team. The survey did not provide information as 

to changes in the content of existing ties nor did provide information as to the type of new 

ties added to an individual's network. 

4.3.3 Participant sample 

I obtained completed surveys from 124 individuals (52%) of the 238 employees invited to 

survey sessions in Period 1. Response rates were higher in the regional offices (84% in Paris, 

76% in Frankfurt and 89% in Milan) than in London where the response rate was 45%, 

reflecting the more dispersed nature of the London office compared to the smaller regional 

offices which made it more difficult to encourage survey participation. Table 4.7 provides 

a breakdown of the survey response rates by subunit and hierarchical level for Period 1 

and Period 2. Period 1 response rates for managers of 83% were significantly higher than 

the response rate for non-supervisory personnel of 45%. This was not surprising given the 

higher intensity of follow-up activity in requesting managers' participation. At the end of 

the first survey, respondents were asked if they wished to receive a confidential, personalized 

report that provided information on how their work network compared to others and 77% 

of employees requested this information. 

Nineteen of the original 124 respondents no longer worked for the CSD in Period 2- 

fourteen had left the company, three transferred to another BU division and two were on 

maternity leave (see Table 4.8). Ninety (86%) of the remaining 105 first survey respondents 

also completed surveys in Period 2. Response rates were fairly even across all offices (86% 

in Paris, 78% in Frankfurt, 88% in Milan and 88% in London). As shown in Table 4.7, 

manager response rates were higher than for non-supervisory personnel (98% for managers 
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Table 4.7: Response rates by subunit and hierarchy in Period 1 and Period 2 

Subunit CRM - UK CRM - CE CS CTS Project MD Total 
Mgt team 

Population sample - Period 1* 
Managers 12 8 10 944 47 
Non-mgrs 51 25 67 34 12 2 191 
Total 63 33 77 43 16 6 238 

Respondents - Period 1 

Managers 76 10 943 39 
Non-mgrs 29 17 17 11 83 85 
Total 36 23 27 20 12 6 124 
Response rate - Period 1 
Managers 58% 75% 100% 100% 100% 75% 83% 
Non-mgrs 57% 68% 25% 32% 67% 150% 45% 
Total 57% 70% 35% 47% 75% 100% 52% 

Subunit CRM - UK CRM - CE EHD IM NBI MD Total 
team 

Remaining available population sample - Period 2 
Managers 18 15 10 653 57 
Non-mgrs 99 10 776 48 
Total 27 24 20 13 12 9 105 

Respondents - Period 2 
Managers 18 15 10 553 56 
Non-mgrs 665575 34 
Total 24 21 15 10 12 8 90 
Response rate - Period 2 
Managers 100% 100% 100% 83% 100% 100% 98% 
Non-mgrs 67% 67% 50% 71% 100% 83% 71% 
Total 89% 88% 75% 77% 100% 89% 86% 

* Sample population excludes CSD employees outside of the London, Frankfurt, 
Paris or Milan offices 
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Table 4.8: Period 2 responses to follow-up survey of Period 1 respondents 

Period 2 response Frequency Percent 

Survey returned 90 73% 
Survey lost 2 2% 
No response 13 10% 
Employee left BU willingly 12 10% 
Employee fired from BU 2 2% 
Employee transferred within BU 3 2% 
Employee on maternity leave 2 2% 

Total 124 100 

and 867ofor non-supervisory personnel). Differences in the subunit populations between 

Periods 1 and 2 reflect changes in the formal group structure and movement in the avail- 

able respondents across subunits. There were similar response rates for the second survey 

across subunits with response rates ranging from 75% for Incident Management to 100% 

for Managing Director's support team. Members of the CSD's internal communications 

department confirmed response rates were comparable to other internal surveys. 

Table 4.9 provides a demographic break-down of the participant sample in Periods 1 

and 2. The respondent population was 62% male. The level of education of respondents 

was fairly evenly spread from those who completed secondary school through to those with 

Master's degrees. Respondent's were primarily English in nationality, though 12 different 

nationalities were represented. The majority of respondents were aged between 26 and 35. 

These characteristics were considered representative of the CSD population by members of 

the CSD management team. 

While European privacy laws prevented access to company personnel information unless 

specifically granted by the employee, information from formal organization charts allowed 

me to test for selection bias on the basis of gender, hierarchical level, group assignment 

and the size of the formal group or office. There was evidence of some selection bias in 

responding to the survey. While there was no evidence of bias in response rates on the 

basis of gender, not all formal groups and offices had the same response rates. Employees in 
13 

smaller organizations and offices were more likely to respond. Managers were more likely to 
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Table 4.9: Demographic characteristics of survey respondents in Period 1 and 2 

Trait Period 1 Period 2 Bait Period 1 Period 2 
Gender 
Male 58% 62% Female 42% 38% 

Education level 

Secondary school 16% 18% Bachelor's degree 39% 36% 
Some university or college 23% 23% Master's degree 22% 23% 

Nationality 

English 59% 56% Austrian 1% 1% 
German 15% 15% Croatian 1% 1% 
French 12% 14% Dutch 1% 1% 
Italian 7% 8% Irish 1% 1% 
Swedish 2% 1% Madagascan 1% 1% 
Australian 1% 1% Turkish 1% 1% 

Age 
20-25 6% 3% 36-40 12% 13% 
26-30 41% 33% 41-45 5% 6% 
31-35 32% 39% 46-60 4% 4% 

N= 124 in Period 1; N= 90 in Period 2 

respond than non-supervisory employees. To explore the possible effect of this selection bias, 

I used logistic regression to compute the predicted probability that an employee responded 

to the survey (Berk, 1983). Including the predicted probability of responding to the survey 

did not affect the significance or magnitude of the results in the models and therefore, the 

selection instrument was excluded from final analysis. To test for any possible selection bias 

in the respondents who also participated in the second survey, I again used logistic regression 

to compute the predicted probability that a respondent from Period 1 also responded to the 

second survey (Berk, 1983). This did not affect the results in the models so the selection 

instrument was again excluded from the final analysis. 

4.3.4 Additional formal group assignment data 

In parallel with the survey, I gathered archival information about formal structures for 

each period through in-person interviews with the Managing Director, subunit leaders and 

sonic of their direct reports, the CSD's HR representative and the Managing Director's 
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Table 4.10: Interview schedule with CSD personnel 

Date 

18 September 2004 

23 November 2004 

26 November 2004 

26 November 2004 

30 November 2004 

02 December 2004 

03 December 2004 

07 December 2004 

09 December 2004 

05 January 2005 

28 April 2005 

29 April 2005 

04 May 2005 

11 May 2005 

14 July 2005 

08 November 2005 

08 November 2005 

10 November 2005 

10 November 2005 

28 January 2006 

14 April 2006 

09 June 2006 

Interviewee 

Managing Director 

HR representative 
Former Managing Director 

(Former) Head CRM-UK 

(Former) Head Client Support 

(Former) Head Client Field Services 

Middle Manager, Client Field Services 

Managing Director 

(Former) Head Project Management 

Head CRM-CE 

(New) Head Incident Management 
(New) Head New Business Implementation 

Managing Director 

Middle Managers (2), UK-CRM 
(New) Head CRM-UK 
(New) Head Incident Management 

(New) Head New Business Implementation 

(New) Head CRM-UK 

(New) Head European Help Desk 

Managing Director 

Managing Director 

Managing Director 

personal assistant(see Table 4.10). These 22 60-90 minute interviews provided information 

about how formal structures operated, clarified inconsistencies in reported data with respect 

to formal group assignments and confirmed movements of personnel between Period 1 and 

2 7. I also obtained the CSD's organizational charts published by the Managing Director 

and shared across the BU in December 2004 and August 2005. These were the only CSD 

organizational, clmars Published during the period of study. This information, combined 

with responses to the surveys, provided the empirical data for analysis. 

7Additioual contextual information gathered in interviews about the nature of the change initia- 

tives being put in place was not used in the empirical analysis. 



Chapter 5 

Analytic strategy and variables 

In this chapter, I describe the analytic approach adopted and the treatment and use of the 

two-period data. I also provide a detailed description of the variables used in my analysis. 

5.1 Analytic approach 

To test hypotheses regarding the likelihood of employee relationships, I created a panel of 

all possible ties that could form between respondents for each period and used a maximum- 

likelihood logit regression. The logit model was preferred over an ordinary least squares 

(OLS) analysis because OLS assumes a linear additive model with normally distributed 

error terms. Because the dependent variable was categorical, the logit probability model was 

preferred because it is linear in its parameters, and has binomially distributed errors (Aldrich 

& Nelson, 1984; Hosmer & Lemeshow, 1989). If we let Yj represent a new relationship 

observed between two co-workers in Period 2, actor i and actor j, such that if a new tie is 

observed, Yj = 1, and if no tie is observed, Yj = 0. Formally the logistic model is: 

lo9(Pi,., /(1 - PY=, )) - 
lJkiiijti, � 

where A; j is the probability of a new tie between actor i and actor j- the ego and alter 

in the focal relationship, Xijk is the matrix of k independent variables concerning qualities 

of the dyadic relationship between actor i and actor j and bk are the estimated coefficients. 

The probability, Py, is defined as: 

exp(bk%ijk)l[l + exp(bkXi, jk)] 
V 
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Coefficient estimates in network analysis may be biased because the likelihood of a 

relationship may be driven not only by qualities of the dyad included in the model in Xzjk, 

but also because of a particular tendency of actor i or actor j to nominate others or be 

nominated by others. One strategy to adjust for this bias is to control for qualities of ego or 

alter by incorporating ego-based variables directly into the analysis. This could be true, if 

for example, one actor is more prominent in the overall network and therefore is more likely 

to be nominated by others. A second approach used by others (Lincoln, 1984; Mizruchi, 

1989; Reagans & McEvily, 2003), is to control for unobserved heterogeneity across actors 

by incorporating conditional fixed effects - ideally, one for each party to the dyad. I control 

for unobserved heterogeneity for actor i by controlling for fixed effects. For each model, I 

used the "xtlogit" command in Stata which then calculates standard errors after clustering 

the data by ego, conditional on a particular ego having a relationship (or in the cases of 

hypotheses from Chapter 3, having a new relationship). This means that any heterogeneity 

with respect to how each particular ego select's across alters is controlled for. However, 

this does not control for differences in alter attractiveness across all ego's. To control for 

alter-specific effects, I incorporate control variables likely to influence the tendency for ego 

to nominate a particular actor j as an important work contact. 1 

5.2 Two-period data and endogeneity issues 

One criticism of the majority of research on social networks is that it is time-insensitive 

and static, not dynamic in character (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). Do, for example, formal 

'Iterations of the model were conducted to test the robustness of this approach to controlling 
for the non-independence of the network data using alternate estimation techniques. The presented 

model provides results consistent with using an unconditional model that incorporates dummy vari- 

ables for each ego and also with using a bootstrapped sampling at 1000 repetitions (implemented 

using the "bootstrap" command in Stata, clustering by ego). Results for main findings for using 
bootstrapped samples are provided in the appendix. The QAP approach (quadratic assignment 

procedure) to adjust for network autocorrelation could not be implemented because it requires the 

rows and columns of the dependent variable matrix be permuted identically to generate a reference 
distribution against which coefficient estimates are compared (Hinds et al., 2000). Arguments in 

Chapters 1 and 2 concerned ego's asymmetric choices - which are not reflected in the symmetric 

results provided by QAP. For Chapter 3, the matrix of possible ties was incomplete with missing 
data where ties were already formed in the prior period. 
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structures drive the creation of relationships between co-workers or do relationships between 

co-workers lead to the designation of formal structures that reflect underlying pattern of 

interactions? Similarly, does the existence of shared contacts between two employees make 

a relationship more likely, or does a tie between two actors mean they are more likely to 

develop connections to common others? With cross-sectional one-period data, it is not 

possible to distinguish cause and effect in the link between formal and informal structure 

and relationship patterns because of likely. endogeneity. Hypotheses developed imply that 

formal and informal structures are antecedents of relationships. 

In this study, I attempted to reduce problems associated with endogencity in cause and 

effect relationships by collecting data on both the informal and formal networks at two 

points in time, approximately six-months apart. This allowed me to both detect changes in 

the formal and informal structures and to attempt to distinguish causal precedence between 

relationships and network structure to a certain extent. To test my hypotheses I rely on data 

on employee relationships and formal group assignments from Period 2 but use data from 

Period 1 to measure aspects of the organization's informal structure. The count of common 

overlapping connections shared by two individuals was lagged so that the analysis tests 

for a causal relationship between past structural embeddedness and future relationships. 

Measures of gender homophily between actors and most other demographic control variables 

were time invariant. In particular in Chapter 3, the focus on the link between changes in 

structure and the development of new relationships means that unobserved selection bias 

are less likely to be the underlying cause of results. For hypotheses in Chapter 1 and 2, I am 

less able to make this distinction. Individuals could form relationships with others in the 

same group, not because of the common group assignment, but because of some underlying 

reasons (such as personal ability or interest) that each person joined or was assigned to a 

particular group in the first place. For these hypotheses, my ability to distinguish causal 

from descriptive relations is less, but controlling for many common ego-alter attributes, 

including education, past work affiliations and current product expertise allow for some 

confidence in a causal link between old informal structures, formal structure and maintained 

relationships. 
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5.3 Dependent variables 

5.3.1 Likelihood of a new relationship 

The dependent variable, the likelihood of a relationship existing between two employees, 

requires recognition of a tie between two co-workers, ego and alter. The model assumes that 

each employee has some probability of partnering with any other actor in the sample, Pyi,. 

For example, there were 124 employees in Period 1 so this model assumes that each employee 

had some potential to nominate a relationship with any of the 123 other employees. 

The count of the number of possible dyads will depend on what was required to recognize 

a tie between ego and alter. A tie could be recognized when ego nominates alter as an 

important work-related contact. Alternately, a tie could require symmetrical nominations 

by both ego and alter. In this research, I recognize a tie based on ego's nomination of 

alter. In this case the tie may be, but was not necessarily, symmetric. In fact, of the 831 

ties nominated by egos in Period 1, only 46% were reciprocated by alter (or symmetric). 

In Period 2,45% of the 531 nominated ties were reciprocated. I base this choice on two 

interrelated reasons. First, the theoretical interest of my study was the informal interaction 

patterns of the firm and the extent to which they are influenced by formal group assignments. 

The make up of people who an individual believes to be his or her important contact network 

may better reflect their important work-related interaction partners than the subset of 

people that also nominated ego as a work-related contact. From ego's perspective, each 

of the people nominated were important and were likely to influence ego's behavior and 

the resulting activity of the firm. In addition, because the average size of the work-related 

network nominated by respondents was only 16 contacts (with a minimum of four and a 

maximum of 24 contacts), it was likely that nominated contacts were influential relationship 

partners for ego, even if ail ego's nomination was not reciprocated. If the size of respondents' 

networks was very large, the implication that non-reciprocally nominated contacts would 

have significant influence on respondents would be less tenable. 

Based on this definition of what constitutes a relationship - that a relationship between 

actor i and actor j was recognized when actor i nominated actor j- the number of possible 

times one focal employee could nominate another as an important work-related contact in 
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Period 1 was 15,252 [Nx (N-1): 124x 123]. Similarly, in Period 2, the number of possible 

ties was 8,020 [Nx(N-1): 90x89]. 

For a nomination to be recognized, ego must have nominated alter as an important 

work-related contact and alter must have also been a survey respondent. This relied on 

information gathered in generating an ego's initial network in the Period 1 survey (Questions 

12 through question 19), and in adjusting this list of contacts as directed in the Period 2 

survey. In Period 1, respondent's nominated 15.9 contacts on average, 52% of which work- 

related and 26% were task related (see Table 5.1). For the average employee, less than 

20% of ties were friendship ties. On average 6.7 of the 15.9 contacts nominated in Period 

1 were also respondents to the Period 1 survey. Hence, these ties were recognized in the 

analysis. A quarter of these ties were nominated as both work and social contacts. In 

Period 2, the average number of nominated ties was 16.7. On average, 4.8 of these alters 

were also respondents to the second survey and recognized as relationships in the analysis. 

No information on type of tie was gathered in Period 2. 

Evidence on the development of ties between employees suggests formal structure af- 

fects both instrumental or work ties and expressive of friendship ties (Lincoln & Miller, 

1979). The instrumental network is defined as the network of relations that are vital to the 

production of work outcomes (e. g., Ibarra, 1993; ?) and includes workflow ties, task advice 

ties, political support ties and strategic information ties. Expressive ties are usually defined 

as the network of social and support relations an individual relies upon (e. g., Ibarra, 1993; 

Krackhardt, 1992; Melira et al., 2006) and includes friendship and social support relation- 

ships. Ties are not mutually instrumental or expressive, as observed in the survey data, 

and may overlap (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Krackhardt & Stern, 1988). Both instrumen- 

tal and expressive ties represent different types of ties in an individual's informal network. 

Similarities in the effect of formal structure on both types of ties may be because structure 

provides an opportunity for interaction and from that interaction ties of both types can 

develop. On the other hand, to the extent employee preferences and the usefulness of rela- 

tionships affect relationship patterns, there may be differences in the influence of structure 

for different tie types. Table 5.2 shows the correlations between tie types nominated by 

respondents in Period 1. There appears to be some. clustering of work related and social 
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Table 5.1: Characteristics of informal networks of men and women 

Type of tie Men Women Total population 

Workflow 53% 52% 52% 
Task advice 26% 27% 26% 
Political support 21% 21% 21% 
Strategic information 21% 21% 21% 
Social support 22% 23% 23% 
Friendship 18% 17% 18% 

Average number of ties 16.05 16% 15.8 

Total percentage of ties adds to more than 100% because respondents 
could nominate a contact as being of more than one type. 

Table 5.2: Correlations between tie types for employee relationships within the CSD 

12345 
1 Workflow 1.00 
2 Task advice 0.14 1.00 
3 Political support 0.07 0.15 1.00 
4 Strategic information 0.04 0.27 0.30 1.00 
5 Social support (0.00) 0.22 0.03 0.09 1.00 
6 Friendship (0.01) 0.05 (0.06) (0.06) 0.45 

ties, though task advice ties are correlated with each. Factor analysis of the distribution 

of different type types (see Table 5.3 suggested that ties could be grouped into two sets - 

work ties and social ties. This relies on the first two factors - which explain 50% of the 

variance in how ties were clustered. The negative loading on social support and friendship 

ties of factor two suggests these ties are different in character from the other ties. Work 

ties include contacts who were nominated as work-flow, task advice, political support of 

strategic information contacts. Social ties include social support and friendship contacts. 

In developing my hypotheses I have not specified different predictions for different types of 

results, but in the analysis, I have used information on tie types to distinguish the content 

of the tie as nominated by ego in supplemental analysis where possible. 2 

2This is possible for analysis of maintained ties in Period 2. 



74 

Table 5.3: Factor analysis of tie types 

Factor 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Factor Loadings 
Variable 

Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

1.614 0.179 0.269 0.269 
1.436 0.443 0.239 0.508 
0.993 0.197 0.166 0.674 
0.796 0.144 0.133 0.807 
0.652 0.143 0.109 0.915 
0.509 0.085 1.000 

12 Uniqueness 

Work-flow ties 0.234 0.197 0.906 
Task advice ties 0.679 0.156 0.515 
Political support ties 0.444 0.525 0.527 
Strategic information ties 0.581 0.465 0.446 
Social support ties 0.639 -0.564 0.274 
Friendship ties 0.394 -0.750 0.282 

5.3.2 Likelihood of a new relationship 

A new tie was recognized as existing between actor i and actor j when actor i nominated 

actor j in Period 2, but not in Period 1. This was done when actor i added actor j's 

name to his or her list of network members when filling in the second survey. This measure 

is asymmetric. I consider a person nominated as an important contact to better reflect 

important interaction partners than the subset of people that also nominated ego as a work- 

related contact. From ego's perspective, each of the people nominated were important and 

therefore likely to influence ego's behavior. This measure implies that the total possible set 

of new asymmetric network ties that could be formed between 90 actors in the sample is 

equal to 8,010 less the number of ties already recognized in Period 1 (452), leaving a risk 

set of possible new ties of 7558.3ý3ecause information gathered in Period 2 did not includes 

specific identification of tie types, supplemental analysis as to the rate of different tie types 

could not be done and I do not distinguish the content of new ties. 

3Because the model relies on conditional fixed effects, conditional on ego choosing to form a new 

tie and only 45 egos formed new ties, the model reports findings for the 45 egos and the 3774 possible 

relationships they could have formed (45x89 possible relationships less the 231 relationships that 

existed in Period 1). 
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5.4 Independent variables 

5.4.1 Similarity in formal group assignment 

Similarity in formal group assignment was measured as a dummy variable equal to one if 

ego and alter were assigned to the same formal group and zero if they were not. Measures 

were calculated for five different types of formal groups based on the survey data from 

Period 1 and 2 and on interviews with subunit leaders and the CSD's HR representative. 

Adjustments were made to some of the ego-reported measures where the formally recorded 

group assignments were different from the ego-reported measures to create the common 

group assignment variable. 

The same subunit variable was coded one if ego and alter indicated they were both 

assigned to the same subunit. Ego and alter were asked to indicate their subunit assignments 

in Period 1 and in Period 2 by indicating which subunit they belonged to with a tick. Three 

of the 124 respondents in Period 1 misidentified the name of the formal subunit of which 

they were a member. 

The same team variable was coded one if ego and alter indicated they had the same 

direct manager or if ego was alter's manager or alter was ego's manager. Information about 

who was the direct manager for each respondent was taken from the survey and then cross- 

checked with information from the organization chart provided by the Managing Director. 

Any discrepancies about team membership were clarified through discussion with subunit 

leaders or in some cases, direct managers. The hierarchical nature of the structure meant 

that all managers with direct reports (two managers in the survey had no direct reports), 

were simultaneously members of two teams -a team which they managed and a team in 

which they were a subordinate. 

For the same segment variable, two actors were coded as serving the same segment if 

they shared a single or multiple segments in common as indicated by survey responses. 

Around 47% of respondents served two or more segments in each period. Nine respondents 

in Period 1 and eleven respondents in Period 2 indicated they (lid not serve any market 

segments and hence all possible dyadic affiliations based on market segment between these 

actors and others were coded zero. 
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For the same product variable, respondents were asked to list the three BU product 

offerings where they currently had the greatest level of product knowledge and expertise 

(Question 37 in Period 1). Respondents were then asked to indicate the proportion of work 

time spent on each product. Based on this information, same product was set equal to 

one where ego and alter shared at least one of their top three products in common. Eight 

respondents indicated they had no product expertise and all possible product affiliations 

between these actors and others were coded zero. This question was not repeated in Period 

2 as there was no reason to believe there would be any change in this variable from period 

to period. 

For the same client variable, respondents were asked to list the three BU clients where 

he or she had spent the largest portion of his or her work-time over the last 3 months 

(Question 38 in Period 1 and Question 1 in Section F in Period 2). Respondents were 

then asked to indicate the proportion of work time spent with each client. Based on this 

information, same client was set equal to one where ego and alter shared at least one of their 

top three clients in common. Twenty-three respondents in Period 1 and 12 respondents in 

Period 2 indicated they had no client accounts and all possible client account affiliations 

between these actors and others were coded zero. 

5.4.2 Size of formal group 

To assess the affect of size of formal group on the likelihood of a relationship when ego and 

alter were members of the same group, I created a composite variable by multiplying the 

number of people in the formal group to which ego belonged by the dummy variable that 

indicated ego and alter were in the same formal group. This meant that the variable was 

equal to the size of the common formal group where ego and alter shared group membership 

and equal to zero if they did not. 

For subunits and teams, the sizes of the formal groups were based on data obtained 

from formal organizational charts. For the subunit data, the subunit size information was 

unambiguous and in alignment with counts based on the survey data. Not all team struc- 

tures were clearly identifiable on the organization charts, consistent with the variation in 
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the extent to which team leaders were formally recognized in different parts of the organi- 

zation. Using a combination of survey data, formal organization charts and interviews with 

subunit leaders, estimates were made for the team size associated with each direct manager. 

For managers, who in most cases belong to two teams - one as a subordinate and one as a 

manager, the team size variable included was the one associated with the particular team 

membership ego and alter shared. 

For the market segment, product expertise and client account data, there were no readily 

available lists of all CSD employees and their affiliations. For this reason, I relied on 

individual responses from the survey data to provide an estimate of the relative size of 

different segment, product and client account groupings. Each was measured by counting 

all respondents who nominated a particular segment, area of product expertise or client 

account. This meant the maximum possible size of any one category would be 124, if all 

respondents had nominated that category. Because only 52% of the sample population 

responded to the survey, this approach was likely to systematically underestimate the size 

of these groups as not all CSD employees will be included. For analysis that considers the 

size of these effects independently, the measure should still provide a fair estimate of the 

relative difference in size between different groupings. This may cause problems when the 

measures of size for market segment, client and product are included with the team and 

subunit variables because of the underestimation. 

Summary statistics for the sizes of different types of groups are presented in Table 5.4. 

As would be expected, there were more teams, client account teams and areas of product 

expertise than there were subunits and market segments. In addition, average sizes of the 

first three mentioned groups were much smaller. For product and client groupings, because 

respondents could list up to three clients or products, the maximum possible number of 

client accounts or product groups in Period 1 was 372 (124x3), which would result if all 

client and product groups were unique. The group sizes reported by respondents reflected 

the extent of affiliation in these groups. Table 5.5 details the group sizes for specific subunits 

and market segments - two groups with clearly defined labels broadly known by the CSD 

population. Subunit sizes vary according to the scalability of work in each area. Segment 

groupings were fairly even across the three market segments. 
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Table 5.4: Summary statistics for size of formal groups 

Type of formal group No. of groups Mean Min Max Std Dev 

Subunit 6 45.33 8 77 27.39 

Team 47 6.23 2 18 3.00 

Segment 3 68.67 56 83 13.58 

Client account team 157 1.71 1 11 1.67 

Product area 31 10.16 1 80 17.45 

Table 5.5: Size of identified groups 

Group Size 
Subunits 

CIin1-UK 63 
CRM-CE 50 
Client Support 77 
Client Technical Services 58 
Project Management 16 
AID and support team 8 

Segments 

International banking 56 
Investment Management 67 
Sales and Trading 83 
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Table 5.6: Correlations between common group assignments 

12345 

1 Same subunit 1.00 

2 Same team 0.29 1.00 
3 Same segment (0.02) 0.01 1.00 
4 Same client 0.02 0.06 (0.05) 1.00 

5 Same product 0.03 0.02 0.28 (0.05) 1.00 

identified - teams nested within subunits and products nested within market segments. In 

addition, two cross-functional structure were identified - client accounts and subunits and 

client accounts and teams. 

These conclusions were supported by inspection of correlations between co-assignments 

to different formal groups (see Table 5.6. ) The high correlations between team and subunit 

co-assignments (29%) and between product and segment co-assignments (28%) confirmed 

the nested nature of these two pairs of formal group types. Low correlations between subunit 

and client account team co-assignments (2%), and between team and client account co- 

assignments (6%) provide some support for the viewing these structures as cross-functionally 

related. Qualitative support for considering the other poorly correlated formal group pairs 

did not suggest these pairs of groups should be considered as operating cross-functionally, 

so tests of the interactions of other groups was not included in my analysis. 

5.4.4 Gender homophily 

Gender homophily, used to investigate the interaction of gender homophily and formal 

subunit assignment, and between ego and alter was measured as a dummy variable that 

equals one if ego and alter are of the same sex as reported in the Period 1 survey. 

5.4.5 Structural embeddedness 

Structural einbeddedness, used to investigate the interaction of structural embeddedness 

and formal subunit assignment, indicates the extent to which two actors share common 

third party contacts across their social networks (Granovetter, 1992). This variable was 
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measured as the count of common contacts shared by two employees (Common contacts) 

and relied on information provided by respondents on their informal networks from the 

first survey. For each employee-pair, common contacts is the count of nominated contacts 

who appear in both employee's work-related networks. All types of ties were included in 

this count. The count of common contacts was lagged so to test for a causal relationship 

betwee past structural emeddedness and future relationships. 

5.4.6 Change in formal affiliation 

Three types of formal affiliation between two employees were recognized based on changes 

in the subunit assignments of employees. 4 The variable, always same group, was coded 

one to indicate two employees were members of the same subunit in Period 1 and 2. This 

included employee-pairs who moved together from one subunit to another and who stayed 

in the same subunit for both periods. Other pairs were coded zero. The variable, newly 

same group, was coded one if an employee-pair were in different subunits in Period 1 and the 

same subunit in Period 2, and zero if they were not. The variable, formerly same group, was 

coded one if an employee-pair were in the same subunit in Period 1 and different subunits in 

Period 2, and zero if they were not. An additional variable, affiliation change, was created 

to distinguish ego pairs whose formal affiliation changed between Period 1 and 2. Pairs 

newly in the same group or formerly in the same group were coded one. Pairs either always 

in the same group or never affiliated were coded zero. 

5.5 Control variables 

5.5.1 Dyadic controls 

Control variables were also included to account for other factors that may affect the like- 

lihood of new employee relationships. Research finds evidence of homophily effects due to 

education (Yamaguchi, 1990), nationality (Cliatman et al., 1998), tenure (Reagans, 2005) t,: 

4Employees were asked to indicate the subunit they belonged to in Period 1 and 2. Adjustments 

were made to the self-reported subunit assignments of three employees after interviews with subunit 
leaders and the CSD's HR representative revealed the assignments of these three were incorrectly 

reported. 

ý _``\ 
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and age (Feld, 1982). I controlled for several aspects of dyadic employee similarity or ho- 

mophily. For some, I created a binary dummy variable which equals one if an employee-pair 

share the same characteristic and zero if they do not. Binary controls were created to reflect 

employee similarity in gender and nationality. Measures were based on survey responses 

indicating the respondent's gender (male or female), and nationality (an open question and 

coded according the responses obtained). 

For other variables, I explored different ways of calculating. iiniýtr to find the measure 

that seemed to best predict relationship patterns. To assess similarity in education, same 

education, I created measure of the relative similarity of education levels between an ego 

and alter. Respondents identified their education as fitting into one of 5 categories: (1 = 

secondary school or high school; 2= some university or college; 3= bachelor's degree; 4= 

master's degree; 5= doctorate). I calculated the absolute difference in education levels (by 

category code) between two employees and then created an index based on that relative 

difference (1-(absolute difference in education levels/4)). This meant employees with the 

same education level had an education similarity score of 1 whereas the similarity score 

between an employee with a doctorate versus a high school graduate would be 0. 
IV 

To assess similarity of tenure in the organization and of age, I followed Reagan (2005) 

and created a dummy variable that indicated if an employee-pair belonged to the same 

tenure or age cohort. Employees in the same band of tenure are more likely to attend 

similar orientation and training programs. Similarly, age differences are more likely to be 

obvious to employees when there are larger differences in age - which the cohort measure 

isolates. Tenure in the organization was measured in years and months. Age was measured 

in years. I calculated tenure and age cohorts for different time spans and included the 

cohort variables that had the highest explanatory power. The tenure similarity variable 

was coded one where two employees joined the firm within one year of one another. The 

age similarity variable was coded one when two employees were born within five years of 

one another. The controls described above represent different measures of employee-pair 

similarity which may influence relationship patterns like other hoinophily variables. This 

control provided a greater contribution to model fit than an absolute measure of tenure or 

age difference, though in most cases, the tenure similarity variable was not significant. 
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Controls for the propinquity or geometric closeness of employees, based on the employees 

floor or office location were also calculated. Propinquity is associated with the tendency 

to interact with those who are geographically close (Allen et al., 1979; Festinger et al., 

1950). Because the floor measure was based on a combination of the office location and 

subunit assignment of employees, and because employees in each office tended to have 

similar nationalities, these three measures of similarity - nationality, office and floor - were 

highly correlated. Only the same nationality variable was included in the model to avoid 

problems associated with multi-collinearity. 7k 

The firm had a history of growth by acquisition, so to control for former organizational 

affiliations, I created an additional dummy variable, same old company, to indicate whether 

two employees both worked for a company that had been previously acquired. Sixty of 

the 124 respondents in Period 1 had worked in a company previously acquired by the BU. 

Of the 124 ego-alter pairs of respondents, 34% had worked for same company before that 

company was acquired. 

5.5.2 Alter-specific controls 

Finally, to control for unobserved heterogeneity in the likelihood that a particular employee 

was nominated as an alter, I included a number of alter-specific characteristics in the fully 

specified model. These were the size and the density of a potential alter's networks and a 

potential alter's prominence. 

The size of a potential alter's network, was measured as the count of important work- 

related contacts nominated by a potential alter - which is equivalent to that particular 

employee's out-degree centrality. An employee with a larger network may have a higher 

probability of being nominated as a new tie because such an employee may have a higher 

capacity to form and maintain network ties based on past experience maintaining many 

ties. On the other hand, an employee with a large network may have less capacity to add 

new relationships. At the same time, the density of a potential alter's network is likely to 

increase the extent of collaboration and information sharing within that employee's network 

(Coleman, 1988) and because of the maintenance required, may make that alter less available 

as a relationship partner for ego (Burt, 1997). For each respondent, this density measure was 
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obtained using information contained in Q35 of the Period 1 survey which asked about the 

closeness of relationships between an ego's contacts and was defined as the count of actual 

"close" or "especially close" ties between contacts in that employee's network divided by 

the number of possible ties (which if a respondent has N contacts was equal to [N x (N-1)]). 

The prominence of a potential alter was measured by the number of times that employee 

was nominated by other employees surveyed (excluding ego) and was equivalent to the in- 

degree centrality of alter. This measure of prominence in the sample population was likely 

to be related to an employee's centrality in the organizational network. A more central 

actor may be a more attractive relationship partner because he or she is more likely to 

have access to more information and resources or social support from the network (Adler 

& Kwon, 2002). 5 On the other hand, high centrality may make an employee less available 

as a relationship partner because of the time required to maintain a larger existing network 

(Mayhew & Levinger, 1976). 

Table 5.7 provides a summary of where measures used in my analysis are located in the 

two surveys. 

Table 5.7: Location of variables in the employee surveys 

Measure Survey item* Survey question 

Relationship identification S1-B Please identify individuals who are impor- 

tant to you in your work at - these could 
include people inside or outside your BU, in- 

cluding people in other parts of your com- 

pany - where you have interacted with that 

person on a regular and frequent basis over 
the past 6 months. 

Tie type S1-B See name generator wording on page 61 

*Refers to Survey 1 or 2, Section and Question number as appropriate 

Continued on next page 

5This effect is consistent. with mechanisms involving preferential attachment to well connected 

actors that help explain the scale-free property of many networks (Barabasi 8. Albert, 1999) and 
is also consistent with self-reinforcing status rankings that result when individuals choose to confer 
status to those that are already granted status by the collective (Gould, 2002). 
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Table 5.7 - continued from previous page 

Measure Survey item* Survey wording 

New relationship S2-C: Q2 If there are new people in your network add 
those names to the list. These may be new 
workflow contacts, task advice contacts, po- 
litical or social support contacts, or friend- 

ship contacts. If you have a new manager 
include that person on your list. 

Subunit assignment (P2) S2-A: Q1 Which group do you belong to in BU Client 

services (please tick one)?: (six subunits 
listed) 

Subunit assignment (Pl) S1-A: Q7 Which group do you belong to in BU Client 
Services?: (five subunits listed) 

Team assignment S2-C: Q3 Please circle the name of your manager or di- 

rect supervisor. (Responses to this question 
were compared to organizational charts and 
discrepancies were resolved through consul- 
tation with team managers. ) 

Which customer segment(s) is/are your pri- Segment area S2-A: Q6 

mary focus (tick all that apply)?: (Three seg- 
ments listed. ) 

Product area S1-C: Q37 Please list the three BU product offerings 
where you currently have the greatest level 

of product knowledge and expertise. 

Client account S2-F: Q1 If you have external clients, please list the 
three BU clients where you have spent the 
largest portion of your work-time over the 
last 3 months. 

Gender S1-A: Q3 Gender (Please tick): (Male or female listed) 

Structural embeddedness S1-B: Q35 The last network question asks you to de- 

scribe the strength of relationships between 

the contacts listed. (See appendix for more 
detailed question wording to identify alters 

as especially or distant). 

*Refers to Survey I or 2, Section and Question number as appropriate 
COllthiucd Oll Ilext page 
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Table 5.7 - continued from previous page 
Measure Survey item* Survey wording 

Nationality S1-A: Q4 Your nationality: (Space to list nationality) 
Education S1-A: Q5 What is the highest level of education you 

have completed? (please tick one): (Sec- 

ondary school, bachelors degree, some uni- 
versity, masters degree, and doctorate listed) 

Company tenure S1-A: Q6 How many years have you worked for (Your 
Company) (include years spent working for 

a company acquired by (Your Company))?: 
(Space for year and months) 

Age S1-A: Q2 2. Your birthday (year): (Space provided). 

Old company affiliation S1-C: Q39 Did you previously work for a company ac- 
quired by (Your Company)?: (Space for yes 
or no); If yes, what was the name of the ac- 
quired company you first joined? 

*Refers to Survey I or 2, Section and Question number as appropriate 



Chapter 6 

Results I: Influence of formal 
group size and design of formal 
group structures 

I present results for hypotheses proposed in chapter 1 that consider the effect of formal 

group size and organizational design features on the likelihood of a relationship between 

two employees. 

6.1 Description of combined Period 1 and 2 data 

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 6.1. Variables that were measured in Period 2 

unless annotated as being measured in Period 1. The alter-specific characteristics and the 

number of common contacts and percent of common contacts between employee-pairs was 

a lagged variable, measured in Period 1. Other controls were time-invariant. All common 

group assignment variables are measured in Period 2 except for the product area grouping 

which did not change between periods. The total number of ego-pairs where ego could 

have nominated another respondent as an important working contact was 8,010 (90 x 89). 

In Period 2, the 90 responding egos nominated one of the 89 other respondents as an 

important work-related contact in 531 instances (6.6% of the 8,010 possible relationships). 

Of the 531 ties, 429 were also nominated in Period 1. These were ties that were maintained 

for the six month period of study. In addition, there were 102 new ties and 23 lost ties. 

Of the 429 maintained ties, 363 (4.6% of possible maintained ties) were work ties and 163 

(2.1% of possible maintained ties) were social tics, with 110 maintained ties reported as 

88 
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both work-oriented and socially-oriented contacts. Descriptive statistics are provided for 

all possible ties in Period 2 and all possible maintained ties in Period 2. The second two 

columns - maintained ties - exclude the 102 new ties reported in Period 2 and there is little 

variation in the two samples. Averages presented for the same group assignment variables 

show what percentage of employee-pairs were in the different subgroups - subunits, teams, 

market segments, product areas and client account teams. The high percentage of ties in 

the same segment and in the same product area reflect the assignment of many employees 

to a common large product area (n=80) and a common large market segment area (n=71). 

Correlations between variables for both all ties and all maintained ties are presented in 

Tables 6.2 and 6.3. High correlations in between the common group assignment for all 

formal group types and group size variables reflect the way the group size variable was 

constructed and given a zero value when employee-pairs were not in the same group. 

6.2 Influence of formal group size 

Analysis as to the influence of group size is found in Table 6.4. Size effects were examined 

for each of the five formal groups identified in the CSD. Model 1 includes control variables 

for the influence of informal structure used in all models in this study. Model 1 introduces 

alter-specific controls to account for the size and the density of a potential alter's network 

and the prominence of a potential alter in the networks of nominating egos. All three 

controls were significant. Ties were less likely when alter's network was larger and had a 

higher density, suggesting alter's with large networks or densely connected networks may 

have less capacity to form new ties. Ties were more likely when alter was nominated by 

many other contacts, which suggest that egos were more likely to nominate ties to alters who 

were recognized as important contacts by many others. This is consistent with arguments 

on preferential attachment (Barabasi & Albert, 1999), status hierarchies (Gould, 2002) and 

the attractiveness of more central actors in terms of their access to resources (Adler & 

Kwon, 2002). 

Model 1 also includes measures that attempt to account for the influence of different 

informal inechanisnis thought to influence tie formation. Most measures of employee-pair 
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Variable 

Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics 

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
All ties Maintained ties 

N= 8010 N= 7908 

All ties 0.07 0.25 0.05 0.23 01 
Work ties n/a n/a 0.05 0.21 01 
Social ties n/a n/a 0.02 0.14 01 
Same subunit 0.20 0.40 0.20 0.40 01 
Same team 0.05 0.23 0.05 0.22 01 
Same segment 0.64 0.48 0.64 0.48 01 
Same product(PO 0.59 0.49 0.59 0.49 01 
Same client 0.03 0.17 0.03 0.17 01 
Subunit size 12.23 25.18 12.04 25.04 0 71 
Team size 0.61 2.70 0.55 2.56 0 16 
Segment size 33.11 26.08 33.07 26.10 0 62 
Product group size(P'> 32.36 33.00 32.35 33.00 0 80 
Client team size 0.15 0.94 0.15 0.94 07 
Alter network size(" 16.32 4.68 16.32 4.69 4 24 
Alter network density(P'> 0.69 0.19 0.69 0.19 0.29 1 
Alter network proximity(PI) 7.01 6.89 6.94 6.83 0 48 
Same sex 0.52 0.50 0.52 0.50 01 
Same education 0.71 0.23 0.71 0.23 0.25 1 
Same nationality 0.35 0.48 0.34 0.48 01 
Same age (5) 0.56 0.50 0.56 0.50 01 
Same tenure (2) 0.37 0.48 0.37 0.48 01 
Same old company 0.09 0.28 0.09 0.28 01 
Common contacts(PI) 1.01 1.59 1.00 1.58 0 12 
Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 

Tie types are only available for ties maintained from Period 1. 
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Table 6.2: Correlation matrix for all possible ties (Period 2) 

Variable 123456789 

1 Tie 1.00 
2 Alter network size(P' 0.03 1.00 
3 Alter network density(pl) (0.04) (0.25) 1.00 
4 Alter prominence('') 0.21 0.13 (0.14) 1.00 
5 Same sex 0.04 0.01 (0.02) (0.02) 1.00 
6 Same education 0.05 0.02 0.06 (0.01) 0.04 1.00 
7 Same nationality 0.17 0.10 (0.06) 0.02 0.04 0.08 1.00 
8 Same age (5) 0.04 0.02 0.03 (0.04) (0.03) 0.05 0.00 1.00 
9 Same tenure (2) 0.00 (0.01) (0.00) 0.01 0.00 0.03 (0.01) 0.08 1.00 
10 Same old company 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) 0.07 
11 Common contacts (P1) 0.46 0.16 (0.00) 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.30 0.04 (0.01) 
12 Same subunit 0.20 0.04 (0.00) (0.06) 0.03 0.05 0.13 0.04 0.02 
13 Same team 0.39 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.12 0.03 (0.02) 
14 Same segment 0.03 (0.07) 0.11 0.04 0.02 0.04 (0.12) (0.07) (0.07) 
15 Same product (Pl) 0.07 (0.07) 0.05 0.01 (0.01) (0.02) (0.09) (0.08) (0.06) 
16 Same client 0.11 0.02 (0.00) (0.01) 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.05 0.01 
17 Subunit size 0.16 0.05 (0.01) (0.08) 0.01 0.06 0.13 0.04 0.02 
18 Team size 0.32 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.10 0.03 (0.02) 
19 Segment size 0.03 (0.07) 0.12 (0.01) 0.01 0.03 (0.14) (0.07) (0.07) 
20 Product size 0.01 (0.08) 0.05 (0.01) (0.03) (0.08) (0.11) (0.10) (0.06) 
21 Client size 0.09 0.01 0.01 (0.00) (0.01) 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.01 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
10 Same old company 1.00 
11 Common contacts (P1) 0.06 1.00 
12 Same subunit 0.00 0.26 1.00 
13 Same team 0.06 0.39 0.42 1.00 
14 Same segment (0.04) 0.04 (0.02) 0.07 1.00 
15 Same product (P1) 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.18 1.00 
16 Same client 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.04 1.00 
17 Subunit size (0.01) 0.23 0.97 0.39 (0.04) 0.00 0.01 1.00 
18 Team size 0.05 0.34 0.41 0.95 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.39 1.00 
19 Segment size (0.02) 0.04 (0.02) 0.06 0.95 0.19 0.05 (0.03) 0.07 
20 Product size 0.15 0.02 (0.03) 0.01 0.12 0.83 0.04 (0.05) 0.00 
21 Client size (0.00) 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.95 (0.00) 0.03 

19 20 
19 Segment size 1.00 
20 Product size 0.15 1.00 
21 Client size 0.05 0.04 
N=8010: Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 
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Table 6.3: Correlation matrix for maintained ties (Period 2) 

Variable 123456789 

1 Maintained tie 1.00 
2 Work tie 0.87 1.00 
3 Social tie 0.59 0.44 1.00 
4 Alter network size(" 0.03 0.04 0.02 1.00 
5 Alter network density(P' (0.03) (0.03) 0.01 (0.25) 1.00 
6 Alter prominence(P' 0.20 0.23 0.03 0.13 (0.14) 1.00 
7 Same sex 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.01 (0.02) (0.02) 1.00 
8 Same education 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.06 (0.01) 0.04 1.00 
9 Same nationality 0.17 0.14 0.15 0.10 (0.06) 0.01 0.04 0.08 1.00 
10 Same age (5) 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 (0.04) (0.03) 0.05 0.00 
11 Same tenure (2) 0.00 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01) (0.00) 0.01 0.00 0.03 (0.01) 
12 Same old company 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.00 (0.04) (0.02) 
13 Common contacts (P1) 0.47 0.39 0.38 0.17 (0.00) 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.30 
14 Same subunit 0.18 0.15 0.15 0.04 (0.00) (0.07) 0.03 0.05 0.12 
15 Same team 0.35 0.30 0.27 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.12 
16 Same segment 0.03 0.03 (0.00) (0.07) 0.11 0.03 0.02 0.04 (0.13) 
17 Same product (Pl) 0.08 0.08 0.05 (0.07) 0.06 0.01 (0.01) (0.02) (0.09) 
18 Same client 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.02 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 0.03 0.07 
19 Subunit size 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.05 (0.01) (0.08) 0.01 0.06 0.13 
20 Team size 0.28 0.23 0.20 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.10 
21 Segment size 0.02 0.03 (0.00) (0.07) 0.12 (0.01) 0.01 0.03 (0.14) 
22 Product size 0.02 0.02 0.01 (0.08) 0.05 (0.01) (0.03) (0.08) (0.11) 
23 Client size 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.01 (0.00) (0.00) 0.02 0.05 

10 
10 Same age (5) 1.00 
11 Same tenure (2) 0.08 
12 Same old company (0.02) 
13 Common contacts (P1) 0.04 
14 Same subunit 0.04 
15 Same team 0.02 
16 Same segment (0.07) 
17 Same product (P1) (0.09) 
18 Same client 0.05 
19 Subunit size 0.03 
20 Team size 0.02 
21 Segment size (0.07) 
22 Product size (0.10) 
23 Client size 0.05 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1.00 
0.06 1.00 

(0.01) 0.06 1.00 
0.02 0.01 0.25 1.00 

(0.02) 0.06 0.40 0.41 1.00 
(0.06) (0.04) 0.04 (0.03) 0.06 1.00 
(0.05) 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.19 1.00 
0.02 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.05 1.00 
0.02 (0.00) 0.23 0.97 0.38 (0.04) (0.00) 0.01 

(0.02) 0.06 0.34 0.39 0.95 0.07 0.05 0.04 
(0.07) (0.01) 0.04 (0.02) 0.05 0.95 0.20 0.05 
(0.06) 0.15 0.02 (0.03) 0.01 0.12 0.83 0.04 
0.01 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.95 

19 20 21 22 23 
19 Subunit size 1.00 
20 Team size 0.38 1.00 
21 Segment size (0.03) 0.06 1.00 
22 Product size (0.05) 0.00 0.16 1.00 
23 Client size (0.00) 0.03 0.05 0.04 1.00 
N=7908; Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 
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similarity increased the likelihood of relationships, consistent with the homophily literature. 

Relationships were found to be more likely between employees who were the same gender, 

had similar levels of education, were the same nationality and were within 5 years of one 

another's age. The final significant control variable was the same old company variable 

which indicates that two employees used to work for the same other company before it was 

acquired by the BU. Relationships were more likely between employees who had both worked 

for a company acquired by the BU. The same tenure control did not have a significant 

influence on relationships. This variable indicated two employees joined the BU within two 

years of one another. Alternate measures of tenure similarity were tested. This included 

the absolute difference in tenure between two employees and tenure cohorts over different 

lengths of time (e. g., six months, one year, five years). The lack of a significant effect 

could perhaps be attributed to competing effects -a tendency for same tenure relationships 

based on opportunity for contact competing with the effect of competition within tenure 

bands making the likelihood of strong relationships between same tenure co-workers less 

likely (Reagans, 2005). The included measure of tenure similarity was chosen because it 

contributed most toward model fit. The measure of structural embeddedness - the count 

of common contacts shared by two employees in the prior period - was also positively and 

significantly related to the likelihood of a relationship between those employees consistent 

with prior research (Feld, 1997; ? ). 1 

Model 2 tests for the concurrent, additive influence of assignments to the five formal 

groups in the CSD - subunits, teams, market segments, product areas and client accounts 

while controlling for aspects of the informal organization. 2 Four of the common group 

assignment variables had a positive, significant additive influence on tic formation. Each 

common assignment variable has an independent, positive influence on the likelihood of a 

relationship. The coefficients and standard errors suggest a strong, positive influence of 

'Alternate measures of structural embeddedness were tested (like the proportion of the total 

shared network between ego and alter who were common contacts, the proportion of ego's contacts 
that overlapped with alter, the count of overlapping work or social contacts, etc). All had significant 
and positive effects but the overall count of common contacts presented had the most significant 
and positive effect and hence is used in all models. 

2Product area grouping from Period 1 was used because information about Period 2 product 

expertise was not available and because Product area expertise was considered relatively stable over 
time by the management team. 
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common assignment to the same formal group for subunit, team, product area and with 

slightly less significance, client account. Further analysis showed that common assignment 

to the same market segment had no significant influence after accounting for the informal 

structure control variables even if it was the only type of formal group assignment consid- 

ered. The influence of control variables relating to the informal structure in Model 1 were 

stable with the addition of the common groups assignment variables (and indeed with for- 

mal group size variables), though there was some partial mediation of the same old company 

variable and the structural embeddedness measure once common formal group assignments 

were included in the model. Having a joint past affiliation with a company acquired by 

the BU may have less influence on ties once formal group assignments are also taken into 

account, because most acquired companies were smaller and more focused than the BU and 

people from those companies were often assigned to the same formal groups - reflecting 

that past focus. For instance, people who were previously in a company that sold and ser- 

viced a product to the investment banking sector, would tend to be assigned to that same 

product area and that market segment. The X2 statistic presented the first row of the table 

compares the fitted to a model with only the constant as a parameter. The decrease in the 

size of structural embeddedness influence may be because employee-pairs in formal groups 

are more likely to be structurally embedded (explored in more detail in Chapter 7). For 

each model, the log-likelihood ratio was significant at the a=0.00 level. For Model 2, the 

second X2 statistic compares Models 2 with Model 1 and provides a measure of the extent 

to which the additional variables in these models improved the fit of the model beyond the 

level of fit attributed to inclusion of informal structure control variables in Model 1. Model 

2 improved the model fit (X2 = 196.35, P <. 01). The influence of formal group assignments 

not mediated by the informal structure controls. 

Models 3 through 10 first include the direct effect of formal group size to test Hypothesis 

1.2.1, predicting a negative, monotonic effect of group size on the rate of ties and then add 

the polynomial, size2, to test for a curvilinear effect of size as predicted by Hypothesis 1.2.2. 

For three out of five types of common assignment - subunit, team and client account size, 

the first size variable had a negative, significant influence on the rate of tics and including 

the variable improved upon the fit of the model beyond achieved when only informal controls 
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Table 6.4: Logistic regression analysis of group size effects on the rate of relationships 

Variable Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Alter network size 1 -0.069*** -0.051*** -0.048*** -0.049*** -0.048*** -0.049*** 

(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Alter network density(" -1.520*** -1.670*** -1.705*** -1.778*** -1.667*** -1.666*** 
(0.455) (0.476) (0.476) (0.480) (0.477) (0.477) 

Alter prominence(" 0.093*** 0.099*** 0.097*** 0.097*** 0.098*** 0.098*** 
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Same sex 0.441*** 0.427*** 0.392*** 0.398*** 0.408*** 0.406*** 
(0.116) (0.121) (0.122) (0.122) (0.122) (0.122) 

Same education 0.855*** 0.739** 0.799** 0.797** 0.735** 0.737** 
(0.273) (0.285) (0.286) (0.286) (0.285) (0.285) 

Same nationality 0.992*** 1.024*** 1.001*** 1.004*** 1.006*** 1.006*** 
(0.147) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) 

Same age (5) 0.330** 0.294* 0.292* 0.293* 0.304* 0.306* 
(0.124) (0.129) (0.130) (0.130) (0.130) (0.130) 

Same tenure (2) (0.078) 0.055 0.055 0.061 0.052 0.053 
(0.123) (0.129) (0.130) (0.130) (0.130) (0.130) 

Same old company 0.651*** 0.485** 0.478** 0.480* 0.479* 0.478* 
(0.180) (0.190) (0.191) (0.191) (0.190) (0.190) 

Common contactsP' 0.727** 0.577*** 0.575*** 0.577*** 0.570*** 0.570*** 
(0.030) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) 

Same subunit 0.678*** 1.653*** 0.515 0.671*** 0.668*** 
(0.162) (0.451) (0.979) (0.162) (0.162) 

Same team 1.531*** 1.539*** 1.535*** 2.555*** 2.830** 
(0.186) (0.187) (0.187) (0.529) (1.043) 

Same segment 0.057 0.072 0.089 0.077 0.076 
(0.163) (0.164) (0.165) (0.164) (0.164) 

Same productP1 0.558*** 0.577*** 0.567*** 0.560*** 0.559** 
(0.152) (0.153) (0.154) (0.153) (0.153) 

Same client 0.650* 0.661* 0.663* 0.643* 0.640* 
(0.274) (0.275) (0.276) (0.275) (0.276) 

Subunit size -0.018* 0.039 
(0.008) (0.044) 

Subunit size') (0.001) 
0.000 

Team size -0.092* (0.148) 
(0.044) (0.187) 

Team size2 0.003 
(0.008) 

Log-like1ihood -1030.4 -932.19 -929.48 -928.63 -929.98 -929.93 
X'(k) 1406.28 1602.63 1608.06 1609.76 1607.07 1607.16 
A x2 0 196.35*** 5.43* 7.13* 4.43* 4.53 
Note: Models include on a sample of 8,010 possible ties grouped by 90 egos. 
Standard errors in parentheses measured using conditional fixed effects. 
t P<. 10: *P<. 05: **P<. 01: ***P<. 001 
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Table G. 4: Logistic regression analysis of group size effects on the rate of relationships, 
continued. 

Variable Modell Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 
Alter network size(PI) -0.051*** -0.051*** -0.052*** -0.052*** 

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Alter network density(" -1.690*** -1.665*** -1.623*** -1.643*** 
(0.477) (0.478) (0.476) (0.476) 

Alter prominence(" 0.098*** 0.099*** 0.100*** 0.100*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Same sex 0.418*** 0.420*** 0.427*** 0.420*** 
(0.121) (0.121) (0.121) (0.121) 

Same education 0.709* 0.720* 0.716* 0.705* 
(0.287) (0.287) (0.286) (0.286) 

Same nationality 1.031*** 1.034*** 1.023*** 1.021*** 
(0.153) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) 

Same age (5) 0.286* 0.286* 0.293* 0.300* 
(0.130) (0.130) (0.129) (0.130) 

Same tenure (2) 0.053 0.051 0.038 0.029 
(0.130) (0.130) (0.130) (0.130) 

Same old company 0.503** 0.503** 0.473* 0.468* 
(0.190) (0.190) (0.191) (0.191) 

Common contactsP' 0.574*** 0.574*** 0.581*** 0.580*** 
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) 

Same subunit 0.670*** 0.679*** 0.682*** 0.681*** 
(0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) 

Same team 1.529*** 1.522*** 1.525*** 1.515*** 
(0.186) (0.186) (0.187) (0.187) 

Same segment 0.040 0.038 0.052 0.059 
(0.164) (0.164) (0.163) (0.163) 

Same product' 0.758*** 0.995* 0.549*** 0.547*** 
(0.213) (0.389) (0.152) (0.152) 

Same client 0.656* 0.661* 2.451*** (0.556) 
(0.275) (0.275) (0.722) (2.171) 

Product group size (0.004) (0.017) 
(0.003) (0.017) 

Product group size' 0.000 
0.000 

Client team size -0.364** 1.239 
(0.139) (1.096) 

Client team size' (0.177) 
(0.120) 

Loh likelihood -031.33 -931.07 -928.83 -927.71 
' 2k) 1604.37 1604.89 1609.37 1611.6 
0 X2 1.74 2.25 6.73* 8.96* 
Note: Models include on it sample of 8,010 possible ties grouped by 90 egos. 
Standard errors in parentheses measured using conditional fixed effects. 
t P<. 10: * P<. 05: ** P <. 01: *** P <. 001 
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and common group assignments were included (Model 2). The significance of the change in 

model fit is measured by the 0 x2 statistic which reflects the added fit contributed by the 

additional size variables compared to Model 2. In Model 3, the direct effect of subunit size 

was negative and significant, suggesting the smaller the subunit, the more likely subunit 

members were in relationships. In Model 4, including size2 did not added insignificantly 

to model fit and neither size variable was significant. Hence, for subunits, I found support 

for Hypothesis 1.2.1. Models 4 and 5 included the effect of team size. In this case, the 

direct effect of size in Model 3 was negative and significant and including team size2 in 

Model 4 again, was not significant, also showing support for Hypothesis 1.2.1. Segment 

size variables were not included in the model. High collinearity between the segment size 

and same segment variables meant that common segment assignment and segment size 

could not be included in the model at the same time without losing many cases. In the 

continuation of table 6.4, Models 7 and 8 test for the effect of group size for a particular 

area of product expertise. Neither size variable had an effect. Models 9 and 10 include 

the effect of client account team size. Again, only the direct effect of size was significant 

and negative, suggesting increasing client account size makes ties less likely as predicted by 

Hypothesis 1.2.1. 

In summary, Models 3 through 10 provide some support for Hypothesis 1.2.1 and no 

support for a curvilinear effect of group size (Hypothesis 1.2.2. ) While for subunits, teams 

and client accounts, the direct effect of size was negative and significant, there was no 

evidence of a size effect, curvilinear or otherwise for market segments and product areas. 

The three groups where group size influenced intragroup connectedness could be described 

as having a higher level of formality associated with them than the product expertise and 

market segment groupings. Subunits and teams are recorded on organization charts and 

encompass a line of reporting authority that directs and rewards employee activity. Client 

account teams, while operating cross-functionally, also have more formal visibility, with 

client account plans and revenue retention and service targets associated with each client. 

Some clients have client relationship managers who coordinate activity across the client. 

Conversely, product areas and market segments are more broadly defined, larger in their 
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collective membership and also have less formal oversight with no set targets or rewards as- 

sociated with having a certain product expertise or with serving a particular segment. This 

implies group size is more influential in shaping relationship patterns for more structured 

and more closely managed formal groups. 

To develop a more complete and nuanced view of the influence of formal size, I converted 

the logged odds to odds ratios in Table 6.5 to get a sense of the magnitude of the different 

effects and also conducted additional analysis to investigate differences in the expected 

influence of formal group assignments and the size of those groups for different types of 

tie (see Table 6.6). I consider the combined influence of group assignments and sizes by 

including each group assignment variable and those group size variables that contributed 

best to model fit - subunit size, team size and client account size - in Table 6.5. This model 

is repeated as Model 1 in Table 6.6. Informal and common assignment variables influenced 

relationships in the same direction as in previous models. The odds ratios in Table 6.5 are 

comparable for the dichotomous independent variables, showing the increase in the odds 

of a relationship between two employees when the common assignment of similarity exists. 

Results confirm both informal effect and formal groups alter the rate of ties. For instance 

being of the same sex increased the odds of a relationship by 1.5 times, while being of 

the same nationality increased the odds by 2.7 times. Every additional common contact 

increased the odds a relationship would occur by 1.7 times. At the same time, common 

assignment increased relationship rates. The odds of a relationship between two co-workers 

were 4.2 times greater for employees assigned to the same subunit than those who were not, 

9.8 times greater for those assigned to the same team and 11.3 times greater for those serving 

the same client account, suggesting the most influential type of common group assignment 

was at the team level. Being assigned to the same product area increased the odds of 

a relationship by 1.8 times. Increasing subunit, team and client account size decreased 

relationship likelihood, although when considered in combination, the effect of team size 

was no longer significant and the effect of subunit size was less significant. Client team 

size remained significant and every additional member of a client account makes common 

assignment through a client account less likely by around 30%. This suggests the larger 

influence of common assignment to a client account will only persist for very small client 
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accounts. For teams and subunit, being in the same group was more important than the 

number of people in that group. 

In Table 6.6, I consider how these effects differ across different types of tie. Models 

2 and 3 repeat the analysis in Model 1 for the subset of ties maintained from Period 

1 and look at how different factors influencing the chance of maintaining a work tie 

or social tie. Although not explicitly hypothesized, it is not surprising to see that the 

influence of common group assignments was more consistent with the overall sample 

for work ties than for social ties. For work ties, the size and significance of common 

assignment variables remained stable, and though the influence of the subunit size 

was no longer salient, both team size and client account size reduced the likelihood 

of work relationships. For social ties, only teams had a significant positive effect on 

social ties between employees, while the market segment variable reduced the rate 

of social ties, perhaps suggesting a competition effect between employees working in 

the same market segment makes social support or friendship ties less likely. Only the 

client account size variable reduced the rate of social ties. Additionally, the salience of 

some aspects of the informal organization differed for work and social tics. Similarity 

in education only significantly increased the rate of work ties, while gender and age 

homophily only significantly increased the rate of social ties. While this comparison 

suggest common assignment does influence both work and social ties, the influence of 

the both the common assignment and the size of the group is strongest for work ties. 

6.3 Influence of broader organizational design 

The second set of hypotheses consider how the way formal groups are linked in the 

broader organizational design influences relationship rates. Table 6.7 examines the 

interaction between common assignment in different formal groups, some of which 

were nested - subunits with teams and segments with products, and some of which 

were cross-functional in relation to one another - subunits with client account teams 

and teams with client account teams. Results provide partial support for Hypothesis 
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Table 6.5: Odds ratios for formal group assignment and size effects on rate of rela- 
tionships 

Variable Coefficient 
Alter network size 0.952*** 

(0.014) 

Alter network density 0.192*** 
(0.092) 

Alter prominence 1.103*** 
(0.006) 

Same sex 1.469** 
(0.180) 

Same education 2.143** 
(0.614) 

Same nationality 2.693**** 
(0.414) 

Same age (5) 1.349* 
(0.175) 

Same tenure (2) 1.036 
(0.135) 

Same old company 1.590* 
(0.304) 

Common contacts(pl) 1.774*** 
(0.058) 

Same subunit 4.288*** 
(2.015) 

Same team 9.812*** 
(5.338) 

Same segment 1.082 
(0.178) 

Same product(") 1.757*** 
(0.268) 

Same client 11.285*** 
(8.121) 

Subunit size 0.9861 
(0.008) 

Team size 0.934 
(0.043) 

Client team size 0.698* 
(0.197) 

Lo-likelihood -925.081 
X(18) 1616.861 

Note: Model includes 8,010 possible ties grouped by 90 egos. 
Standard errors in parentheses measured using conditional fixed effects. 

t P<. 10; * P<. 05; ** P <. 01; *** P <. 001 
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Table 6.6: Logistic regression analysis for size effects on different types of relationships 
Variable Modell Model 2 Model 3 
Tie type All ties Work ties Social ties 

Alter network size(P'> -0.049*** -0.044** -0.076** 
(0.015) (0.017) (0.026) 

Alter network density(P'> -1.649*** -1.100* (0.515) 
(0.478) (0.554) (0.833) 

Alter prominence(p1) 0.098*** 0.110*** 0.055*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.012) 

Same sex 0.385*** 0.221 1.083*** 
(0.123) (0.137) (0.234) 

Same education 0.762** 1.099*** 0.311 
(0.287) (0.330) (0.516) 

Same nationality 0.991*** 1.060*** 1.405*** 
(0.154) (0.183) (0.317) 

Same age (5) 0.299* 0.140 0.475* 
(0.130) (0.146) (0.235) 

Same tenure (2) 0.036 (0.237) (0.074) 
(0.130) (0.150) (0.223) 

Same old company 0.464* 0.666*** 0.669* 
(0.191) (0.207) (0.313) 

Common contactsPl 0.573*** 0.508*** 0.717*** 
(0.033) (0.036) (0.055) 

Same subunit 1.456** 1.110* 0.955 
(0.470) (0.529) (0.733) 

Same team 2.284*** 2.047*** 1.640* 
(0.544) (0.560) (0.783) 

Same segment 0.079 0.209 -0.760** 
(0.164) (0.193) (0.263) 

Same product'' 0.564*** 0.795*** 0.181 
(0.154) (0.184) (0.253) 

Same client 2.424** 2.267** 1.823 

(0.720) (0.810) (1.288) 
Subunit size -0.014t -0.006 -0.008 

(0.008) (0.009) (0.013) 
Team size -0.068 -0.115* -0.104 

(0.046) (0.049) (0.072) 

Client team size -0.359* -0.405* -0.4791 

Lob likelihood 

X(k) 
(0) X2 
N 
Egos 

(0.139) (0.160) (0.271) 

-925.08 -719.55 -305.6 
1616.86 1149.78 675.12 
14.23** ii/a, n/a 

8010 7908 6404 
90 90 73 

Note: Models include N possible ties grouped by egos who nominated a particular tie type. 
Standard errors in parentheses measured by conditional fixed effects. 
t P<. 10; *P<. 05; **P<. 01; ***P<. 001 
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1.3.1, that nesting groups will make ties between dual co-members even more likely 

and no support for Hypothesis 1.3.2, that making two groups cross-functional will 

reduce the rate of ties between dual co-members. 

Model 1 (which repeats Model 2 in Table 6.4) provides a basis for comparison 

to assess contribution to goodness of fit for the interaction terms included in Model 

2. Model 2 and independent analysis of each interaction term suggest that none 

of the interactions had a significant influence on tie formation. The largest of the 

interactions and the one with the smallest standard errors was the interaction between 

common subunit and team assignments. To further explore the possible influence of 

the subunit/team and other interactions, Models 3 through 6 include the interaction 

terms for work and social ties. Common assignments to both a subunit and a team 

had a positive influence on tie formation for work ties, but this effect was only weakly 

significant and resulted in only a weak improvement on the work ties model without 

the variable(X2 = 3.26, P <. 010). This provides some support for Hypothesis 1.3.1. 

While there is weak support for an interaction between subunits and teams - 

which are nested in the hierarchical structure - there was no support for an increased 

likelihood of ties with co-assignment to the same segment and product which also tend 

to be nested. This may be partially because the serving the same market segment had 

no significant influence on the rate of ties. Neither of the cross-functional assignments 

- subunits with client accounts and teams and client accounts - had a significant 

influence on the rate of relationships, though the coefficients for these terms were 

mostly negative. To the extent the cross-functional classification of teams and client 

account teams is accepted, there is no support for Hypothesis 1.3.2. 
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Table 6.7: Logistic regression analysis of intergroup structure on relationship rates 

Variable 
Type of tie 

Alter network size 

Alter network density 

Alter prominence 

Same sex 

Same education 

Same nationality 

Same age (5) 

Same tenure (2) 

Same old company 

Common contacts(P1) 

Same subunit 

Same team 

Same segment 

Same product(P1) 

Same client 

Modell Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
All ties Work ties Social ties 

(maintained) (maintained) 

-0.051*** -0.050*** -0.039* -0.040* -0.071** -0.070** 
(0.014) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016) (0.025) (0.025) 

-1.6708*** -1.639*** -1.042t -1.037t - 0.348 - 0.311 
(0.476) (0.477) (0.544) (0.544) (0.823) (0.824) 

0.099*** 0.100*** 0.106*** 0.106*** 0.056*** 0.056*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.012) (0.012) 

0.427*** 0.427*** 0.211 0.218 1.057*** 1.069*** 
(0.121) (0.121) (0.134) (0.134) (0.230) (0.230) 

0.739** 0.762** 1.068*** 1.068*** 0.265 0.310 
(0.285) (0.286) (0.323) (0.324) (0.511) (0.513) 

1.024*** 1.015*** 1.023*** 1.017*** 1.423*** 1.393*** 
(0.153) (0.153) (0.177) (0.177) (0.311) (0.310) 

0.294* 0.283* 0.051 0.052 0.442 0.463* 
(0.129) (0.130) (0.144) (0.144) (0.232) (0.233) 

0.055 0.048 -0.198 -0.190 -0.072 -0.051 
(0.129) (0.130) (0.147) (0.147) (0.219) (0.219) 

0.485* 0.479* 0.757*** 0.769*** 0.781* 0.784* 
(0.190) (0.190) (0.201) (0.201) (0.306) (0.307) 

0.577*** 0.579*** 0.510*** 0.514*** 0.710*** 0.714*** 
(0.033) (0.033) (0.035) (0.035) (0.053) (0.054) 

0.678*** 0.638*** 0.736*** 0.738*** 0.426 0.467 
(0.162) (0.167) (0.185) (0.187) (0.287) (0.290) 

1.531*** 1.024** -0.003 0.021 -0.359 -0.316 
(0.186) (0.384) (0.423) (0.426) (0.729) (0.727) 

0.057 0.064 0.169 0.129 -0.757** -0.738** 
(0.163) (0.165) (0.191) (0.194) (0.260) (0.264) 

0.558*** 0.552** 0.767*** 0.678*** 0.173 0.249 
(0.152) (0.176) (0.180) (0.204) (0.251) (0.271) 

0.650* 0.718* 0.432 0.5611 -0.211 0.135 
(0.274) (0.281) (0.292) (0.316) (0.454) (0.533) 

Subunit x 0.807 1.007t 1.0081 1.252 1.263 

team (0.515) (0.565) (0.569) (0.948) (0.945) 

Segment x -0.026 0.296 -0.352 
product (0.284) (0.332) (0.467) 

Subunit x 0.258 -0.029 -0.587 
client (0.701) (0.847) (1.584) 

Team x -0.700 -0.498 -0.360 
client (0.863) (0.909) (1.594) 

Lob likelihood 

X( k) 
X2 (vs Model 1) 

N 
Egos 

J32.19 -930.59 -751.96 -751.16 -317.17 -316.27 
1602.63 1605.85 1094.85 1096.46 656.46 658.26 

3.22 3.26t 4.87 1.80 1.80 
8010 8010 8010 8010 6497 6497 

90 90 90 90 73 73 
Note: Models include N possible ties grouped by egos who nominated a particular tie type. 
Coefficients centered. Standard errors in parentheses measured using conditional fixed effects. 
t P<. 10; *P<. 05; **P<. 01; ***P<. 001 
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Table 6.8: Probability of tie given common group assignment and group size 

Formal group Min size Mean size Max. size 

Subunit 4% 2% 1% 
Group size 10 60.86 71 

Team 8% 4% 3% 
Group size 3 11.34 16 

Subunit x team 26% 11% 4% 

Client 5% 2% 1% 
Group size 2 5.31 7 

Segment 1% 1% 1% 
Group size 37 51.62 62 

Product 1% 1% 1% 
Group size 2 55.26 80 

Probabilities are for co-assignment in a single group for all but the 
combined subunit and team assignments. Includes contribution 
of other covariates at their mean. 

6.4 Interpretation effect of formal group assign- 
ment and group size 

In summary, while being assigned to the same subunit, team, product area or client 

account increased the likelihood of a tie between two employees, group size only in- 

fluenced tie likelihood for the three more formally managed and constructed groups 

- subunits, teams and client accounts. For these three formal groups, the rate of re- 

lationships between employees fell as the number of employees assigned to the group 

increased. The overall design of the formal group structure was found to have less in- 

fluence, with only a weakly significant increased likelihood of ties when two employees 

were both members of the same subunit and the team nested within that structure. 

Formal group assignment and group size variables had more of effect of work ties than 

on social ties. 
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To understand the impact of these effects, I conducted a simulation, based on 

Model 1 in Table 6.6, to see how the probability of new ties differs for different 

common formal group assignments for all ties (King et al., 2000; Tomz et al., 2003). 

With no common group assignments, the likelihood of a relationship is less than 1%. 

Common assignment in all formal groups of mean size would imply a probability of 

two employees forming a tie of 87%. Table 6.8 shows the expected probability of a 

relationship forming between two employees given co-assignment in a single formal 

group and shows how the probability varies across groups and with the size of the 

group. Probabilities are given for the smallest, largest and mean group size. The 

probability reflects membership in one group only for all lines expect the subunit 

x team line which reflects co-assignments for both subunit and team. Probabilities 

include the mean influence of all informal control variables. The table shows the 

influence of size on decreasing the probability of a tie for subunits, teams and client 

accounts. Adjusting for the effect of size also shows that common team assignment 

had a larger effect on the likelihood of a tie than serving a common client account. 

Inclusion in the model of group size terms for segments and product areas shows 

how size had little affect on the probability of a tie. Even though the interaction 

between subunit and team was only weakly significant, the additive direct effect of 

the increased odds associated with common subunit and team membership meant 

that common assignment in both does make relationships between employees more 

likely, giving employees in the smallest team and the smallest subunit a 26% chance 

of forming a relationship. 



Chapter 7 

Results II: Influence of formal 

group assignments and informal 
structure on relationships 

This chapter presents findings for hypotheses posed in chapter 2 that consider the 

combined influence of formal group assignments and two aspects of informal struc- 

ture - gender homophily and structural embeddedness - on the rate of relationships 

between employees. For analysis in this chapter, I use the same data as in Chapter 6. 

Descriptive statistics are found in Section 6.1 and variables are described on page 90. 

Correlation tables presented on pages 91 and 92. In this chapter, I limit the common 

formal group assignments considered, to common subunit assignment. 

To test for the interaction between subunit assignment and first gender homophily 

and then structural embeddedness, two different types of analysis are presented. First, 

I show the extent to which desegregating the organization into subunits changed the 

availability of partners who were either same gender pairs or more structurally embed- 

(led (following McPherson & Smith-Lovin (1987)). Second, I use logistic regression 

analysis to investigate the interaction effects to see if the increased opportunity to 

form relationships affected the rate of ties beyond that expected by the direct effects 

of common group assignment and each of the informal structure effects. 

106 
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7.1 Combined influence of subunit assignment and 
gender homophily 

Table 7.1 reveals that, for the full set of 90 egos, the number of same gender possible 

ties within subunits was greater than the number of same gender ties in the broader 

organization. The difference in the proportion of same gender possible ties (55% for 

employee-pairs within subunits versus 51% for employee-pairs in different subunits) 

was significant at P <. 012 (Pearson's X2=6.284). This result suggests support for 

argument that formal structure will alter the opportunity set of available partners so 

that the proportion of possible same sex relationships will be higher within subunits 

than between subunits. This difference can be understood by looking at the distri- 

bution of gender across subunits (see Table 7.2). Two of the subunits had high levels 

of gender homogeneity with 80% males and 92% males in the Incident Management 

and New Business Implementation subunits, respectively. Because of this imbalance, 

the subunit structure created a greater availability of same-sex relationship partners 

in the subunit subpopulation than in the general organizational population. 

The second half of Table 7.1 shows that different levels of gender lomophily in re- 

alized ties did occur within subunits versus between subunits. While 66% of observed 

ties within subunits were same gender ties, only 53% of ties across subunits were 

same gender ties. This difference was significant at P <. 002 (Pearson's X2=9.5885). 

Observed relationship percentages exceeded the expected homophily rates given the 

local availability of same gender ties, suggesting individual preferences for same gen- 

der relationships operated in the CSD. 

To further explore the interaction between gender homophily and common subunit 

assignment, Model 2 in Table 7.3 includes the direct and interaction effects associ- 

ated with these two effects in a logistic regression analysis to also take account of 

other factors that may influence the rate of relationships that the two-way tables do 

not reveal. Model 1 includes the control variables previously included in Model 2 of 
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Table 7.1: Availability of same gender ties for all and by gender 

Relationship quality All possible employee-pairs 
Population Within Between 

subunits subunits 

% of same sex pairs 52% 55% 51% 
(All egos) 
% of same sex pairs 61% 63% 60% 
(Male egos) 
% of same sex pairs 38% 41% 38% 
(Female egos) 

Relationship quality Observed ties 
Population Within Between 

subunits subunits 

% same sex pairs 60% 66% 53% 
(All egos) 
% of same sex pairs 63% 68% 57% 
(Male egos) 
% of same sex pairs 54% 63% 47% 
(Female egos) 
N=8,010; Egos=90 

Table 7.2: Gender distribution by subunit 

Employees Males Females 

Client Relationship Management - UK 24 58% 42% 

Client Relationship Management - CE 21 52% 48% 

Client Support 15 53% 47% 

Incident Management 10 80% 20% 

New Business Implementation 12 92% 8% 

MD team 7* 43% 57%a 

N=8,010; Egos=90 

Excludes HR representative. 
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Table 6.4 on page 96, though Model 1 only includes common group assignment in a 

subunit, not other groups. Direct effects in the model already found to have a signif- 

icant positive influence on the rate of relationships include gender homophily (same 

sex possible-ties), structural embeddedness (the count of common contacts for an 

employee-pair) and common assignment to the same subunit. Model 3 adds the first 

interaction term - same sex and common subunit assignment. Direct effects and the 

interaction term were centered to avoid misinterpretation of the interaction results. 

The control variables were unaffected by inclusion of the interaction term. The direct 

effects of gender homophily and common subunit assignment remained positive and 

significant, though the same sex co-efficient fell slightly when the interaction term 

was included. The interaction term was positive and significant and including the 

interaction term improved on the fit of the full model (Model 2) (X2=5.99, P <. 05). 

Figure 7.1 shows how this interaction affects relationship probability. The mean 

contribution of other variables in Model 2 are included for median levels of these 

variables. From the graph, the positive influence of gender homophily is slight when 

employees are in different subunits - point B is no higher than point A (for both p= 

. 01), gender homophily increases the probability if tie for within subunit employee- 

pairs (at point C, p= . 
03 and at point D, p= . 08). This result supports Hypothesis 

2.1.1 and suggests that the interaction between assignment to the same subunit and 

being the same gender makes relationships between employees even more likely. I 

further explore differences in the interaction between gender homophily and common 

subunit assignment in section 7.2. 

7.1.1 Interaction of structural embeddedness and common 
subunit assignment 

To understand the relationship between structural embeddedness and common sub- 

unit assignment, Table 7.4 shows potential differences in the availability of structurally 

embedded ties created by the division of the CSD into subunits. The average number 
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Figure 7.1: Probability of relationships given gender and common subunit assignment 
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of shared contacts between egos who responded to the survey was 1.01 contact, though 

a few employee-pairs shared up to 12 contacts in common. However, pairs within sub- 

units had an average of 1.85 contacts in common, while pairs in different subunits had 

only 0.87 contacts in common. Table 7.4 breaks down the distribution of observed 

and possible relationships by the number of shared contacts in common, within and 

across subunits. While within-subunit employee-pairs had a disproportionate number 

of deeply embedded pairs, between-subunit pairs had a disproportionate number of 

pairs who shared very few or no contacts in common. The difference in the level of 

structural embeddedness within and across groups was significant at P <. 000 (Pear- 

son's X2=562.915). In the CSD, higher levels of structural embeddedness did appear 

to provide more opportunity to form relationships between co-workers in the same 

subunit. This suggests structurally embedded partners were more available inside 

subunits. Table 7.4 also shows that realized relationships within subunits were more 

structurally embedded than realized relationships between subunits. The difference 

of 4.24 common contacts for within-group relationships versus 3.25 common contacts 

for between-group relationship was significant at P< 
. 
000 (Pearson's X2 = 36.327). 
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From Table 7.4, at low to moderate levels of embeddedness, between-subunit ties 

were marginally more likely to result in relationships than within subunit-ties. At 

higher levels of embeddedness (over 6 common contacts), within-subunit ties were 

more likely to result in relationships than between-subunit ties (though admittedly 

the total number of possible relationships was small (N=120)). On the other hand, 

the relative increase in the average number of contacts for observed versus possible 

ties was much higher for between-group ties, suggesting a bigger differential influence 

of common contacts on the likelihood of relationships for between-subunit ties than 

for within-subunit ties. 

Table 7.3 includes further investigation of how common subunit assignment and 

structural embeddedness interact given other variables that affect employee-relationship 

likelihood. Model 3 adds the interaction term to the direct effects associated with 

common subunit assignment and structural embeddedness. Control variables were 

unaffected by inclusion of the interaction term while direct effects of structural em- 

beddedness and common subunit assignment remained positive, significant and stable. 

The interaction term was negative and significant and including the interaction term 

improved upon the fit of the full model in comparison with Model 1 (X2 = 16.21, P 

< . 001). 

Additional analysis to explore the effect of the interaction is presented in Figure 

7.2 which shows the estimated effect of the number of common contacts between 

employees on the probability of a tie between those co-workers for employee-pairs 

who were co-members of a subunit and employee-pairs who worked across subunits. 

Employee pairs within subunits had a higher probability of forming relationship and 

although this probability increased with the number of contacts, it increased at a de- 

creasing rate. Hence, for very high levels of structural embeddedness (more than eight 

contacts), employee-pairs in different subunits had a higher rate of tie formation than 

same-group pairs. As per Table 7.4, between-subunit pairs had a much higher pro- 

portion of available ties that had few common contacts and only an equal proportion 
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Table 7.4: Distribution of possible and observed relationships by level of structural 
embeddedness 

No. of common All possible employee-pairs (P2) 

contacts (P1) Within subunits Between subunits No. of employee-pairs 

0 13% 87% 4,286 
1 21% 79% 1,814 
2 25% 75% 892 
3 27% 73% 416 
4 37% 63% 208 
5 44% 56% 174 
6 53% 47% 90 
7 58% 42% 62 
8 87% 13% 30 
9 82% 18% 22 
10 80% 20% 10 
11 100% 0% 4 
12 100% 0% 2 

Avg no. of contacts 1.85 0.81 1.01 

No. of common Observed relationships (P2) 

contacts (P1) Within subunits Between subunits No. of relationships 

0 50% 50% 24 
1 44% 56% 78 
2 43% 57% 100 
3 45% 55% 78 
4 44% 56% 55 
5 46% 54% 70 
6 67% 33% 48 
7 54% 46% 39 
8 84% 16% 19 
9 89% 11% 9 
10 100% 0% 6 
11 100% 0% 3 
12 100% 0% 2 

Avg no. of contacts 4.24 3.25 3.75 
N=8,010 possible employee-pairs and 531 observed relationships. 
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Figure 7.2: Probability of relationships given common contacts for within-subunit 
ties 
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of observed ties with few common contacts. Hence, at low levels of structural embed- 

dedness, between-group pairs converted a much lower proportion of possible ties into 

observed ties. However, as the level of structural embeddedness of the pair increased, 

the probability of a relationship rose faster for pairs in different subunits than it did 

for same subunit pairs. Once employee-pairs had four or five common contacts, not 

only was the proportion of available ties more evenly split across within-subunit and 

between-subunit categories (cross-group pairs represented 63% and 56% of available 

employee-pairs for four and five common contacts, respectively) but cross-group pairs 

formed more relationships than within-group pairs (cross-group pairs represented 56% 

and 54% of observed relationships for four and five common contacts, respectively). 

At higher levels of embeddedness, the probabilities were fairly even for within and 

between subunit pairs. The difference in the increase in probabilities for this mid 

to higher range of common contacts helps explain the negative interaction between 

structural embeddedness and common subunit assignment. 

These results provides support for Hypothesis 2.2.2 that poses subunit structures 
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will negatively moderate the influence of structural embeddedness and make relation- 

ships less likely when two structurally embedded co-workers share a common subunit 

assignment. Findings do not support the competing hypothesis suggesting a positive 

interaction effect. 

7.2 Differences across tie types and genders 

To explore the interaction effects, the last models in Table 7.3 on page 110 present 

the combined interactions for all ties and for possible maintained, work and social 

ties. Both interaction terms remain significant and have the same magnitude when 

included in the model. Including both interaction terms also improves model fit, 

suggesting the effects can be considered concurrently. Both effects are reasonably 

consistent across tie types. The positive interaction making same gender ties more 

likely within groups has a slightly larger effect size for social ties than for work ties 

(and is slightly less significant for the sub-samples). The negative interaction making 

heavily embedded ties less likely within groups is stable across tie types. 

Further, Table 7.5 shows analysis of the effect of the interactions for different 

tie types for men and women. While differences in effects across tie types were 

slight, there were clear differences in the salience of the interaction effects for different 

genders. While Model 1 (including all ties) and Model 5 (social ties) suggests that men 

tend to form gender homophilous relationships, particularly for social ties, this effect 

does not increase within sub-groups. The direct effect of gender homophily remained 

positive and significant but the interaction term was in the opposite direction to that 

expected and was not significant. For women, on the other hand, Models 2,4 and 6 

suggest gender homophily effects are strongest within groups for all ties and for both 

work and social ties, with the largest effects occurring for social ties. Hence, only the 

results for women were consistent with Hypothesis 2.1.1. Closer examination of the 

availability of same gender ties helps explain this result. Across the CSD, though 52% 

of possible relationships in the population were between people of the same gender, 
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Table 7.5: Logistic regression analysis comparing effects on rate of relationships for 

men and women 

Tie type 

Alter network size('31 

Alter network density(P' 

Alter prominence(" 

Same education 

Same nationality 

Same age (5) 

Same tenure (2) 

Same old company 

Same sex 

Common contacts(P' 

Same subunit 

Subunit x 
Same sex 
Subunit x 
Common contacts 
N 
No. of egos 
Log-likelihood 

X(k) 

Modell Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
All ties Work ties Social ties 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

- 0.075*** - 0.032* - 0.061*** - 0.035* -0.068* -0.037 
(0.017) (0.023) (0.020) (0.028) (0.030) (0.044) 

- 0.990* -2.101*** 0.613* -2.124** 0.079 -1.205 
(0.458) (0.571) (0.530) (0.680) (0.723) (1.007) 

0.109*** 0.106*** 0.119*** 0.113*** 0.065*** 0.037* 
(0.007) (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.018) (0.023) 

0.425 1.293** 0.801t 1.721*** 0.402 0.417 
(0.366) (0.442) (0.412) (0.530) (0.645) (0.836) 

0.784*** 1.443*** 0.924*** 1.285*** 1.141** 2.051*** 
(0.192) (0.256) (0.228) (0.307) (0.385) (0.566) 

0.525*** 0.136 0.3111 0.087 0.372 0.8121 
(0.159) (0.213) (0.181) (0.246) (0.277) (0.443) 

- 0.140 - 0.054 - 0.228 -0.527* - 0.393 0.507 
(0.158) (0.221) (0.181) (0.263) (0.267) (0.459) 

0.534 0.780*** 0.224 1.439*** 0.729** -0.486 
(0.244) (0.291) (0.182) (0.324) (0.260) (0.508) 

0.449* 0.273 0.209 0.274 0.925** 0.8431 
(0.182) (0.215) (0.204) (0.256) (0.341) (0.477) 

0.749*** 0.649*** 0.666*** 0.679*** 0.863*** 0.824*** 
(0.046) (0.059) (0.051) (0.066) (0.078) (0.101) 

1.871*** 1.435*** 1.788*** 1.446*** 1.668*** 1.619* 
(0.198) (0.277) (0.225) (0.343) (0.419) (0.735) 

- 0.061 1.491*** - 0.024 1.423** - 0.099 2.301** 
(0.311) (0.413) (0.349) (0.487) (0.572) (0.883) 

-0.261*** - 0.114 -0.289*** -0.240* -0.346** -0.327* 
(0.070) (0.090) (0.073) (0.098) (0.111) (0.151) 

4895 3115 4834 3074 3861 2543 
55 35 55 35 44 29 

-614.66 -349.86 -476.31 -257.23 -210.42 -87.95 
968.47 569.5 663.23 458.57 425.89 263.67 

Note: Number of observations and number of egos adjusted to reflect available risk set. Variables measured in Period 2 

unless indicated as measured in Period 1. Standard errors in parentheses measured by conditional fixed effects; 
Coefficients centered; t P<. 10; * P<. 05; ** P <. 01; *** P <. 001 
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this distribution differed for men and women because the respondent population was 

62% male in Period 2 (see Table 4.9). Because of this imbalance, 62% of possible ties 

were same gender ties for inen and only 38% of possible tics were same gender ties 

for women. 

Inspection of the within and between subunit relationship patterns for men and 

women shed some light on this result (see differences between genders in Table 7.1) 

on 108. While subunit boundaries caused small differences in availability of same 

gender partners, the significance of these differences was low for both men (Pearson's 

x2=3.285; P <. 070) and women (Pearson's X2 = 2.963; P <. 085). Differences in the 

set of observed relationships across groups were more significant. The difference in 

the proportion of observed ties for men (68% for male employee-pairs within subunits 

versus 57% for male employee-pairs in different subunits) was significant at P <. 038 

(Pearson's X2 = 4.303). The difference in the proportion of observed ties for women 

(63% for female employee-pairs within subunits versus 47% for female employee-pairs 

in different subunits) was significant at P <. 028 (Pearson's X2 = 4.827). The smaller 

difference for men, while significant at the level of a two dimensional comparison, was 

not significant after controlling for other factors in Table 7.5. For women, the pattern 

was different with the proportion of same gender relationships within groups higher 

than that in the general population (63% versus 54%) and much higher than that 

given the availability of same gender ties (63% versus 38%). This suggests that within 

subunits, women developed significantly more same gender relationships than across 

subunits and showed a preference for same gender relationships above and beyond 

that provided by the availability of within-group same gender relationships. These 

larger differences supported the positive interaction effect between gender homophily 

and subunits for women when other variables were taken into account. 

In addition, Table 7.5 suggest the interaction between common subunit assign- 

ment and structural einbeddedness is salient for both genders, though there are slight 

differences in the results. Models 1,3 and 5 support a negative interaction effect 
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Table 7.6: Average number of common contacts for employee-pairs 

For all egos Male egos Female egos 

Within subunit pairs 1.825 1.798 1.866 
Between subunit pairs 0.811 0.794 0.837 
Possible ties 8010 4895 3115 

for men for all ties and for work and social ties. For women, this effect is found to 

be negative, but less significant for work and social ties, and not significant for all 

ties. Table 7.6 shows that the availability of structurally embedded ties within and 

between subunits was similar for both men and women. This suggests any differences 

are more due to preferences regarding the desirability of structurally embedded ties 

within the same subunit. These ties appear to be slightly less desirable to men than 

women, though the negative interaction effect exists for both. 



Chapter 8 

Results III: Influence of changes in 
formal group assignments and 
structural embeddedness 

The last set of results show how changes in formal group assignment influence the 

development of new ties given the structural embeddedness of employees. 

8.1 Description of combined Period 1 and 2 new 
tie data 

Table 8.1 presents means and standard deviations of variables for all possible new 

ties (N=7558) and for the 3,774 possible ties of the 45 egos who formed new ties. 

Of the 8,010 [Nx(N-1): 90x89] possible ties between employees, surveyed, 452 ties 

were already recognized in Period 1 and hence could not be new ties in Period 2. 

The conditional fixed effects model groups observations by ego and hence excludes 

the 45 egos who did not nominate one of the 102 new ties in Period 2. Means and 

standard deviations are also reported for the reduced set of which is captured by the 

conditional fixed effects model. Additional variables break down the 19.7% of same- 

subunit pairs to reveal more about their past and current subunit assignments. The 

variable Always same subunit indicates 12.6% of einployee-pairs were together in the 

same subunit in Periods 1 and 2. The variable Newly same subunit indicates 6.5% 

of employee-pairs previously in different subunits were in the same subunit in Period 

119 
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Table 8.1: Descriptive statistics for possible new ties 

Variable 

For all egos For egos with new ties 
(Egos = 90; N= 7558) (Egos = 45; N =3774) 
Mean Std. Dev Mean Std. Dev. 

New tie occurrence 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.16 
Alter network size(PO 16.28 4.69 16.27 4.70 
Alter network density(P' 0.69 0.19 0.69 . 19 
Alter prominence( ') 6.68 6.28 6.59 6.14 
Same sex 0.52 0.5 0.53 0.5 
Same education 0.71 0.22 0.70 0.23 
Same age (5) 0.56 0.5 0.55 0.5 
Same nationality 0.33 0.47 0.38 0.48 
Same tenure (2) 0.37 0.48 0.36 0.48 
Same segment 0.64 0.48 0 0.64 0.48 
Same product(P'> 0.62 0.49 0.61 0.49 
Same client 0.16 0.37 0.18 0.39 
Same old company 0.3 0.46 0.32 0.47 
Always same subunit 0.12 0.32 0.09 0.29 
Newly same subunit 0.07 0.25 0.09 0.29 
Formerly same subunit 0.05 0.22 0.06 0.24 
Affiliation change 0.12 0.32 0.15 0.36 
Common contacts(PO 0.84 1.33 0.94 1.38 
Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 

2. The variable Formerly same subunit provides information on past affiliations and 

shows 5.4% of employee-pairs were in the same subunit in Period 1 only. Table 8.2 

reports correlations between variables. 

8.2 Influence of change in formal group assign- 
ment and structural embeddedness 

Table 8.3 compares the rates of tie formation for different types of formal affiliation 

between employees, before controlling for other influences. Newly affiliated pairs 

had the highest rates of new tie formation, though the rate of those with a former 

affiliation was close to that of pairs with an ongoing affiliation. 

Other variables are included in the logistic regression analysis in Table 8.4. Model 

1 introduces the baseline model for new tie formation. Five control variables had 
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Table 8.3: Formal affiliation and tie formation patterns 

Formal affiliation Total possible % Ties at P2 % Maintained % New ties 
ties ties 

Always same subunit 1054 19.2% 17.3% 1.9% 
New same subunit 556 11.3% 5.6% 5.8% 
Formerly same subunit 434 14.3% 11.8% 2.5% 
Never affiliated 5966 3.4% 2.8% 0.7% 
All ties 8010 6.6% 5.4% 1.3% 

a significant influence. Alter prominence increased the likelihood of new ties. In 

addition, four homophily effects had a positive and significant influence on the rate 

of new tie formation - similarity in gender, educational level, age, nationality and 

focusing on the same market segment. Model 2 introduces the effect of change in 

formal affiliation and results suggest employee-pairs who have changed their formal 

affiliation are more likely to form a new tie, consistent with arguments presented in 

Hypothesis 3.1.1. This effect persisted, though with some mediation in Model 3, which 

includes the count of common contacts shared by an employee-pair. Both changed 

formal affiliations and structural embeddedness positively influenced tie formation, 

though the size of the change in formal affiliation effect was less when structural 

embeddedness was also included in the model. In Model 4, I test for the interaction 

between changed formal affiliation and structural embeddedness and find a significant 

negative effect, suggesting there is reduction in the rate of new tie formation for 

employee-pairs with a change in formal affiliation as the number of common contacts 

shared by that pair increases, consistent with Hypothesis 3.2.1. 

In the next set of models, I use a more fine-grained distinction as to the nature 

of an employee-pair's formal affiliation. In Model 5 and 6, I find that three types of 

formal affiliation (as compared to the base case of no affiliation) make tie formation 

more likely. Not only do new and former affiliations increase tie formation rates, but 

employee-pairs with an ongoing formal affiliation are also more likely to form new 

ties. Controlling for structural einbeddedness in Model 6 suggests partial mediation 
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Table 8.4: Logistic regression analysis of effects on the rate of new relationships 

Modell Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Modell 

Alt. network size(") - 0.008 0.001 - 0.007 - 0.007 0.002 - 0.006 - 0.007 
(0.019) (0.019) (0.021) (0.021) (0.019) (0.021) (0.021) 

Alt. network density(PO - 0.843 - 0.616 - 1.158 - 0.950 - 0.658 - 1.084 - 0.958 
(0.819) (0.848) (0.882) (0.882) (0.846) (0.883) (0.887) 

Alt. prominence('» 0.086*** 0.091*** 0.088*** 0.089*** 0.100*** 0.097*** 0.096*** 
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Same sex 0.598** 0.437 0.515* 0.518* 0.486* 0.540* 0.520* 
(0.224) (0.229) (0.235) (0.233) (0.234) (0.238) (0.238) 

Same education 0.106 - 0.071 0.118 0.133 0.008 0.236 0.244 
(0.505) (0.522) (0.531) (0.524) (0.536) (0.541) (0.538) 

Same age (5) 0.594* 0.492* 0.512* 0.533* 0.427 0.422 0.456 
(0.239) (0.241) (0.246) (0.247) (0.246) (0.250) (0.252) 

Same nationality 1.427*** 1.476*** 0.940*** 1.058*** 1.480*** 1.022*** 1.107*** 
(0.272) (0.282) (0.287) (0.292) (0.297) (0.299) (0.304) 

Same tenure (2) - 0.040 - 0.060 - 0.027 0.041 - 0.060 - 0.033 0.028 
(0.231) (0.238) (0.245) (0.245) (0.244) (0.250) (0.251) 

Same segment 0.630 0.683* 0.633 0.735* 0.836* 0.735* 0.785* 
(0.328) (0.331) (0.335) (0.341) (0.336) (0.339) (0.342) 

Same product") 0.012 - 0.041 - 0.214 - 0.225 - 0.044 - 0.207 - 0.216 
(0.240) (0.243) (0.250) (0.250) (0.249) (0.255) (0.255) 

Same client 0.197 0.266 0.290 0.201 0.364 0.346 0.258 
(0.263) (0.270) (0.276) (0.276) (0.276) (0.282) (0.283) 

Same old company - 0.290 - 0.273 - 0.259 - 0.375 - 0.368 - 0.328 - 0.402 
(0.267) (0.270) (0.276) (0.279) (0.274) (0.278) (0.280) 

Affiliation 1.678*** 1.469*** 2.000*** 
change (0.249) (0.257) (0.288) 

Common contacts(P' 0.386*** 0.488*** 0.352*** 0.449*** 
(0.060) (0.063) (0.061) (0.079) 

Common contacts -0.479*** 
x Aff. Change (0.118) 

Always same 2.183*** 1.810*** 1.791*** 

group (0.333) (0.348) (0.427) 

Newly same 2.293*** 2.240*** 2.484*** 

group (0.306) (0.314) (0.343) 

Formerly same 1.578*** 1.081* 1.739*** 

group (0.402) (0.432) (0.461) 

Common contacts - 0.081 

x Always same (0.139) 

Common contacts -0.470*** 
x Formerly same (0.179) 

Common contacts -0.2961 
x Newly same (0.167) 

Loo likelihood -328.98 -307.39 -288.19 -279.52 -287.16 -271.69 -267.11 
X2 117.76 160.93 199.32 216.66 201.4 232.34 241.48 

43.17*** 38.40*** 17.34*** 83.64*** 30.94*** 9.15* 
Note - Models include 3,774 possible ties grouped by 45 egos. Standard errors in parentheses measured 
by conditional fixed effects. Coefficients centered; t P<. 10; * P<. 05; ** P <. 01; *** P <. 001 
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of formal affiliation effects when the number of shared contacts between the pair is 

also included. Perhaps not surprisingly, only the influence of ongoing and former af- 

filiations are mediated by the informal structure, not the influence of new affiliations, 

which are likely to occur between employees who have lower levels of overlap in their 

contact networks. Finally, Model 7, includes interactions between common contacts 

and each type of formal affiliation. ' Two of the interactions are negative, consistent 

with Hypothesis 3.2.1 suggesting there will be a discount on tie formation associated 

with increasing levels of embeddedness when formal affiliations change. The interac- 

tion of common contacts with formerly affiliated status has stronger significance than 

the interaction with newly affiliated status. The interaction between common con- 

tacts and having an ongoing affiliation was not significant. Including a more specific 

types of formal affiliation led to slight improvement in model fit. 

8.3 Interpretation of interaction effect by type of 
formal affiliation change 

To interpret the interaction effects, I graphed changes in the probability of new ties 

due to increasing levels of embeddedness for employee-pairs with changed affiliations, 

and new and former affiliations (presented in Figure 8.2). The top graph shows that 

the number of common contacts surrounding a potential tie increases the rate of 

tie formation, but only when the formal affiliation of pairs is unchanged. If formal 

affiliation changes, the negative interaction counters the positive effect of shared con- 

tacts. This provides support for arguments that there is a discount associated with 

embeddedness when formal affiliation changes. Tie formation rates remain at less 

than 10% while for stable pairs, tie formation rates rise to nearly 50%. The next 

two graphs show interactions between having common contacts and being newly or 

formerly affiliated and suggest both the baseline positive effect of formal affiliation 

and the amount of the discount associated with increasing embeddedness differ for 

II also tested the interactions separately and found the effects to be consistent. 
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each. When employee-pairs are separated, the positive influence of former affiliations 

is lower than the positive influence of being newly affiliated. In addition, the rela- 

tive discount for having common contacts is higher for formerly affiliated pairs. The 

discount again counters the positive influence of embeddedness. For newly affiliated 

employee-pairs, the discount is less so that the rate of tie formation is only lower for 

newly affiliated pairs with unusually high levels of embeddedness (around 10 common 

contacts). For the majority of employee-pairs (80% have less than three common con- 

tacts), tie formation rates are higher for newly affiliated pairs, reflecting the positive 

influence of being newly affiliated. Differences in the size of the interaction effect 

may reflect higher level of identity conflict for formerly affiliated pairs than for newly 

affiliated pairs. 

Results support the existence of a discount factor. To understand the magnitude 

of these effects on tie formation, I conducted a simulation, based on Model 7 in Table 

8.4, to see show the probability of new ties differs across types of formal affiliation 

(see Figure 8.2) (King et al., 2000; Tomz et al., 2003). Pairs in the same formal 

group in Periods 1 and 2 were the most likely to interact where embeddedness levels 

reached five or more common contacts. 2 For low levels of embeddedness (and most 

employees), newly affiliated employees were most likely to form a tie. Pairs who were 

separated had the largest discount factor with a low and almost constant probability 

of tie formation. 

2Less than 3% of employee-pairs had five or more common contacts. 
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Figure 8.1: Probability of a new tie given change in formal affiliation 
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Figure 8.2: Probability of a new tie given change in formal affiliation 
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Chapter 9 

Discussion and conclusions 

Does formal structure influence employee relationships and how does this effect inter- 

act with informal structure? This study was motivated by concerns that research on 

informal networks inside firms neglects or underplays the influence of formal structure 

on interaction patterns. Table 9.1 summarizes the hypotheses and findings of interest 

as to how formal groups assignment affects employee relationships. 

In Chapter 1, Hypotheses 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 considered how the size of a formal group 

affects the rate of informal ties within a group. Results suggest the rate of ties between 

employees decreases with group size, but do not support a curvilinear relationship. 

Employees assigned to the smallest subunits, teams and client account teams have 

between two and four times higher probabilities of forming ties than employees in the 

largest groups. Groups size effects were salient for more formally managed groups - 

like subunits, teams and client account teams - but not for more informally coordi- 

nated groups - like product expertise areas or broad segment classifications. The lack 

of a group size effect for more informally managed groups may reflect lower levels of 

formal oversight and incentives associated with coordination in these groups, or may 

reflect less need for interaction and more individual effort involved in work tasks asso- 

ciated with these groups. In addition, size only affected the rate of work ties, not the 

rate of social ties between group members. Hence, in designing organizations, group 

size can be used to actively encourage more intense work interactions in certain areas, 

or to reduce the density of interaction in other areas. Size will be more effective at 

128 
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Table 9.1: Summary of hypothesized effects and findings 

Hyp. Proposition Findings of interest 

Formal group size and the overall formal group structure design 

1.2.1 The rate of relationships between employ- 
ees assigned to the same formal group will 
fall with the size of the group. 

1.2.2 The rate of relationships between employ- 
ees assigned to the same formal group 
will be higher for moderately sized groups 
than for small or large groups. 

Some support 

. Effect occurs for more formally man- 
aged groups (like subunits, teams and 
client account teams) only. 

" Effect holds for work ties but not for 

social ties. 

No support 

1.3.1 The rate of relationships between em- 
ployees assigned to the same two formal 

groups will be even higher when those 

groups are nested. 

1.3.2 The higher rate of relationships between 

employees assigned to the same two for- 

mal groups will be reduced when those 

groups operate cross-functionally. 

Some support 

" Effect occurs only for common assign- 
ment to the same subunit and same 
nested team, and only affects the pat- 
tern of work ties. 

No support 

Formal group assignment, gender homophily and structural embeddedness and relationship maintenance 

2.1.1 The rate of relationships between employ- 
ees will be even higher for same gender 
employees when they are assigned to the 

same formal subunit. 

2.2.1 The rate of relationships between struc- 
turally embedded employees will be even 
higher when they are assigned to the same 
formal subunit. 

Strong support for women 

" Effect holds for women, and affects both 
work and social ties. 

" For men, gender homophily only af- 
fected social, not work relationships, 
and gender hoinophily was not affected 
by subunit assignments. 

No support 

2.2.2 The higher rate of relationships between 

structurally embedded employees will be 

reduced when they are assigned to the 
same formal subunit. 

Strong support 

" Effect holds for across all types of ties 
for both Wien and women. 

" Reduced rate of tics makes ties less 
likely for embedded employees pairs 
with groups who have more than 7 or 
8 common contacts. 
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Table 9.1: Summary of hypothesized effects and findings, continued. 

Hyp. Proposition Findings of interest 

Changes in formal group affiliation and new tie formation 

3.1.1 The rate of relationships between employ- Strong support 
ees will increase when the formal affilia- 

" Effect holds for both new formal subunit tion between employees changes. 
affiliations between employees and past 
affiliations between employees. 

" Also evidence of positive influence of 
continuing affiliation when employees 
stay in the same subunit. 

3.2.1 The higher rate of relationships between Strong support 
employees who experience a change in for- 

" For employees who are separated into 
mal affiliation will be reduced with the 
increasing structurally embeddedness of 

different subunits, formal separation al- increasing stmost 
exactly counters structural embed- 

employee-pairs. dedness, so that even heavily embedded 
pairs will be unlikely to form a tie. 

" For newly affiliated employees, the re- 
duced rate only made ties less likely for 

very heavily embedded employee-pairs. 

shaping informal relations in more formally coordinated groups than in more loosely 

managed groupings. The development of social ties should be relatively unaffected 

by changes in formal group size. 

Having more than one formal group in common increases the probability of a tie 

as the two common group assignments have an additive effect. Hypotheses 1.3.1 and 

1.3.2 considered the impact of the design of the overall group structure in making 

ties even more likely or less likely when employees are both members of the same two 

groups. Some support was found for Hypothesis 1.3.1 - that co-memberships in nested 

formal groups make relationships even more likely between employees. This effect 

was found to be weakly significant for employees who were assigned to both a team 

and a subunit, but there was no significant effect for other nested groups (segments 

and products) and no effect on social ties. There was no support for 1.3.2 - that co- 

memberships in formal groups that are cross-functional reduce the rate of relationships 
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between employees. The lack of effect for the other formal group pairings - segments 

with products, client account teams with subunits and client account teams with 

teams - may reflect either that the effects are weak at best, or uncertainty around 

the classification of the pairings. Results may also be affected by specific functions and 

roles performed by team members that to reduce role conflict and ambiguity normally 

associated with cross-functional structures (Alderfer & Smith, 1982; Alderfer, 1987; 

Brown, 1983). Hence, while there may be some increased likelihood of relationships 

associated with nested teams, results suggest that having many cross-functional teams 

will not weaken the development of informal relations between team members. 

In Chapter 2, I considered how prescribed structures and informal mechanisms 

jointly influence ties and investigated how common formal group assignment inter- 

acts with two informal mechanisms - gender homophily and the structural embed- 

dedness of two employees. All three effects had a positive direct influence on the rate 

of relationships. Consistent with Hypothesis 2.1.1, analysis showed a positive inter- 

action between gender homophily and common group assignment with same gender 

employee-pairs even more likely to maintain relationships when they were also in 

the same subunit. Subunit structures created greater gender imbalances in the sub- 

populations of the functional activity collected within subunits, making same gender 

relationships more available. To explore this interaction, I extended the analysis to 

consider the combined effects on work and social ties and, because gender was one 

basis for similarity, for men and women. There were differences in effects. While 

the direct effect of gender homophily was positive and significant for both work and 

social ties for women, gender homophily only influenced social ties for men. Also, 

the interaction between gender homophily and common subunit assignment was only 

significant for women. Women were thus even more likely to maintain ties with fe- 

male co-workers who were also part of the same subunit. This was in spite of the fact 

that subunit structures and gender imbalances meant that in some subunits, same 

gender tics were less available to women. Hence, women were constrained in that 
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the subunit structure made them less likely to form relationships with men inside 

their group. Men's preferences towards same gender ties, on the other hand, were not 

affected by subunit structures. 

Kanter (1977) suggested that it is the organizational drive to limit to uncertainty 

(Thompson, 1967) that makes social homogeneity attractive to members of the orga- 

nization. Forming closed social circles in the organization that limit the participation 

to persons with certain prescribed attributes (like white males) may increase the ease 

of communication and predictability of behavior amongt members. From an organi- 

zational view, gender homophily may be a rational organizational process to reduce 

uncertainty which may even advantage women, in that they may find benefit in hav- 

ing more homogenous relationships within their own subunits. Alternately, gender 

homophily may disadvantage women because they are less able to build in-group ties 

with men or cross-group ties with women. Given the value of cross-group relation- 

ships for individual and group outcomes (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992a; Hansen, 1999; 

Tushman & Scanlan, 1981) and the supposed communication and coordination ben- 

efits that may come from strong liomophilous ties, women may be less able to form 

productive cross-group relationships. Whether the process is rational, prejudicial to 

women, or both, findings support the view that men and women have different con- 

straints and preferences in forming relationships and that subunit structures affect 

these preferences for women. For managers concerned with managing diversity and 

providing a fair and equitable work environment, awareness of these effects allows 

more active management of gender differences in the availability of relationships, 

perhaps with the careful construction of formal groups to reduce gender imbalances. 

Awareness of where gender differences in groups are likely to cause disadvantages also 

provides an opportunity to intervene and counter negative effects. 

Also in Chapter 2, I considered the joint influence of common subunit assignment 

and structural embeddedness. Employee-pairs within groups were likely to be more 
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structurally embedded than employee-pairs across groups. Analysis revealed a nega- 

tive interaction between common subunit assignment and structural embeddedness. 

The rate of ties between in-group pairs with higher levels of embeddedness was lower 

than for cross-group pairs, supporting Hypothesis 2.2.2 and not Hypothesis 2.2.1. In- 

spection of the pattern of relationships for different levels of structural embeddedness 

suggests that the interaction was linked to an increasing likelihood of relationships 

for cross-group employee-pairs with moderate levels of structural embeddedness. The 

negative interaction suggests a substitution effect between common group assignment 

and the extent of association and access provided by two employees having many com- 

mon contacts. This means that heavily embedded employees inside groups may have 

less need to form a relationship to, for instance, reduce the sense of cognitive im- 

balance from sharing many common contacts. For scholars, this also suggests how 

common group assignments may provide a sufficient context to smooth coordination 

inside groups, even when employees do not have strong in-group ties which may add 

to our understanding of successful coordination inside firms. 

Lastly, in Chapter 3, I considered the combined affect of changing employees' sub- 

unit assignments and structural embeddedness. Results suggest exogenous changes 

in the formal affiliation of employee-pairs and in particular, both past and new affil- 

iations, increased the chance those employees will form tics - providing support for 

Hypotheses 3.1.1. Employees with past or new affiliations will be more likely to be 

aware of each other and have greater opportunities to interact. Shared experiences 

associated with those affiliations may also make such relationships more attractive to 

those employees. Results also support Hypotheses 3.2.1 and suggest common group 

assignment and structural embeddedness interact to reduce the direct positive ef- 

fects of structural embeddedness and formal affiliation on new ties. Formal structural 

misalignment that occurs when employees are moved means that the networks that 

surround an employee-pair will tend to support an organizational identity that is in- 

consistent with the organizational identity a moved employee seeks to develop. This 
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creates an identity conflict discount that increases with embeddedness when formal 

affiliations change, decreasing the rate at which new ties form. While scholarly debate 

focuses on whether inconsistencies between the formal and informal are an unavoid- 

able cost of reorganization (Bowman & Singh, 1993; Lamont et al., 1994) or provide a 

healthy tension that compensates for shortcomings in a new formal structure (Gulati 

& Puranam, 2006), these findings suggests closer investigation of the micro-processes 

of change can reveal insights about the extent to which inconsistencies hinder for- 

mal restructuring. Results reveal competing formal and informal mechanisms may 

help rather than hinder restructuring efforts. While the identity conflict discount 

creates pressures to keep tie formation rates low when heavily embedded employees 

are moved into separate groups, tie formation between newly affiliated employees is 

only reduced when those employees have unusually high levels of embeddedness. For 

managers, this suggests formal group restructuring may be an effective device for 

changing employee interactions. 

9.1 Limitations 

Competing arguments as to the influence of common group assignments and informal 

mechanisms warrants review. First, endogeneity, due to unobserved selection biases 

may still exist. It is possible the effects of common formal group assignments that 

I observe capture other underlying attributes of similarity that provide an alternate 

explanation for relationship patterns. Two individuals may self-select into a particular 

organization or job because of some underlying feature of their personality or abilities. 

At the same time, employers may recruit and place actors who are similar on some 

unobserved dimension into a particular subunit when they join. It is also possible that 

formal group assignment reflects the informal structures and relationship patt-erns of 

the organization and that a more comprehensive view of the firm's informal structure 

would make the influence of common group assignment variables obsolete. While the 

data allowed me to control for many of other attributes - like education, nationality, 
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age and tenure -I did not capture information on personality traits or the functional 

background and expertise of respondents before they joined the organization. The 

detailed formal group assignment data - including information about an employee's 

area of product expertise, market segment and client expertise - allowed me to control 

for aspects of an individual's technical background. That there was still a strongly 

significant and positive effect for subunit and team co-membership after controlling 

for such individual attributes and expertise-related variables, suggests an independent 

effect of common formal group assignment. 

Still, unobserved self-selection biases that are correlated with common group as- 

signment or informal relationship patterns may persist and suggest care should be 

taken in making causal inferences. This problem will be worse where formal group as- 

signments are stable - because ingoing selection biasses will align with an employee's 

subunit membership. Selection biases are less likely to persist for employees who 

are newly affiliated. None of the reassignments that took place were requested by 

employees, but were imposed by a top-down reorganization and hence were largely 

exogenous. While unobserved biases may affect relationships maintained in both peri- 

ods of study, they should be less prevalent for ties newly formed in Period 2- though 

some selection biases may have a delayed effect. This means that results associated 

with changes in formal group assignments and new ties are likely to suffer less from 

endogeneity concerns than results in Chapters 1 and 2. 

Second, the method used to gather new tie data may influence reported new 

ties. For instance, an alternative interpretation, not necessarily inconsistent with the 

arguments presented, is that new ties between employee-pairs with former affiliations 

reflect changes in network member recall. In Period 1, two employees in the same 

group may know of each other, but not consider their relationship important enough 

to list as a work-related contact. Separating the employees into different groups may 

create reasons to advance the importance of the relationship because each now has 

access to information and resources that are non-redundant to the other, making the 
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tie worth mentioning in the second panel. Also, there may be a measurement error 

interpretation. People maintain many passive ties that become more salient when 

used. "New" relations nominated in the second survey might not all be new; sonic 

may have been recently activated so that respondents "remembered" them in the 

second period. 

Third, potential biases in the subset of CSD employees surveyed may reduce the 

generalizability of findings. The sample survey had a higher proportion of managers 

than subordinates and larger offices were over-represented. The conclusions may ap- 

ply more to relationships between employees in managerial positions only or may 

not affect employees in small office locations, where proximity effects are potentially 

the dominant influence on relationships. Also, because I was only able to capture 

information on a subset of the whole CSD, to maximize the extent and quality of 

information about a particular employee-pair, I limited my analysis to exploring the 

matrix of possible respondent-to-respondent pairs. Hence, I did not directly incorpo- 

rate information about egos' relationships with CSD employees who were not survey 

respondents, including those who were outside the CSD1. Information about the full 

set of alters nominated by an ego was used to calculate the number of common con- 

tacts two employees shared. Hence, I rely on egocentric networks to build a view of 

the whole network from the respondent ego's point of view. To the extent two-step 

connections from ego (that is, actors in alter's network) change the level of connect- 

edness of respondents in the survey, there may be biases in my measure of informal 

structure. 

The primary limitation of this research is the generalizability of findings because 

the research was conducted in a single division of a single firm. This limitation is 

balanced against the comprehensive information available in the CSD that allowed in(, 

to build a unique empirical data set to investigate hypotheses for which no empirical 

evidence has been previously offered. Such fine-grained dyadic data was needed to 

'This averaged around 11 relationships per respondent 
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explore the operation of formal and informal influences on new relationships. Because 

of the non-routine nature of work in the CSD, the knowledge-based and technology 

enabled content of the workflow and an organizational history that provided for a 

fairly unstable formal structure, the informal organization as to opposed to the formal 

organization was likely to be more critical for individual and organizational success. 

Different results might be expected if, for instance, a company had a stable and mature 

formal structure and a more routine workflow that relied more on physical assets and 

linkages. Limits to generalizability also arise because of the specific nature of the 

formal groups. While I contend that the CSD's formal structure is typical of that 

found in the industry and mirrored in many other professional services environments, 

the particular nature of the financial information services industry may limit the 

extent to which the same effects are found elsewhere. 

9.2 Contributions 

Support for an additional and interacting influence of common group assignment has 

important implications for scholars and practitioners. For scholars, these findings 

highlight the importance of formal group assignment as an independent influence 

on activity inside firms. Even if informal networks - not formal group structures - 

are more influential in shaping organizational outcomes, studies that attempt to pre- 

dict the shape or outcomes associated with informal networks that do not explicitly 

take formal structure into account risk misspecifying predictive models. If formal 

structures influence individual choices and behaviors inside firms, ignoring formal 

structures may provide a distorted view of the relationship between informal struc- 

tures and outcomes. Informal ties between individuals within formal groups are the 

building blocks that added together, create the pattern of social relationships that de- 

velops within a team and across an organization (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006). Hence, 

investigating the role of formal group assignment contributes to our understanding of 

the antecedents to effective interactions patterns in an organization. The results with 
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respect to changes in formal group assignment also shed light on the little understood 

processes by which identity evolves during role transitions and supports the idea that 

individuals can adapt their networks to shape their work identities. 

For sociologists concerned with informal relationship patterns, this research ex- 

tends existing work by considering how the antecedents of employee relationships are 

altered by the influence of common group assignment on relationship patterns. The 

same effects may be found for formal roles in other non-organizational contexts. The 

pattern of relationships between firms may also be shaped by the institutionalized 

roles played by different organizations. For example, the extent to which an industry 

participant performs different activities in the industry value chain could influence 

the pattern of alliance formation in an industry (e. g., Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Powell 

et al., 2005). Similarly, the extent to which organizational actors perform certain rec- 

ognized functional roles in an interorganizational context may influence the pattern 

of involvement in collaborative projects (e. g., Uzzi & Spiro, 2005). Insight may be 

gained in further considering the size and distribution of types of formal role that clas- 

sify and divide interorganizational populations as they form, maintain and dissolve 

interorganizational relationships. 

Finally, this research has the potential to increase the relevance and value of 

research linking network structures and outcomes by making prescriptions about op- 

timal network structures more actionable for practitioners. While there is a vast body 

of research that suggests how different informal network structures influence partic- 

ular outcomes, there is no empirical evidence suggesting how informal networks can 

be shaped to achieve the optimal structure. Managers attempt to influence the infor- 

mal network through a number of devices including organizing social events, retreats 

and conferences for firm members, establishing informal inentoring relationships and 

buddy systems, providing incentives and proclaiming values that support teamwork 

and collaboration. These devices are problematic in that their implementation and 

effect is difficult to focus precisely, is subject to the influence of individual interest and 



139 

personality and is difficult to measure. Formal group structure, on the other hand, 

is a device managers can use with greater certainty. The findings suggest that, at 

least in some contexts, formal structure may be an effective tool for shaping a firm's 

informal interactions. Not only can managers use different formal groups to focus and 

encourage relationships between employees, by managing the size of those groups, and 

by considering the extent to which groups are nested, a more refined ability to direct 

activity may be realized. As a caveat, results also suggest a potentially hazardous 

side effect of overemphasis on formal restructuring inside organizations. If changes 

in formal structures dominate and disturb the firm's pre-existing informal networks, 

excessive reliance on organizational restructuring may ultimately weaken the informal 

fabric of the firm and put the advantages of having strong informal networks at risk. 
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Appendix A: Bootstrap sampling 
Logistic regression analysis for size effects on different types of relationship 
- alternate estimation for Model 1 from Table 6.6 
Variable Model 1 

Conditional 
fixed effects 

Model 2 
Bootstrapped 

standard errors 

Alter network size(" 

Alter network density('') 

Alter prominence(' 1) 

Same sex 

Same education 

Same nationality 

Same age (5) 

Same tenure (2) 

Same old company 

Common contacts'' 

Same subunit 

Same team 

Same segment 

Same productP1 

Same client 

Subunit size 

Team size 

Client team size 

Log-likelihood 
1) XTO 

(0) x2 

-0.049*** 
(0.015) 

-1.649*** 
(0.478) 

0.098*** 
(0.006) 

0.385*** 
(0.123) 

0.762** 
(0.287) 

0.991*** 
(0.154) 

0.299* 
(0.130) 

0.036 
(0.130) 

0.464* 
(0.191) 

0.573*** 
(0.033) 

1.456** 
(0.470) 

2.284*** 
(0.544) 

0.079 
(0.164) 

0.564*** 
(0.154) 

2.424** 
(0.720) 

-0.014t 
(0.008) 

-0.068 
(0.046) 

-0.359* 
(0.139) 

-925.08 
1616.86 
14.23** 

-. 052*** 
(0.014) 

-1.440*** 
(0.366) 

0.0951*** 
(0.006) 

0.369** 
(0.119) 

0.838*** 
(0.261) 

0.764*** 
(0.126) 

0.353** 
(0.119) 

0.0658 
(0.121) 

0.550** 
(0.173) 

0.572*** 
(0.030) 

1.330** 
(0.384) 

2.519*** 
(0.477) 

0.101 
(0.128) 

0.289* 
(0.127) 

2.254*** 
(0.676) 

-. 015* 
(0.006) 

-0.090 
(0.040) 

-0.296* 
(0.131) 

Note: Models include 8,010 possible ties grouped by 90 egos who nominated a tic. 
Bootstrapped standard errors are based on 1000 bootstrapped samples generated 
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Logistic regression analysis of effect of interaction between group assignment 7.3 
and informal structure on rate of relationships - alternate estimation 
for Model 4 from Table 7.3 

Model 1 
Conditional 
fixed effects 

Alter network size('') 

Alter network density(") 

Alter prominence(P1> 

Same education 

Same nationality 

Same age (5) 

Same tenure (2) 

Same old company 

Same sex 

Common contacts") 

Same subunit 

Sex x 
subunit 
Common contacts 
x subunit 
Log-likelihood 

X( k) 
X(k) VS Model 1 

- 0.062*** 
(0.014) 

-1.438*** 
(0.353) 

0.101*** 
(0.006) 

0.825** 
(0.279) 

1.055*** 
(0.153) 

0.328** 
(0.126) 

- 0.114 
(0.128) 

0.309* 
(0.129) 

0.297* 
(0.128) 

0.709*** 
(0.036) 

1.657*** 
(0.157) 

0.547* 
(0.237) 

-0.215*** 
(0.054) 

-976.32 
1514.39 

21.59*** 

Model 2 
Bootstrapped 

standard errors 

- 0.070*** 
(0.013) 

-1.303*** 
(0.347) 

0.106*** 
(0.006) 

0.799*** 
(0.249) 

0.733*** 
(0.120) 

0.340*** 
(0.115) 

- 0.089 
(0.117) 

0.. 671*** 
(0.164) 

0.305* 
(0.125) 

0.735*** 
(0.033) 

1.500*** 
(0.152) 

0.528* 
(0.229) 

-0.258*** 
(0.050) 

Note: Models include 8,010 possible ties grouped by 90 egos who nominated a tie. 
Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 
Bootstrapped standard errors are based on 1000 bootstrapped samples generated 
by repeated sampling, with replacement; Coefficients centered 
t P<. 10; * P<. 05; ** P <. 01; *** P <. 001 
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Logistic regression analysis of effects on the rate of new relationships 

- alternate estimation for Model 7 from Table 8.4 

Model 1 Model 2 
Conditional Bootstrapped 
fixed effects standard errors 

Alt. network size(p1) - 0.007 -. 0481 
(0.021) (. 026) 

Alt. network density(pl) - 0.958 -1.628 
(0.887) (0.683) * 

Alt. prominence(p1) 0.096*** 0.088*** 
(0.011) (0.011) 

Same sex 0.520* 0.376 
(0.238) (0.228) 

Same education 0.244 0.078 
(0.538) (0.476) 

Same age (5) 0.456 0.636** 
(0.252) (0.233) 

Same nationality 1.107*** 0.509* 
(0.304) (0.236) 

Same tenure (2) 0.028 -0.003 
(0.251) (0.230) 

Same segment 0.785* 0.488* 
(0.342) (0.246) 

Same product(Pl) - 0.216 0.145 
(0.255) (0.223) 

Same client 0.258 0.134 
(0.283) (0.573) 

Same old company - 0.402 -. 181 
(0.280) (0.421) 

Common contacts"" 0.449*** 0.515*** 
(0.079) (0.074) 

Always same 1.791*** 1.579*** 

group (0.427) (0.395) 

Newly same 2.484*** 2.317*** 

group (0.343) (0.304) 

Formerly same 1.739*** 1.658*** 

group (0.461) (0.432) 

Common contacts - 0.081 -0.282* 
x Always same (0.139) (0.127) 

Common contacts -0.470*** -0.422*** 
x Formerly same (0.179) (0.175) 

Common contacts -0.296t -. 043888 

x Newly same (0.167) (0.148) 

Log-likelihood -267.11 
X2 ý 

241.48 

X2 9.15* 

Note: Models include 3,774 possible ties grouped by 45 egos who nominated a tie; 
Variables are measured in Period 2 unless indicated as measured in Period 1. 
Bootstrapped standard errors are based on 1000 bootstrapped samples generated 
by repeated sampling, with replacement; Coefficients centered; 
t P<. 10; * P<. 05; ** P <. 01; *** P <. 001 
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in a format that will protect the identity of specific individuals. Our highest priority is to 
ensure the confidentiality of all those who take part in this effort. 

2 



A. General Background 

1. Your name 

2, Your birthday (year) 

3. Gender (please tick) FA male Q female 

4. Your nationality 

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (please tick one) 
Lj secondary school or equivalent Q bachelor's degree or equivalent 

some university or college F-A master's degree or equivalent 
FA doctorate or equivalent 

6. How many years have you worked for (Your Company) (include years spent working for a 
company acquired by (Your Company))? 

years months 

7. Which group do you belong to in BU Client Services? 

UK Client Relationship Management) Q CE Client Relationship Management 
(formerly UK Account Support) (formerly CE Account Support) 

Client Support LJ Client Technical Services 
(formerly BU Academy/Help Desk) (fomerly Field Services) 

EJ Client Project Management 
(formerly Implementation) 

8. What is the full title of your current position? 

9. How long have you worked at this current position? years months 

10. How many different jobs have you held in your total time with BU? jobs 
(Only include a job if the nature of work changed significantly from job to job) 

1 1. How many people report directly to you (including any support staff)? people 

3 



B. Identifying your personal work-related contact network 

Please identify individuals who are important to you in your work at (Your Company). These 

could include people inside or outside your BU, including people in other parts of (Your 
Company) (like Sales or Tech Ops). Include contacts outside of BU (like clients), where you 
have interacted with that person on a regular and frequent basis over the past 6 months. 

- List only your MOST IMPORTANT contacts. 

Whereever possible - list people's first and last names. Feel free to use the 
organization charts for Client Services if there are names you do not know. 

Focus on your key contacts over the last 6 months. 

- Contacts must be people (not entire units) and please list people more than once if 
they fit into more than one category of contact. 

List contacts in the boxes below. 

12. Most important WORK FLOW contacts: 
These are people who provide you with workflow 
inputs or to whom you provide workflow 
outputs in the process of completing your job. 
These may be members of your team or people 
outside your team. Who are your most important 

workflow contacts in doing your daily job? 
(Up to 10 maximum) 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts 

13. Most important TASK ADVICE contacts: 
Who are important sources of work-related 
advice - people you approach if you have a work- 
related problem, or when you want advice on a 
decision you have to make to get your job done? 
(Up to 5 maximum) 
Note: these may be the same or different 
from the names above. 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts 
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14. Most important POLITICAL SUPPORT 
contacts: Making things happen requires 
buy-in from people working in other groups 

within BU. Are there any individuals whose 
political support is essential for actions and 
initiatives coming out of your current job? 
(Up to 5 maximum) 
Note: these may be the some or different 
from the names above. 

15. Most important STRATEGIC 
INFORMATION contacts: Are there people 
who you rely on as sources of general 
information on the "goings-on" at - people 

who give you special insight into the goals and 
strategies of important individuals, divisions, 

or perhaps even (Your Company) as a whole? 
(Up to 5 maximum) 
Note: these may be the same or different 
from the names above 

16. Most important SOCIAL SUPPORT 
contacts: People often rely on a few select 
others to discuss important, sensitive work 
matters - 'confidants' they trust and rely on for 
personal support, advice, or friendship. Who are 
the key people in your work environment that you 
regard as important sources of social support? 
(Up to 5 maximum) 
Note: these may be the same or different 
from the names above 

17. Most important FRIENDSHIP contacts: 
Thinking back over the past six months, are 
there any people from work who are very 
good friends of yours - people whom you 
regularly see socially, outside of work? 
(Up to 5 maximum) 
Note: these may be the same or different 
from the names above 

18. Who is your DIRECT SUPERVISOR or 
manager? 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts. 

How many other important contacts do you have 
in this category? additional contacts 
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Assembling the contacts 

The following questions are about the people you just 
named. You will need a single, non-repetitive list of 
people for reference. The list you construct in the 
spaces to the right will be visible for each of the 
subsequent questions. 

Most people have multiple kinds of relationships with 
key contacts. Therefore, you may have named some 
people more than once. 

In the spaces opposite, please list each person written 
on the preceeding two pages, creating a list with a 
maximum of 24 names. 

List people in the order they were mentioned; first 
the names on page 4, then the names on page 5. 

Please make sure that no one is listed more than 
once, and no lines are skipped between names. 
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Write the name of 

the first person you named 1 

the second person you named 2 

the third person you named 3 

4 

the fifth person you named 5 

6 
7 

the eighth person you named 8 

9 

10 

and so on, making sure no one is listed twice, 11 

and that no blank lines are between names. 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

19. FINALLY... Now you have a complete list of contacts, please give 18 

it a quick scan. Is anyone significant missing? Is there someone 19 
without whom doing your job would be much more difficult? Is 

20 
there someone without whom you would have been much more 
effective in your job? If yes, write the FIRST and LAST NAME 21 

of the most significant missing person in the next empty space in 22 
the list. (If there are no empty spaces remaining, please leave the 23 
list as it is. ) 

24 

7 
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Now about the strength of your relationship with each contact ... 

Circle the option that best describes the strength of your 
relationship with each person. 

If you are especially close in the sense that this is one of your 
closest business contacts or a close friend, circle 5. 

If you are distant in the sense that this is one of your least close 
business contacts, circle 1. 

Use the numbers in the middle to describe relationships that fall 
between the two extremes. 

20. How close are you with each contact? 
(circle best approximation: 1= distant, 5= especially close) 

1. distant 12345 especially close 
2. distant 12345 especially close 
3. distant 12345 especially close 
4. distant 12345 especially close 
5. distant 12345 especially close 
6. distant 12345 especially close 
7. distant 12345 especially close 
8. distant 12345 especially close 
9. distant 12345 especially close 
10. distant 12345 especially close 
11. distant 12345 especially close 
12. distant 12345 especially close 
13. distant 12345 especially close 
14. distant 12345 especially close 
15. distant 12345 especially close 
16. distant 12345 especially close 
17. distant 12345 especially close 
18. distant 12345 especially close 
19. distant 12345 especially close 
20. distant 12345 especially close 
21. distant 12345 especially close 
22. distant 12345 especially close 
23. distant 12345 especially close 
24. distant 12345 especially close 
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What about the age of your relationship ... 

21. How long have you 
known each contact? 
(write number) 

1. about years 
2. about years 
3. about years 
4. about years 
5. about years 
6. about years 
7. about years 
8. about years 
9. about years 
10. about years 
11. about years 
12. about years 
13. about years 
14. about years 
15. about years 
16. about years 
17. about years 
18. about years 
19. about years 
20. about years 
21. about years 
22. about years 
23. about years 
24. about years 

10 



and how it first began? 

22. Thinking back, who first 23. Did the contact come about 
initiated contact? more through formal 

BU activities or channels, or 
more through informal 
activities or channels? 

(tick column that applies) 

You did S/he did Not sure 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

(tick column that applies) 

Mainly formal Mainly informal 
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What about your ongoing interaction with this contact? 

24. On average, how often do you interact with each contact? 

(circle best approximation; business or social) 

1. daily weekly monthly less often 
2. daily weekly monthly less often 
3. daily weekly monthly less often 
4. daily weekly monthly less often 
5. daily weekly monthly less often 
6. daily weekly monthly less often 
7. daily weekly monthly less often 
8. daily weekly monthly less often 
9. daily weekly monthly less often 
10. daily weekly monthly less often 
11. daily weekly monthly less often 
12. daily weekly monthly less often 
13. daily weekly monthly less often 
14. daily weekly monthly less often 
15. daily weekly monthly less often 
16. daily weekly monthly less often 
17. daily weekly monthly less often 
18. daily weekly monthly less often 
19. daily weekly monthly less often 
20. daily weekly monthly less often 
21. daily weekly monthly less often 
22. daily weekly monthly less often 
23. daily weekly monthly less often 
24. daily weekly monthly less often 
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25. To what extent is the way you work with this contact more 
governed by BU's formally established rules, standard 
procedures and routines, or more informally "made up" as 
you go along? 

(circle best approximation: 1= more informal, 5= more formal; 
OR tick column to indicate you and this contact never work 
together) 

1. More informal 

2. More informal 

3. More informal 

4. More informal 

5. More informal 

6. More informal 

7. More informal 

8. More informal 

9. More informal 

10. More informal 

11. More informal 

12. More informal 

13. More informal 

14. More informal 

15. More informal 

16. More informal 

17. More informal 

18. More informal 

19. More informal 

20. More informal 

21. More informal 

22. More informal 

23. More informal 

24. More informal 

12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 

12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 
12345 More formal 

13 
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Now about the flow of skills and expertise in your 
network ... 

26. Please indicate how often you have turned to each contact 
for particular work-related skills or expertise in the past 3 
months. 
(circle best approximation: 1= never, 5= very frequently) 

1. never 12345 very frequently 

2. never 12345 very frequently 

3. never 12345 very frequently 

4. never 12345 very frequently 

5. never 12345 very frequently 

6. never 12345 very frequently 

7. never 12345 very frequently 

8. never 12345 very frequently 

9. never 12345 very frequently 

10. never 12345 very frequently 

11. never 12345 very frequently 

12. never 12345 very frequently 

13. never 12345 very frequently 

14. never 12345 very frequently 

15. never 12345 very frequently 

16. never 12345 very frequently 

17. never 12345 very frequently 

18. never 12345 very frequently 

19. never 12345 very frequently 

20. never 12345 very frequently 

21. never 12345 very frequently 

22. never 12345 very frequently 

23. never 12345 very frequently 

24. never 12345 very frequently 
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27. Please indicate how often each contact has turned to you for 
particular work-related skills or expertise in the past 3 
months. 
(circle best approximation: 1= never, 5= very frequently) 

1. never 1 

2. never 1 

3. never 1 

4. never 1 

5. never 1 

6. never 1 

7. never 1 

8. never 1 

9. never 1 

10. never 1 

11. never 1 

12. never 1 

13. never 1 

14. never 1 

15. never 1 

16. never 1 

17. never 1 

18. never 1 

19. never 1 

20. never 1 

21. never 1 

22. never 1 

23. never 1 

2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 
2345 very frequently 

24 never 12345 very frequently 
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Now about the dependencies in your network ... 

28. How much would your ability to do your job be weakened 
if your relationship with this contact were cut off? 

(circle best approximation: 1= very little, 5= very much) 

1. very little 

2. very little 

3. very little 

4. very little 

5. very little 

6. very little 

7. very little 

8. very little 

9. very little 

10. very little 

11. very little 

12. very little 

13. very little 

14. very little 

15. very little 

16. very little 

17. very little 

18. very little 

19. very little 

20. very little 

21. very little 

22. very little 

23. very little 

24. very little 

12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
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29. How much would your contact's ability to do his or her job be 
weakened if the relationship with you were cut off? 

(circle best approximation: 1= very little, 5= very much) 

1. very little 

2. very little 

3. very little 

4. very little 

5. very little 

6. very little 

7. very little 

8. very little 

9. very little 

10. very little 

11. very little 

12. very little 

13. very little 

14. very little 

15. very little 

16. very little 

17. very little 

18. very little 

19. very little 

20. very little 

21. very little 

22. very little 

23. very little 

24. very little 

12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
12345 very much 
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Now about the scope of your interactions with each 
contact 

30. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statement for each contact: 

We have freedom to choose from a wide range of alternate 
courses of action to accomplish the work we do together. 

(circle best approximation: 1= strongly disagree, 5= strongly 
agree; OR tick column to indicate you and this contact never 
work together) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Strongly disagree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

12345 Strongly agree 

We never 
work 

together 
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31. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statement for each contact: 

In getting our work done, we often try out new, innovative 

approaches - making significant changes to the usual way of 
doing things. 

(circle best approximation: 1= strongly disagree, 5= strongly 
agree; OR tick column to indicate you and this contact never 
work together) 

1. Strongly disagree 123 

2. Strongly disagree 123 

3. Strongly disagree 123 

4. Strongly disagree 123 

5. Strongly disagree 123 

6. Strongly disagree 123 

7. Strongly disagree 123 

8. Strongly disagree 123 

9. Strongly disagree 123 

10. Strongly disagree 123 

11. Strongly disagree 123 

12. Strongly disagree 123 

13. Strongly disagree 123 

14. Strongly disagree 123 

15. Strongly disagree 123 

16. Strongly disagree 123 

17. Strongly disagree 123 

18. Strongly disagree 123 

19. Strongly disagree 123 

20. Strongly disagree 123 

21. Strongly disagree 123 

22. Strongly disagree 123 

23. Strongly disagree 123 

24. Strongly disagree 123 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 
45 Strongly agree 

We never 
work 

together 

19 



Now about the understanding between you and each 
contact... 

32. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statement for each contact: 

In our work interactions, we both understand the appropriate 
actions to take in different circumstances as they arise. 

(circle best approximation: 1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly 
agree; OR tick column to indicate you and this contact never 
work together) 

1. Strongly disagree 123 

2. Strongly disagree 123 

3. Strongly disagree 123 

4. Strongly disagree 123 

5. Strongly disagree 123 

6. Strongly, disagree 123 

7. Strongly disagree 123 

8. Strongly disagree 123 

9. Strongly disagree 123 

10. Strongly disagree 123 

11. Strongly disagree 123 

12. Strongly disagree 123 

13. Strongly disagree 123 

14. Strongly disagree 123 

15. Strongly disagree 123 

16. Strongly disagree 123 

17. Strongly disagree 123 

18. Strongly disagree 123 

19. Strongly disagree 123 

20. Strongly disagree 123 

21. Strongly disagree 123 

22. Strongly disagree 123 

23. Strongly disagree 123 

24. Strongly disagree 1 2 3 

45 Strongly agree 

Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

45 Strongly agree 

We never 
work 

together 

)9 
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And your usual mode of interaction... 

33. Please indicate how you most frequently communicate with 
each of your contacts. 

(If you can - tick the one column that is your most frequent mode of 
communicating with each contact. If you cannot identify a single 
most frequent mode - tick the two or three modes that are the most 
frequently used) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

Mostly 
by email or 

Mostly Mostly 

other electronic face-to- face-to- Other 

means (e. g., Mostly face/ face/ (please 
intranet) by phone one-on-one with others specify) 

0 

a 

21 



34. And now some background information about your contact: 

In which organization does your contact work? 

(tick the one column that applies, or if your contact's organization is not 
listed, please specify) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

In BU Client Services In the rest of BU Outside BU 

rn 
w N 
u 
> vn N 

0 2 aý ý L 0 +. 4- +. u vº ý 
aC 

N 
aC 

O 
ä 

ý 

. 
o i ýu 

ü> C 
N 

4- 4- V) 
o 

a 
jo Q. 4- Other Other 

W v tj ý s ý 
0 v (please (please 

Ü Ü Ü Üý ý ° H i specify) specify) t n c 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 
20 

21. 
22 

23 

24 

What is your 
contacts level in the 
formal hierarchy 
relative to you? 
(tick one column) 

In what 
country is 
your contact 
located? 

(tick UK or 
specify other) 

Do you share any work- 
affiliations with your 
contact? 

(tick any that apply) 

Contact 
worked at 
same 

Contact Contacts company 
works works as you 
mostly on mostly before it 

Same Not Other same BU with some was 
Above you Below applic- (please products clients as acquired 
you Peer ou able UK specify) as you you by BU 
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35. The last network question asks you to describe the 
strength of relationships between the contacts listed. You do 
this by circling codes in the grid below. Work one column at a time. 
This a complex question, but essential for describing your contact 
network. 

Go to the column numbered 1 in the grid opposite. Each cell in this 
column describes the relationship between the 1St person listed, 
and the person in each row. Indicate the 1' person's relationship 
with the person in each row: 

Circle EC in the cell if there is an ESPECIALLY CLOSE relation 
between the row person and the first person. 

Circle D in the cell if the row person and the first person are 
DISTANT in the sense that they rarely work together or are 
total strangers as far as you know. 

OR Leave cell blank to indicate the two people are neither 
distant nor especially close. Do not feel obliged to circle D or 
EC for every relation. 

Now go to the column named 2. Each cell in this column describes 
the relationship between the 2nd person listed, and the person in 
each of row. Again, in each cell circle EC to indicate especially 
close relations, D to indicate distant relations, or leave the cell 
blank. 

Continue in the same way for all contacts in your network 

1 q'ý 

. {:, 
ý. _ý. , 

D... EC 

'ýD... EC D... EC 

24 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC D... EC 

D... EC b... EC 

D... EC D... EC 

D... EC D... EC 

0 
... 

EC D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 



Please go down each column to indicate the strength of the 
relation in each cell: 

Circle u 
FIJ - if the relation is especially close 

Circle 
@- 

if the relation is distant or non-existant 

Leave the cell blank if the relation is neither 
especially close nor distant 

First person's relations 
with people in each row 

Fifth person's relations_ 
with people in each row 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

and so on ... 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

0 ... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

b... EC 

D... EC 

b... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

0 ... EC 

ý 
D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

0 
... 

EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

O... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC ' 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

b... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

b... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

D... EC 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

PEOPLE NAMED 
(List the just the first 
name and initial here) 
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C. Your client and product focus in BU Client Services 

The last few questions are important to better understand your role in BU Client Services and 
some of your perspectives on the BU Client Services organization. 

36. Which customer segment(s) is/are your primary focus? (Tick all that apply) 

Sales & Trading C] Investment banking Q Investment management 

37. Please list the three BU product offerings where you currently have the greatest level of 
product knowledge and expertise (e. g., xxxx, xxxx, xxxx) 

Product #1: 

Share of total time 
spent working with 
this product 

0/ 
/0 

Product #2: 

Share of total ime 
spent working with 
this product 

Share of total time 
spent working with 

Product #3: this product 

O/ 
O 

"/0 
(Need not add 
to 100%) 

38. Please list the three BU clients where you have spent the largest portion of your work-time 
over the last 3 months (e. g., MS Equity Research UK, HSBC Sales and Trading, Europe) 

Client #1: 

Client #2: 

Client #3: 

Share of total time 
spent working with 
this client 

Share of total ime 
spent working with 
this client 

Share of total time 
spent working with 
this client 

o/ 
0 

0- 
�0 

0 

(Need not add 
to 100%) 
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39. Did you previously work for a company acquired by (Your Company)? 

C) Yes 

If yes, what was the name of the acquired company you 
first joined? (e. g. xxx, xxx, xxx): 

[: ] No 

40. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

(circle best approximation) 
strongly strongly 
disagree disagree neutral agree agree 

4. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

BU management is sincere in its attempts to 
meet the employees point of view 

My direct manager creates an environment where 
people get excited about making improvements 

I have the freedom to decide what I do in my 
job 

There is a complete written job description for 

my position 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

e. BU management does its job well 12345 

f. 

9. 

h. 

i. 

J" 

k. 

I. 

m. 

n. 

In my job, I have almost complete responsibility 
for deciding how and when my work is done 

Upper management is aware and very receptive to 
my ideas and suggestions 

I feel that I am constantly being watched to see 
that I obey all the rules 

Whatever situations arise, we have procedures 
to follow in dealing with them 

People at BU are often encouraged to take 

calculated risks with new ideas and approaches 

I trust management at BU Client services to 
treat me fairly 

My direct manager gets actions and initiatives 
through "bureaucratic red tape" and into practice 

Going through proper channels in getting the job 
done is constantly stressed 

I feel I am my own boss and do not have to 
double check all my decisions 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 
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Personalized feedback on your contact network 

We appreciate your efforts and in return, would Iike to show you 
how your contact network compares to others in BU Client Services 
and how the characteristics of your network affect professional 
development at (Your Company). 

We do this by accessing information about employee professional . development from Human Resources at BU. Any information 
accessed would be used for analysis only and information about 
specific individuals would not be shared in any form. 

To allow access to information concerning your 
professional development from (Your Company) HR, for 

research purposes only, please tick this box: 

If you would like to receive a private, confidential report 
that shows how your network compares to others, please 
tick this box: 

Please be sure to hand in the questionnaire before leaving. 

Thank you very much for your 
patience and cooperation. 
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Instructions 

This survey asks how organizational changes at BU Client Services have affected your job and your 
contact network. It is the first and final follow-up to the survey you completed in January and will be 
used to provide feedback on how changes implemented at (Your Company) have affected your 
network. 

1. Please fill out the entire questionnaire. (This should take 20-25 minutes. ) 

2. Please return the questionnaire by August 5th to Joanna Mclnally in the envelope 
attached to the questionnaire. Joanna will forward the sealed envelope directly to the 
research team at London Business School. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Survey feedback and assurance of confidentiality 

This survey will provide information on how (Your Company)'s networks have changed and on 
how (Your Company)'s priorities and select initiatives are perceived by managers and 
employees. This will be used to provide you with personalized feedback on how your network 
compares to others in Client Services and also to provide feedback to the Client Services 
Management team. 

Your responses and comments will be summarized by a research team at London Business 
School (outside of (Your Company)). No names will be attached to your comments - and all 
feedback provided to (Your Company) will be given in a format that will protect the identity of 
specific individuals. Our highest priority is to ensure the confidentiality of all who take part in this 
effort. 



Principle Researcher: Susan Lynch 
London Business School 

Sussex Place, Regent's Park 
London NW14SA, UK 
sly@london. edu 

Im .. 

These questions ask about your formal job description. 

1. Which group do you belong to in BU Client services (please tick one)? 

Q New Business Implementation Q Technical Resolution Group Q Client Support-Help Desk 

Q UK Client Relationship Mgt 
U 

CE Client Relationship Mgt Q Other 

2. What is the full title of your current position? 3. How long have you worked at this current position? 

years months 

4. Who is your DIRECT SUPERVISOR or manager at 
BU Client Services? 

5. How many people report directly to you (including 
any support staff)? 

people 

6. Which customer segment(s) is/are your primary focus (tick all that apply)? 

Q Sales & Trading Q Investment banking Q Investment management 
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To achieve BU's priorities, Client Services has implemented a number of initiatives over the past six 
months. Please answer a few questions about your experience of three different initiatives. 

Initiative I: Improving trial conversion This involves: 

" Limiting trials to focus efforts on a small-set of trials with a high probability to convert to new business 

" Putting more effective trial qualification processes in place 

" Reducing the number of long-running trials through more disciplined trial management 

Part A- Improving trial conversion 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following: strongly 

disagree disagree neutral agree 
strongly 
agree 

a. This initiative has greatly affected how I do my job 123 4 5 

b. I have a clear understanding of this initiative's objectives 123 4 5 

Implementing this initiative will greatly improve coordination 123 4 5 C. across parts of BU 

d Implementing this initiative will greatly improve the quality 123 ' 4 5 
s service offering to clients of BU 

e. Have changes associated with this initiative been implemented in your area? (tick one) El Yes No 

If your answer to e. is no, please jump to Initiative II. If your answer to e. is yes, please answer Part B. 

Part B- Improving trial conversion 

strongly i a r t l th t tt hi ll h i h h f i strongly g s ee neu ra e ex en ow c you agree w t t o ow ng: e Please indicate disagree-- = 
agree 

agree 
To implement this initiative, we had to significantly tailor the 123 4 5 
implementation plans to fit the needs of our part of BU 

Implementing this initiative significantly disrupted our usual 123 4 5 g. work practices and routines in my area 

h. Implementing this initiative has been a great success 123 4 5 

Circle the best response: too slow right too fast 

Overall, the speed at which we have implemented this 123 I 4 5 
' initiative in my area has been... 

j. Did you play a leadership role in implementing this initiative in your area? (tick one) Yes No 
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Initiative II: Proactive Service Model. This involves: 

" Reallocating client accounts so CRMs and Account Directors (in Sales) cover common account portfolios 

" Clarifying sales and service roles and, in many cases, physically locating sales and service teams together 

" Enabling CRMs to be proactive as the key services contact for a portfolio of accounts, rather than for a product set 

" For BU's largest accounts, introducing Service Managers, to act as the services "owner" for a portfolio of accounts 
- creating Service Plans with shared sales and service objectives and holding Service Reviews with these 
accounts 

Part A- Proactive Service Model 
I disagree neutral agree strongly Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following: strongly 

disagree- agree 

a. This initiative has greatly affected how I do my job 12345 

b. I have a clear understanding of this initiative's objectives 12345 

Implementing this initiative will greatly improve coordination 12345 C. across parts of BU 

Implementing this initiative will greatly improve the quality 12345 d ' . of BU s service offering to clients 

e. Have changes associated with this initiative been implemented in your area? (tick one) Q Yes El No 

If your answer to e. is no, please jump to Initiative III. If your answer to e. is yes, please answer Part B. 

Part B- Proactive Service Model 
T 

strongly I strongly f disagree neutral agree Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following: disa ree agree--_ 
To implement this initiative, we had to significantly tailor the 12345 
implementation plans to fit the needs of our part of BU 

Implementing this initiative significantly disrupted our usual 12345 g' work practices and routines in my area 

h. Implementing this initiative has been a great success 12345 

Circle the best response: too slow right too fast 

Overall, the speed at which we have implemented this 12345 
initiative in my area has been... 

j. Did you play a leadership role in implementing this initiative in your area? (tick one) 11 Yes El No 

4 



Initiative III: Clear incident management processes This involves: 

" Introducing clear incident management processes and roles (for Escalation, Incident Management and 
Management Escalation) 

" Clear communication/reporting of incidents across the organization during and after incident occurrence 

" Communicating problem resolution processes, escalation paths and roles of technical tea ms to offices 
and other Departments 

Part A- Clear incident management processes 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following: strongly disagree neutral disagree agree strongly 

agree 

a. This initiative has greatly affected how I do my job 123 45 

b. I have a clear understanding of this initiative's objectives 123 45 

Implementing this initiative will greatly improve coordination 123 C 45 . across parts of BU 

d Implementing this initiative will greatly improve the quality 123 ' 45 s service offering to clients of BU 

e. Have changes associated with this initiative been implemented in your area? (tick one) El Yes E] No 

If your answer to e. is no, please jump to Initiative III. If your answer to e. is yes, please answer Part B. 

Part B. - Clear incident management processes 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following: strongly disagree neutral agree strongly 
disagree 

_ 
a ree 

To implement this initiative, we had to significantly tailor the 123 45 implementation plans to fit the needs of our part of BU 

Implementing this initiative significantly disrupted our usual 123 45 g' work practices and routines in my area 

h. Implementing this initiative has been a great success 123 45 

Circle the best response: too slow right too fast 

Overall, the speed at which we have implemented this 123 L 45 initiative in my area has been... 

j. Did you play a leadership role in implementing this initiative in your area? (tick one) 13 Yes EJ No 
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p Gýýife t Iniüaiý"výse; on Autývaý eläfetl 
Please answer the questions running across these two pages about the effect of the 3 
initiatives on your work-related contact network. 

The people listed are 
u nominated l u 

Your work-related 
contact network 
_-__ --' -- 

b. How close are 
you with each 

For Initiative I: 
Improving trial conversion 

o peop e yo 
as important work- 
related contacts earlier 

a. How has network your 
changed? 

contact? 

(Either as a 

C. Has this 
contact 
provided new 

d. What has been the 
effect of this initiative 
on your work activities this year. 

(Make the changes 

business contact 
or a friend) 

information 
about this 

and outputs associated 
with this contact? 

Please review the list of 
described on the left to list 
your current set of 

(Rate each 
contact from 1 to 

initiative? 
(Tick one box only for 

each contact) names and: important work-related 
contacts. ) 

5 where: 1= 
distant and 5= (Tick contact Negative Positive 

especially close) if YES) I No 
Harmful effect Beneficial 

1. Cross out (like E. g., Jane Smith 4 QQQ 
this) names of 
people that are no 1. Bronislaw Malinowski Q El F-1 El 
longer part of your 
active contact Melville Dalton QQQQ 

network. These 3. Georg Simmel QQQQ 

may be people who 
have left BU or who 

James Coleman QQQQ 

you no longer 
. Reinhard Bendix QQQQ 

interact with on a 
regular basis. Leon Festinger QQQQ 

2. If there are new " David Mechanic QQQQ 

people in your . Max Weber QQQQ 
network - add 
those names to J. A. Radcliffe-Brown Q El r_1 Q 

the list. These 10. Kevin Bacon QQQQ 

may be new 11. Karl Marx QQQQ 
workflow contacts, 
task advice 12. Amos Hawley QQQQ 

contacts, political or 13. Elizabeth Bott QQQQ 
social support 
contacts, or 14. Fritz Heider Q El Q 1: 1 

friendship contacts. 15. Robert Merton QQQQ 
If you have a new 
manager - include 16. El r_1 Q El 

that person on your 17. QQQQ 
list. 

18. Q E] Q E] 
3. Please circle the 

name of your 19 QQQQ 

manager or direct 0. QQQQ 
supervisor. 1. QQQQ 

4. Please answer 
questions a. -i. for 2 QQQQ 

each person in your 3. QQQQ 

current network. 4 QQQQ 

5. QQQQ 

6. QQQQ 

7. QQQQ 

8. QQQQ 

9. QQQQ 

0. 
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For initiative II: 
Proactive Service Model 

For initiative III: 
Clear incident mgt processes 

i. How close do 
you think your 

e. Has this 
contact 
provided 

" What has been the 
effect of this initiative 

g. Has this 
contact 
provided 

h. What has been the 
effect of this initiative 

DIRECT 
MANAGER is to 
each contact? 

new 
information 

on your work 
and outputs 

activities new 
information 

on your work 
and outputs 

activities 
(Either as a 

about this 
initiative? 

associated with this 
ontact? 

about this 
initiative? 

associated with this 
ontact? 

business contact 
or as a friend) 

(Tick one box only for 
each contact) i 

(Tick one box only for 
each contact) 

(Rate each 
contact from I to 

5 where: I= (Tick contact 
if YES) Negative/ 

Harmful 

Positive 
No / 

effect Beneficial 

(Tick contact 
if YES) Negative/ 

Harmful 

Positive 
No / 

effect Beneficial 

distant and 5= 
especially close) 

Q Q Q LJ Q L1 Q Q 2 
1. 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

10. Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 
11. 

Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

12. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

13. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

14. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

15. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

16. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

17. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

18. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

19. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

0. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

21. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

22. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

3. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

24. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

25. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

26. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

27. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

28. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

29. 
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q 

30. Q_ Q Q Q Q 

_Q 

Q Q 
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In 2005, Client Services has been pursuing three main priorities to develop better solutions for BU's 
clients: 

Priority #1: To effectively and accurately implement new business 

Priority #2: To develop (Your Company)'s service relationship with clients, through training, 
consulting, product migrations/upgrades, as well as other proactive service activities 

Priority #3: To continually improve the effectiveness of our problem resolution process 

How important do you think each of the following activities is to achieving the priorities listed above? 

Importance 
to Priority 

#1 

Importance 
to Priority 

#2 

Importance 
to Priority 

#3 

Activity/behaviour 
(For each priority, rate the importance of 
the activity from 1 to 5 where: 1= not at all 
important and 5= very important) 

E. g., Getting implementation right the first time 5 1 2 

Resolving client problems quickly and effectively 

Delivering robust new solutions to clients 

Making sure difficult-to-resolve client problems get the right attention 

Having clear service objectives for our client accounts 

Prioritising client trials so we focus on the right opportunities 

Developing closer relationships with the sales teams 

Having clear problem resolution processes 

Having well communicated problem resolution processes 

Having responsibility for the retention of clients and users 

Getting implementation right the first time 

Quickly identifying and managing issues affecting multiple clients (e. g., 
major outages) 

Having clear roles and responsibilities for service and sales teams 

Embedding the use of our products into our users workflow 

Getting new products and services to the client quickly 

Designing and implementing a simple and effective process for new 
installations 
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ýq#etýcýýýýý0ý'5"ýiýö'rltieýýnct ve; 

a. What can management do to make the implementation of BU's new priorities and initiatives 
more effective? 

b. What can you do to make the implementation of BU's new priorities and initiatives more 
effective? 

c. Are there any additional (or alternative) priorities you think BU should be pursuing in 2005? 

9 



Fu m, -, nan9e. a4n; -y, our: cli, entftacusarjd, Iaiieta, about: youf jo. 
..: 

The final questions are repeated from the January survey to pick up changes in your job situation. 

1. If you have external clients, please list the three BU clients where you have spend the largest portion of 
your work-time over the last 3 months (e. g., MS Equity Research UK, HSBC Sales and Trading, Europe) 

Client #1: 

Client #2: 

Client #3: 

% of total work time 
spent with this client 

% of total work time 
spent with this client 

% of total work time 
spent with this client 

2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

a. 

b. 

(circle best approximation) 
BU management is sincere in its attempts to meet the 
employee's point of view 

My direct manager creates an environment where people gE 
excited about making improvements 

c. I have the freedom to decide what I do in my job 

d. There is a complete written job description for my position 

e. BU management does its job well 

f. 

9" 

h. 

i. 

I. 

In my job, I have almost complete responsibility for 
deciding how and when my work is done 

Upper management is aware and very receptive to my 
ideas and suggestions 

I feel that I am constantly being watched to see that I obey 
all the rules 

Whatever situations arise, we have procedures to follow in 
dealing with them 

People at BU are often encouraged to take calculated 
risks with new ideas and approaches 

k. I trust management at BU Client services to treat me fairly 

My direct manager gets actions and initiatives through 
1. "bureaucratic red tape" and into practice 

m Going through proper channels in getting the job done is 
constantly stressed 

n. 
I feel I am my own boss and do not have to double check 
all my decisions 

strongly strongly 
disagree disagree neutral agree agree 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

12345 

123 4' 5 

12345 

12345 
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Thank you for completing this last stage of the networks and change 
survey. The research team at London Business School will take the 
information and provide feedback to you on how your contact networks 
compares to others in BU Client Services and how changes at BU 
have affected your contact network. 

Please be sure to place your survey in the sealed envelope provided 
and send or hand it to Joanna Mclnally by August 5th so we can 
provide you with feedback from the two surveys in September. 

Thank you for your cooperation 
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