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ABSTRACT
In this manuscript I examine outcomes associated with social networks in
organizations. Specifically, I consider how two characteristics of social networks (i.e.,
centrality, tie strength) can affect the performance and satisfaction of employees at work.
Then, I explore the role that perceptions of fit (i.e., person-group fit, person-organization)
may play in mediating the relationship between social network characteristics and (a)
employee performance and (b) job satisfaction. Moreover, I investigate boundary
conditions of the aforementioned mediated relationships (i.e., social network
characteristics – fit perceptions – employee performance; social network characteristics –
fit perceptions – job satisfaction). First, I consider how individual differences (i.e.,
racioethnicity, sex) generate employee dissimilarity that likely moderates the relationship
between structural network characteristics and perceived fit in the mediated relationships
proposed. Second, I examine an organizational variable (i.e., perceived diversity climate)
as a first and second stage moderator of the aforementioned mediated relationships.
Overall, it is necessary to investigate the relationships proposed in the model, because
studying social networks helps us to understand why employees interact with certain
individuals (or not with others) and how organizational outcomes are affected by
employees’ choices regarding their social networks.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Prevalence of Social Networks
Scholars describe social networks as forces that determine how individuals
experience their lives (Freeman, 2008). Social networks exert profound effects because
they are prevalent in virtually every social situation (e.g., family connections, friendships,
organizational structure). The following quote, from the motion picture Six Degrees of
Separation (Kidney, & Schepisi, 1993), demonstrates how social networks shape our
lives:
I read somewhere that everybody on this planet is separated by only six other
people. Six degrees of separation between us and everyone else on this planet.… I
find it a) extremely comforting that we're so close, and b) like Chinese water
torture…because you have to find the right six people to make the right
connection.
To elaborate, this quote suggests that social networks provide remarkable opportunities to
connect with those around us; however, it also highlights that social networks are
complex and difficult to navigate. As such, it is critical that researchers investigate social
networks to discover how we can benefit from the opportunities associated with social
networks whilst circumnavigating the undesirable aspects (e.g., complexity). Specifically,
by studying the structure and characteristics of social networks, we learn how to enhance
networks so that the process of connecting is more efficient and less tortured.
1

In sum, though the concept of social networks has been popularized in major
motion pictures (i.e., Six Degrees of Separation) and party games (i.e., six degrees of
separation with Kevin Bacon; Chen & Yang, 2010; Knoke & Yang, 2008), the role that
social networks play in scholarly phenomena is not well known. This is because social
networks are not considered in a majority of social science studies, despite the
importance and influence that they have for individuals (Aggarwal, 2011; Agnew,
Loving, & Drigotas, 2001; Kilduff & Brass, 2010; Knoke & Yang, 2008). Next, I discuss
this and other issues currently afflicting social network research.
Description of Problem
In the current section, I highlight five reasons why I believe that social network
research remains underdeveloped. First, social networks are rarely considered in social
science research. Scholars in several disciplines have noted this trend and find it
worrisome because social network analysis is one of the only research approaches that
accounts for how people influence each other (Aggarwal, 2011; Agnew et al., 2001;
Freeman, 2004; Kilduff & Brass, 2010; Knoke & Yang, 2008). These arguments suggest
that it is crucial that researchers account for the impact of these connections (i.e.,
individuals’ networks) when examining many of the topics of interest to social scientists
(e.g., sociologists, anthropologists, psychologists, management). Unfortunately, social
networks are rarely examined. This is despite the fact that a multitude of research exists
that establishes that people influence the others around them (e.g., their feelings,
attitudes, behavior; Knoke & Yang, 2008).
Second, when social networks are considered in research, it is common that the
aim of the investigation is to highlight social network analysis as a statistical tool rather
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than using social network analysis only when it is appropriate to test a given theory.
Scholars have commented on this dilemma for more than 30 years (Aggarwal, 2011;
Boissevain, 1979; Granovetter, 1979). As such, the social network research conducted
thus far is little more than a “cumulation of research describing technique… and trivial
results” (Boissevain, 1979, p. 393). Stated another way, the existing research on social
networks has not developed our understanding (to the extent that it could) of how
individuals are connected or how they influence each other. Therefore, when social
networks are examined empirically, theoretical advancements are rarely achieved.
Third, a majority of the social network research that exists uses one approach: the
structuralist approach. Structuralist theory focuses on the structure of social networks and
the patterns of relationships that connect individuals (Knoke & Yang, 2008; Zhang,
2010). Structuralist theory does not, however, examine the role of individuals’
perceptions, attitudes, behaviors, or characteristics in creating or maintaining social
networks (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; Kilduff, Tsai, & Hanke, 2006; Mayhew, 1980;
Wellman, 1988; Wellman & Berkowitz, 1988; White, 1992). In fact, scholars that
describe themselves as strict structuralists believe that individuals are irrelevant when
examining social networks (Mayhew, 1980; McPherson, Popielarz, & Drobnic, 1992).
Other scholars appreciate individualist theory (i.e., the belief that including individual
characteristics in social structure network research is useful) but state that individual
characteristics are difficult to measure (e.g., Pfeffer, 1983). Thus, many researchers
believe that including individual characteristics in social network analysis obscures the
true purpose of social network research.
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The fact that the structuralist view (as opposed to the individualist view) is the
dominant theory in social network research is ironic, considering that the purpose of
social networks is to examine (and account for) individuals’ connections with others. In
response to this general lack of consideration for individuals’ attributes in social network
research, Kilduff and colleagues (e.g., Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994; Kilduff & Tsai, 2003;
Kilduff et al., 2006) have pioneered research that attempts to bridge individual and
structuralist approaches. Arguments for the incorporation of individualist theory in social
network research are based on the idea that knowing more about individuals in a given
network (e.g., demographics, thoughts, personality, behavior) can give researchers
information that aids in the understanding of how individuals structure their networks
(e.g., who they choose to maintain relationships with, why those relationships are
meaningful; Aggarwal, 2011; Knoke & Yang, 2008; Leenders, 1997). Based on such
arguments, various researchers have gone so far as to declare that the future of social
network research will depend on the integration of structural and individualist theories
(Aggarwal, 2011; Kilduff et al., 2006).
Fourth, the lack of integration of the individualist approach in social network
research has emphasized another noticeable gap. To elaborate, individuals’ demographic
characteristics (e.g., racioethnicity, sex) have not been given adequate attention in social
network research. Specifically, individuals’ demographics have been investigated in only
a handful of social network studies (e.g., Ibarra, 1992, 1993; Mollica, Gray, & Treviño,
2003; Reagans, 2005, 2011). Though this is an unfortunate trend throughout most areas
of social science research, the lack of attention to minorities led Ibarra to suggest that
future social network research include multiple minority groups (Ibarra, 1993). Ibarra’s
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call for research was published almost 20 years ago (i.e., 1993); unfortunately, the call
remains unanswered. As such, researchers and practitioners are unaware of the influence
that individuals’ demographics, especially racioethnicity and sex, have on social network
dynamics.
Fifth, though few researchers have yet to integrate individuals into social network
research, even fewer researchers have considered the influence that the surroundings
(e.g., environment) have on social network outcomes. Again, Ibarra (1993, p. 81)
emphasized the importance of examining a networks’ environment as a boundary
condition over 20 years ago (i.e., 1993) when she stated the following: “An important
issue raised … concerns boundary conditions … of particular concern are characteristics
of the organizational contexts.” This call for research remains unanswered as well.
Consequently, current social network research does not offer many ideas on how the
environment that surrounds individuals or their networks affects the formation of,
processes within, or consequences of, social network dynamics.
As the preceding discussion demonstrates, current social network literature suffers
from significant gaps. Specifically, there is limited examination of social networks in
social science research, a lack of theoretical foundations in many social network studies,
an absence of research that integrates individualist approaches (e.g., demographics), and
virtually no examinations of boundary conditions that explain the relationship between
social network characteristics and relevant outcomes. These deficits leave researchers and
practitioners with confusion regarding the proper use and application of social networks.
Consequently, there are still many questions regarding social networks that remain
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unexplored in the literature, especially as they relate to processes among employees in
organizations (e.g., Ibarra, Kilduff, & Tsai, 2005).
Overview of Manuscript
To address these gaps in the current research, the present manuscript aims to
examine the role of social networks in organizations. Through the integration of literature
from sociology, anthropology, psychology, and management, I investigate outcomes of
employees’ social network characteristics. This manuscript extends existing research by
avoiding many of the limitations encountered by prior researchers. For example, the
model examined in this manuscript is distinguished from past research because it aims to
test and advance theory through social network analysis (as opposed to applying social
network analysis solely as a methodological tool, without regard to theoretical
advancement). This study also offers a unique contribution to the literature through the
integration of structuralist and individualist approaches. Specifically, I integrate an
individualist approach by examining both (a) individual difference factors (i.e.,
dissimilarity produced by individual demographics) and (b) factors unique to each
organization (i.e., organizations’ diversity climate), to advance our understanding of
social networks in organizational settings. I focus on demographics as the sole individual
difference because these are more salient than other individual difference variables (e.g.,
ability, interests). No previous study that I am aware of integrates an individualist
approach to this extent. Overall, it is necessary to investigate the relationships proposed
in the model, because studying social networks helps us to understand why employees
interact with certain individuals (or not with others) and how organizational outcomes are

6

affected by employees’ choices regarding their social networks (e.g., Burt, 1978; Kilduff
& Tsai, 2003).
The remainder of this manuscript is organized as follows. In the next section (i.e.,
Chapter 2), I provide a general overview of social networks. Then, in Chapter 3, I review
the history and major theories found in social network research. I proceed to Chapter 4,
where I discuss current social network research; specifically, this chapter focuses on
research that links (a) antecedents and then (b) outcomes of social network
characteristics. In the remaining sections, I discuss aspects of the present manuscript’s
model (see Figure 1). Precisely, in Chapter 5, I consider how two characteristics of social
networks (i.e., centrality, tie strength) can affect the performance of employees at work.
Then, in Chapter 6, I examine the relationship between these two social network
characteristics and employee job satisfaction. Next, I explore the role that perceptions of
fit (i.e., person-group fit, person-organization) may play in mediating the relationship
between (a) social network characteristics and employee performance and (b) social
network characteristics and job satisfaction. This is covered in Chapter 7, titled Process
Variables.
Moreover, in Chapters 8-10, I investigate boundary conditions of the
aforementioned mediated relationships (i.e., social network characteristics – fit
perceptions – employee performance, social network characteristics – fit perceptions –
job satisfaction). Specifically, in Chapters 8 and 9, I consider how individual differences
(i.e., racioethnicity, sex) generate employee dissimilarity that likely moderates the
relationship between structural network characteristics and perceived fit in the mediated
relationships proposed in Chapter 7. Then, in Chapter 10, I examine an organizational
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variable (i.e., perceived diversity climate) as a first and second stage moderator of the
aforementioned mediated relationships. To explore and test the model developed in
Chapters 8-10, I develop methodology in Chapters 11, 12, and 13. Then, in Chapters 14,
15, and 16, I present the tests of results of the study hypotheses. I conclude in Chapter 17
by discussing the proposed model in its entirety.
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CHAPTER 2
OVERVIEW OF SOCIAL NETWORKS
Defining Social Networks
Formally, a social network is defined as a social structure between actors (or
groups of actors) that are collaborating and/or competing with each other through a
pattern of contacts or interactions (Huberman, Romero, & Fang, 2009; Kilduff & Tsai,
2003; Knoke & Yang, 2008; Radicchi, Castellano, Cecconi, Loreto, & Parisi, 2004;
Thilagam, 2010; Wellman & Berkowitz, 1988; Zhang, 2010). Actors within a network
can refer to individuals, organizations, groups, subgroup, or any other social entity
(Knoke & Yang, 2008; Thilagam, 2010; Zhang, 2010). Further, social network research
includes various types of networks, including web pages, e-mails, journal articles,
citations, co-authorships, nations, and neighborhoods (Boorman & White, 1976; Knoke
& Yang, 2008; Watts, 1999; Zhu, 2007).
Emphasized in the definition of social networks is the structure of the network. In
research, the way that actors are structured explains social and organizational phenomena
(Jones & Volpe, 2011; Tichy & Fombrun, 1979; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Though
structure can be influenced by entities outside the actors (e.g., organizational structure),
the actors included in individuals’ networks and the extent (e.g., frequency) that
individuals are inclusive of each actor, is determined individually by each actor. To state
this in another way, though it may be predetermined that certain individuals are going to
9

be a part of the same department in an organization, and by extension have close contact
with each other at work, this established organizational structure does not explain fully
the social network structures that employees develop.
Moreover, this focus on structure is the main distinction that differentiates social
network research from research on teams and groups. To elaborate, research on teams
and groups does not take into account how these entities are structured. As existing social
network research has consistently demonstrated, network structure shapes individuals’
attitudes and behaviors (Jones & Volpe, 2011). Thus, essential to a social network is the
patterns of relations, or structure among the actors in the network. As such, there is value
added by studying social structure because we learn about the structure of teams and
groups and how that can influence organizational outcomes above and beyond
group/team dynamics.
Types of Social Networks
There are various types of social networks, each characterized by a type of
relationship (Knoke & Yang, 2008; Thilagam, 2010; Wasserman & Faust, 1994; White,
Wellman, & Nazer, 2004). For example, kin networks describe the relationships among
family members (e.g., how actors are connected through blood and marriage; Knoke &
Yang, 2008). Further, friendship networks typically describe relationships based on
sentiment (e.g., affection, admiration; Knoke & Yang, 2008). Another common type of
network is a communication network (Krackhardt & Porter, 1986). Communication
networks are characterized by relationships among actors based on the channels they use
to transfer messages (Knoke & Yang, 2008). The types of social networks often
examined in the workplace are developmental networks, advice networks, trust networks,
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hindrance networks, knowledge transfer networks, and friendship networks (Bono &
Anderson, 2005; Higgins & Kram, 2001; Krackhardt & Hanson, 1993; Nebus, 2006;
Tsai, 2001). Many of these types of networks can be characterized through instrumental
relationships (i.e., exchange of goods, services, or information), and/or power
relationships (e.g., formal organizational hierarchies and structures; Knoke & Yang,
2008). In sum, multiple types of networks exist that researchers and organizations should
consider.
Further, it is often the case that different types of networks are present within a
single group of people. To provide an example, in an organization, some employees are
included in the CEO’s friendship network (e.g., his golfing buddies) whilst other
employees are a part of the CEO’s knowledge transfer network (e.g., the members of the
c-suite). Further, a few people may be included in both of those networks simultaneously
(Knoke & Yang, 2008). However, not all employees in the organization are involved in
one or both of the CEO’s organizational sub-networks. Similar dynamics are at play in
any actor’s network. This is known as boundary penetration, formally defined as
membership in two or more social networks (Knoke & Yang, 2008). As such, researchers
and managers must be aware that employees can be integrated in multiple social
networks at the same time.
Levels of Analyses
Researchers can approach the study of social networks through four levels of
analysis (Knoke & Yang, 2008). Pictorial representations of each level of analysis are
available in Figure 2. First, social networks can be examined at the ego level. To explain,
an egocentric network examines a focal actor (i.e., the ego) and connections between the
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ego and others (i.e., alters). Further, the relationships among the alters are examined as
well. A researcher typically examines the relationships among the ego and alters by
describing characteristics of the relationships (e.g., relationship strength) and of the
network as a whole (e.g., density; Knoke & Yang, 2008). An example of an actual
egocentric network is available in Figure 3.
Second, dyadic networks examine the relationship between two actors (e.g.,
strength of their relationship; Knoke & Yang, 2008). When researchers examine dyads,
only two investigations are possible (i.e., actor A’s relationship with actor B, actor B’s
relationship with actor A). Third, the social networks among three actors (i.e., triads) can
be examined. If every combination of relationships among three actors is considered, then
16 distinct triad types are possible [e.g., actor A’s relationship with actors B and C, actor
A’s relationship with actor B but not with actor C (only actor B has a relationship with
actor C) Davis, 1979; Wasserman & Faust, 1994]. Fourth, social networks can be
examined in their entirety (i.e., complete networks). When examining complete networks,
researchers link every actor in a given group to all other actors in that group by
documenting the connections of interest (e.g., communication ties in a communication
network). Then, the structure of the network and the pattern of connections among the
actors are studied (Knoke & Yang, 2008). Complete networks are complex because even
small groups have social networks that are made up of thousands of relationships (e.g., 50
individuals potentially have 2,450 ties; Kilduff et al., 2006).
Typically, social network researchers like to go beyond the dyadic level to
examine ego networks, triads, or complete networks (Degenne & Forse, 1999). This is
because the interaction between two actors can be explained simply as an exchange of
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both actors’ individual characteristics [e.g., personalities, opinions, (dis)likes]. However,
when there are three (or more) individuals interacting, underlying phenomena exist that
cannot be explained solely by individual actors’ characteristics (Degenne & Forse, 1999;
Simmel, 1908). Examples of these dynamics include jealousy or relying on the transfer of
information through others. Therefore, social network research typically does not
examine dyads because the underlying dynamics that shape social networks only begin to
develop when there are at least three actors.
In sum, there are various types of social networks and levels of analysis that
researchers and managers can use to study social networks. It is important to note that the
complexity of group dynamics grows as the number of actors in a network increases. In
the next section, I will discuss how researchers have applied these general social network
principles to examine a number of societal and organizational dilemmas.
Applications of Social Network Research
Societal Applications. Primarily, social networks have been applied to help solve
various societal problems. On a broad level, Zhang (2010) noted that entire societies have
survived or perished as a result of social networks. This may be a fact; consider the
following anecdote put forth by Kilduff and Tsai in their book Social Networks and
Organizations (2003, p. 1):
On the night of 17 April 1775, two men rode different routes from outside Boston
to Lexington warning communities along the way of the imminent threat from the
British army. The message delivered by Paul Revere and William Dawes on their
midnight rides was dramatic: the next day would see the British army marching
on Lexington to arrest colonial leaders and then on to Concord to seize colonial
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guns and ammunition. Both Revere and Dawes carried the identical message
through just as many towns over just as many miles. Paul Revere's message
spread like wildfire in communities such as Charlestown and Medford, but
Dawes's message failed to catch fire, with the result that in towns such as
Waltham even the local militia leaders weren't aware of the British moves. Why
was there a difference in the reception of this identical message? Evidence
suggests that Paul Revere was connected to an extensive network of strategic
relationships … Paul Revere ‘knew everybody ... When he came upon a town, he
would have known exactly whose door to knock on …’ (Gladwell, 2000, p. 23).
Not only did Revere alert whole towns to the looming threat, the leaders in these
towns themselves sent riders to alert the surrounding areas. Dawes's message
failed to spread through the network whereas Revere's message rapidly diffused.
As this story suggests, it is possible that social networks can affect the survival of a
society. For example, in this situation, if neither man’s social networks were developed,
then the Revolutionary War may have ended differently. Specifically, the warning
message may not have reached key militia leaders in any of the colonies. This would
have affected the colonial army’s preparation as the British army invaded.
Further, social networks can impact society at a micro level, as well. For example,
research shows that social networks are related to positive health outcomes in
communities. Specifically, researchers have examined individuals’ social networks as a
way to improve health workers’ responses to natural disasters (Magsino, 2009; Thilagam,
2010), the spread of epidemic outbreaks (e.g., avian flu), infectious disease outbreaks
(e.g., malaria) and the transmission of sexual disease (e.g., HIV/AIDS, herpes; Bearman,
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Moody, & Stovel, 2004; Jolly, Muth, Wylie, & Potterat, 2001; Kang, Deren, Andia,
Colon, & Robles, 2002; Knoke & Yang, 2008; Thilagam, 2010; White & Watkins, 2000).
Likewise, the general health of individuals is also related to their social networks. For
instance, having people to talk to (i.e., social support) can improve mental health and
knowing people that you can depend on (e.g., for rides to the doctor) can affect physical
health (Christakis & Fowler, 2009; Cohen et al., 1998).
Moreover, some scholars have applied social network analysis to prevent or stop
activities associated with the corrupt social networks. For example, the social networks of
criminals (e.g., terrorists, arms dealers) have been examined so that authorities can
monitor their plans and strategically disrupt their unlawful activities (Thilagam, 2010).
Further, drug dealers’ and drug users’ networks have been studied to stop drug trafficking
activities (Kang et al., 2002). Other examples of such efforts include the interruption of
illegal attempts to smuggle immigrants and children between countries (Raab & Milward,
2003).
Organizational Applications. Next, social networks have been applied to various
business dilemmas. The implications of such efforts can be seen from organizations’
(e.g., efficiency) and employees’ (e.g., job attainment; Nitzan, & Libai, 2011; Thilagam,
2010) perspectives. For organizations, social networks have been used to influence how
problems are solved, to create hype surrounding change initiatives, and to increase
efficiency associated with how organizations are run (Tenkasi & Chesmore, 2003; White
et al., 2004). Further, social networks have been used by organizations to affect project
success. Specifically, it is possible to connect previously unrelated actors in a social
network so that information essential to a project flows among key project personnel
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(Thilagam, 2010). A newer application of social network analysis is organizations’ use of
their customers’ information so that they can predict other individuals who may be
interested in the organizations’ products or services (Thilagam, 2010).
From employees’ perspectives, social networks are important because they can be
used to find a job or a promotion opportunity within an organization. Research
demonstrates the importance of networking for job applicants (Degenne & Forse, 1999).
In a study conducted by Degenne and Forse (1999), 56% of participants found a job
through personal contacts. Other research suggests that professional contacts increase the
chances of being offered a job (Fernandez & Weinberg, 1997) and better salary offers
than those received by applicants that were not networked with someone in the
organization (Seidel, Polzer, & Stewart, 2000).
In sum, social networks have useful applications for a number of problems that
society faces. As such, applying social network analysis to business phenomena can
benefit organizations and employees in a number of ways. Perhaps this is why business
consultants are increasingly using network analysis as a tool to discover and explain a
multitude of client issues (e.g., Anklam 2007; Baker 2000; Bonabeau & Krebs 2002;
Borgatti & Halgin, 2011; Cross, Parker, & Borgatti, 2000). Though social networks can
be used to understand a number of every day situations, I have yet to discuss its
development as a research tool. I will examine the foundations of social network research
in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
FOUNDATIONS OF SOCIAL NETWORK RESEARCH
Beginning of Social Network Research
Next, I examine the early stages of social network research by first describing
some history and then discussing the theories that laid the foundation for what social
network research is today. Research on social networks started to take form in the late
1800s (Zhang, 2010). The study of this type of human collaboration began in sociology
(Thilagam, 2010). Specifically, in the late 1800’s, sociologists began to think of people in
terms of how they were linked by shared beliefs or values (e.g., church membership;
Tonnies, 1887). These researchers realized that social occurrences could not be explained
by individuals’ properties when those people interacted together- something more
developed in those situations (e.g., a type of group process; Durkeim, 1893; Freeman,
2004). It was not until the early 1900’s that terms found in current social network
research were used in research to describe the processes described by Dukeim years
before (e.g., network distance, Simmel, 1908, 1911). Further, not until 1954 was the term
social network actually used in research. Specifically, Barnes (1954) used the term to
describe connections among people on the Norwegian island that he was studying.
In the first half of the 1900s, social network research developed, but was
unfocused (Freeman, 2004). Much of the research that took place during this time period
was siloed within separate disciplines (Scott, 2000). For example, most research that
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continued in sociology examined the network structure of neighborhoods (McKenzie,
1921), cities (Park, Burgess, & McKenzie, 1925), or communities (Caplow & Forman,
1950; Gans, 1962; 1967; Lynd & Lynd, 1937; Young & Willmott, 1957). There were
distinguished exceptions, however. For example, social network research from this time
period (Parsons, 1949) directly led to the development of social exchange theory (Blau,
1964). Then, Milgram (1967) performed the famous six-degrees-of-separation
experiment. The findings from this study suggested that on average, any two actors in a
network are connected by no more than six links. He established this by asking study
participants to forward postal mail to their acquaintances (Aggarwal, 2011).
Subsequently, social network research branched off from sociology. For instance, in
anthropology, Gluckman and colleagues did the first fieldwork that incorporated network
analysis methods (Scott, 2000). Further, in psychology, Mayo brought the study of social
networks to organizations through his famous Hawthorne Studies. Specifically, the
Hawthorne Studies were the first to use sociograms (a graph used to visually describe
social networks) to diagram the structure of workers’ social interactions (Kilduff & Tsai,
2003).
Finally, during the latter part of the 20th century, more powerful computers helped
researchers advance social network research (Kilduff & Tsai, 2003). For instance, credit
is given to Harvard sociologist Harrison White for developing social network research
during this time period so that it gained widespread acceptance among academics.
Another defining moment for social network research came during this time period. In
1955, a social network paper was published in the influential journal American
Sociological Review1 (Weiss & Jacobson, 1955). Interestingly, the authors examined
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work groups in their study, specifically, connections among employees in a government
agency.
Founding Social Network Theories
The social network research completed in the 1800s and 1900s laid the
groundwork for the development of theories that described social network principles.
Precisely, I believe that there are six theories that summarize the current thinking of
social network scholars. The first theory describes the relationships between network
characteristics and possible antecedents. Specifically, theories of networks states that
processes determine why networks have the structures that they do (Borgatti & Halgin,
2011; Brass, 2002). Not surprisingly, the second theory describes the relationships
between network characteristics and potential outcomes. This theory, network theory,
states that (a) processes interact with network structures to yield outcomes and (b) the
social structures around an actor will affect beliefs and/or behaviors (Borgatti & Halgin,
2011; Brass, 2002).
Third, small world theory states that actors in a network rarely are separated by
more than four other actors (hence the term six degrees of separation). Stanley Milgram
developed this theory and named it after hearing strangers meet, discover that they know
the same person, and then respond with the phrase small world (Aggarwal, 2011). Small
world theory became popular in society because the findings were published in the
pioneer issue of Psychology Today, a magazine that is mass-marketed for non-academics.
Research generally supports small world theory, even in present-day contexts. For
example, an article published in The Industrial-Organizational Psychologist tested the
theory via a co-author network of I-O psychologists. Michael (2007) found that on

19

average, 2.50-3.00 people separated the I/O researchers included in the study. To give
another example, researchers have shown that the average distance of active Twitter users
(over 50 million daily users; McMillan, 2011) is 3.442 (Bakhshandeh, Samadi, Azimifar,
& Schaeffer, 2001). Additional research shows that 99.91% of Facebook's 721 million
users are inter-connected and the average distance between users is 4.74 people
(Backstrom, Boldi, Rosa, Ugander, & Vigna, 2011; Ugander, Karrer, Backstrom, &
Marlow, 2011). Therefore, small world theory applies to many types of social networks,
even in today’s popular online social networks.
Fourth, the strength of weak ties theory is one of the most cited social network
theories. Granovetter developed this theory in 1973 to explain the then controversial idea
that having weak ties in your social network is important. To elaborate, strength of ties
theory suggests that when an ego only has close friendships (i.e., strong ties) in their
network, that they are not exposed to the diverse and novel information that typically
comes from the weak ties in a person’s network (Granovetter, 1973; Krackhardt, 1990).
The next two theories were developed more recently. Structural holes theory
(Burt, 1992), the fifth theory, describes the role that structural holes can have in a social
network. A structural hole is lack of connection between two groups. An actor, termed a
broker, can bridge this gap. Burt (1992) suggests that brokers have advantages over other
actors in the network. This is because brokers have access to information and resources
that other actors do not. Specifically, brokers are aware of information and resources
available in both of the groups that they connect. Those whom are not brokers do not
have access to both group’s information and resources.
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Structural holes theory conflicts to an extent with the sixth theory, the closure
argument (Coleman, 1990). Closure theory suggests that it is better if a network consists
of strongly interconnected elements (i.e., there are no structural holes). When a network
is characterized as interconnected, there is more trust and cooperation among actors,
which improves outcomes. Amassed, these six theories represent the major theoretical
contributions put forth from social network research. Next, I will discuss individual
studies and relationships examined in current social network research. Most of this
research builds off of one or more of the theories discussed in the current chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
CURRENT SOCIAL NETWORK RESEARCH
Research on social networks has grown considerably in the last decade
(Aggarwal, 2011). One of the main reasons for this surging interest is the popularity of,
and the ease of access to (e.g., Internet, cell phones, e-mail), online social networks (e.g.,
Twitter, LinkedIn, Facebook, Pinterest; Aggarwal, 2011; Chen & Yang, 2010; Cross,
Liedtka, & Weiss, 2005; Knoke & Yang, 2008). Luckily, the rising interest in social
networks has sparked research on this topic from organizational scholars, as well. Next, I
will briefly describe some of the research that examines antecedents of social networks
characteristics. Then, in the remainder of the section, I describe research that investigated
social network characteristics and their relationship with important organizational
outcomes. A detailed review of social network research can be found in Borgatti and
Foster’s 2003 Journal of Management article and in Brass and colleagues’ 2004 Academy
of Management Journal manuscript (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004). Please
note that in this literature review I limit the discussion to social network research
conducted at the individual employee level because the variables examined in this
manuscript’s model are at the individual level.
Antecedents
Researchers traditionally focus on the outcomes of social networks as compared
to its antecedents (Bolino, Turnley, & Bloodgood, 2002; Borgatti & Cross, 2003; Klein et
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al.; Mehra et al., 2001). As such, limited research exists that examines the antecedents of
network characteristics (Borgatti & Foster, 2003). Of the various antecedents of social
network characteristics have been considered, personality and demographic outcomes are
considered most often.
Personality. Recent research has looked at the relationship between personality
characteristics and social network characteristics (e.g., Klein, Lim, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004;
Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 1998, 2001). Results indicate that conscientiousness and
agreeableness are positively related to network centrality, defined as the number of direct
ties that link an ego with other actors (β = .15, p < .05; β = .14, p < .05, respectively;
Freeman, 1979; Liu & Ipe, 2010). Then, Mehra and colleagues found that another
personality characteristic, actors’ level of self-monitoring, related to the degree of
centrality (i.e., the number of ties an individual has in their network) in their networks
(Mehra et al., 2001). Furthermore, self-confidence has been established as an antecedent
to various network characteristics, as well (Scheufele & Shah, 2000). Interestingly,
personality is also an antecedent of how well individuals manage changes in social
networks (e.g., Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998; Lehnart, Neyer, & Eccles, 2010; Neyer &
Asendorpf, 2001; Neyer & Lehnart, 2007).
Demographics. Next, a handful of demographic traits have been investigated as
antecedents to various network characteristics. To summarize this research, education is
an antecedent of centrality (β = .17, p < .01) as is tenure (β = .48, p < .01; Liu & Ipe,
2010).
Behavior. Though behavior is typical examined as an outcome of network
characteristics, a recent study assessed prosocial behavior as an antecedent to social
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network characteristics (Zhng, Zheng, & Wei, 2009). These authors argue that citizenship
behavior increases the number of interactions with coworkers and that more interactions
lead to the creation or development of network relationships. Therefore, organizational
citizenship behaviors affect network characteristics.
Organization structure. Also, researchers have established a relationship between
organizations’ formal structure and individuals’ network characteristics (e. g., Brass,
1981; Burkhardt & Brass, 1990; Lincoln & Miller, 1979; Shrader, Lincoln, & Hoffman,
1989; Tichy & Fombrun, 1979). Along this line, actor proximity to other individuals has
been examined as an antecedent to network tie formation. This research suggests that
actors whom are closer (e.g., neighbors, are located in the same pod of cubes at work) are
more likely to have strong ties (e.g., become friends) than actors that are not as close (i.e.,
have a greater proximal distance from each other; Borgatti & Cross, 2003; Festinger,
Schacter, & Back, 1950; Monge & Eisenberg, 1987).
Outcomes
Next, a number of studies have investigated the relationship between the
characteristics of employee’s social network (e.g., relationship strength) and various
organizational outcomes (e.g., creativity, relationship dynamics). In general, these studies
are based on the idea that the structure of networks “have important behavioral,
perceptual, and attitudinal consequences for the individual units and for the system as a
whole” (Knoke & Kuklinksi, 1982, p. 13; c.f. Knoke & Yang, 2008; Wellman, 1999;
Zuckerman, 2003). In the remainder of this section, I briefly describe some of the
research.
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Creativity and Innovation. First, creativity and innovation are commonly
considered as outcomes in social network research (e.g., Baer, 2010; Brass, 1995; Burt,
2004; Ibarra, 1993; Obstfeld, 2005; Perry-Smith, 2006; Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003;
Zhou, Shin, Brass, Choi, & Zhang, 2009). For instance, research shows that relationship
strength, network position, and number of external ties are related to employee creativity
(Baer, 2010; Burt, 2004). Specifically, Baer (2010) examined (a) the size of employees’
social networks and (b) the presence of weak ties in social networks to see what impact
these characteristics had on individual-level creativity. Further, Burt (2004) examined the
relationship between structural holes and creativity and found that those whom were able
to close the structural holes in their social networks were more likely to express ideas and
this had implications for their creative processes. Recently, scholars (Perry-Smith, 2006;
Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003; Zhou et al., 2009) have established that the relationship
between network characteristics and creativity is more complicated than previous
research suggested. For instance, Perry-Smith (2006) found that centrality is more
positively associated with creativity when individuals have few ties outside of their
organization (i.e., boundary conditions should be considered). Then, a curvilinear
relationship between number of weak ties and creativity was discovered (Zhou et al.,
2009). Moreover, when examining innovation, Obstfeld (2005) demonstrated that the
density of engineers’ social networks correlated with this important outcome.
Communication. Second, communicationexchange is an outcome that commonly
interests organizations. In social network research, different types of communication are
studied. Moreover, actual communication networks are studied. Though much research
exists on communication, even communication in the workplace, social network research
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has been able to contribute to communication theory by examining how the structure of
actors’ connections influences the transfer of communication (e.g., knowledge in
organizations).
Moreover, some research looks at communication in general (De Choudhury,
Sundaram, John, & Seligmann, 2010; Zenger & Lawrence, 1989), while other studies
examine specific typed of communication, such as knowledge sharing or information
transfer (e.g., Hansen, 1999; Hansen, Mors, & Lovas, 2005; McFadyen & Cannella,
2004; McFadyen, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2009; Reinholt, Pedersen, & Foss, 2011). The
research that has looked at communication in general has found a relationship between
network homophily (i.e., age, tenure) and technical communication (Zenger & Lawrence,
1989). Another study looked at gossip as a type of communication and found that
relationship ties in social networks result in both positive and negative gossip (Grosser,
Lopez-Kidwell, & Labianca, 2010).
Then, the research on specific forms of communication (e.g., knowledge and
information sharing) shows that tie strength in networks relates to the transfer of complex
knowledge (Hansen, 1999; Hansen et al., 2005). Additional studies support this claim, as
Reinholt, Pedersen, and Foss (2011) show a relationship between network centrality and
employee knowledge acquisition. Tie strength is also related to information sharing, as
demonstrated in Weenig’s 1993 study. Moreover, McFayden and colleagues (McFadyen
et al., 2009) studied 7,300 scientific publications and showed that knowledge creation is
an outcome of network density and tie strength. In similar efforts, social network analysis
has been used to track citations so that academics can understand the importance of
publications or journal outlets. Further, research like this helps us enhance co-authorship
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ties across interdisciplinary fields (Bales, Johnson, & Weng, 2008; Fafchamps, van der
Leij, & Goyal, 2006; Thilagam, 2010).
Relationship Dynamics. Third, positive and negative relationship dynamics are
investigated as outcomes of various social network characteristics (e.g., Chua, Ingram, &
Morris, 2008; Di Cagno & Sciubba, 2010; Nelson, 1989). For example, network
homophily (Igarashi et al., 2008) and tie strength are related to trust (Chua et al., 2008).
Further, the following network characteristics have been described in the literature as
having a relationship with conflict: low levels of cohesiveness, strong ties, frequency of
contact (Bohmelt, 2009; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998; Morris, Podolny, & Sullivan,
2008; Nelson, 1989), power (Brass, 1984, 1985; Brass & Burkhardt, 1993; Burkhardt &
Brass, 1990; Gargiulo, 1993; Knoke & Burt, 1983; Krackhardt, 1990; Sparrowe & Liden,
2005), and leadership (Brass & Krackhardt, 1999; Leavitt, 1951; Mehra, Dixon, Brass, &
Robertson, 2006; Pastor, Meindl & Mayo, 2002; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).
Selection and Promotion. Fourth, the research conducted on social network
characteristics and selection decisions suggests the following (e.g., Belliveau, 2005;
Boxman, De Graaf, & Flap, 1991; Brass, 1984, 1985; Burt, 1992, 1997; De Graff & Flap,
1988; Fernandez, Castilla, & Moore 2000; Granovetter, 1973, 1982, 1995; Higgins &
Kram, 2001; Marsden & Hurlbert, 1988; Petersen, Saporta, & Seidel, 2000; Podolny &
Baron, 1997; Seidel et al., 2000; Seibert, Kraimer & Liden, 2001; Suarez, 2005; Tassier
& Menczer, 2008; Wanberg, Kanfer, & Banas, 2000; Wegener, 1991; Yakubovich,
2005): A relationship exists between tie strength and job acquisition (Yakubovich, 2005),
tie strength also affects the size of employees’ year-end bonuses (Mizruchi, Stearns, &
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Fleischer, 2011), and salary decisions are related to applicants’ network homophily
(Belliveau, 2005; Kmec & Trimble, 2009).
Withdrawal. Fifth, most of the research that has examined withdrawal as an
outcome of social network characteristics has focused on turnover (or turnover intentions;
e.g., Ballinger, Craig, Cross, & Gray, 2011; Castilla, 2005; Feeley & Barnett, 1997;
Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994; Kmec, 2007; Krackhardt & Porter, 1985, 1986; Moynihan
& Pandey, 2008; Venkataraman et al., 2010; Yakubovich & Lup, 2006). For example,
Krackhardt and Porter (1986) investigated turnover in communication networks using a
sample of three restaurants. Similarly, Feeley and colleagues found a relationship
between type of network links and turnover in a fast-food restaurant (Feeley, Hwang, &
Barnett, 2008). Another study found a link between network homophily and future
turnover in job applicants (Kmec, 2007). To quantify, a series of studies by Feeley and
colleagues (i.e., Freeley, 2000; Feeley & Barnett, 1997; Mossholder, Settoon, &
Henagan, 2005) show a correlation between social network position and turnover
between r = -.22 and r = -.48.
Before concluding this brief literature review, I would be remiss if I did not
mention the continued work that focuses on advancing social network methodology (e.g.,
Degenne & Forse, 1999; Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982; Schensul, LeCompte, Trotter,
Cromley, & Singer, 1999; Scott, 2000; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Though a discussion
of this methodological research (and a more detailed discussion of the antecedents of
social network characteristics) is beyond the scope of the current manuscript, a number of
researchers have advanced our understanding of how social networks operate in
organizations by giving attention to such research questions.
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Notably, also absent from the previous discussion of social network research is
the relationship between social network characteristics and (a) employee performance
and (b) job attitudes (e.g., satisfaction). These relationships (i.e., between social
characteristics and performance, social characteristics, and attitudes) will be reviewed
extensively in the next two chapters of this manuscript.
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CHAPTER 5
SOCIAL NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE
Examining social networks empirically can be daunting due to the complexity and
variety of network structures. As such, researchers typically study the relationship
between individual network characteristics and outcome(s) of interest (Knoke & Yang,
2008). Following this trend, in the following sections (i.e., Chapter 5 and Chapter 6), I
examine two social network characteristics (i.e., degree centrality, tie strength) as
antecedents to employee performance (in Chapter 5) and employee job attitudes (in
Chapter 6). Specifically, I examine degree centrality because it is a popular structural
measure of the quantity of relationships within a social network. Moreover, I investigate
tie strength because it tells us little about the quality of network relationships. Further, in
the current chapter I consider in-role performance, defined as employee behavior that
contributes to organizations’ technical core (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997), as the focal
outcome variable. I will discuss job satisfaction as an outcome variable in the next
chapter.
In general, a handful of researchers have examined the relationship between social
network characteristics and individual-level performance (e.g., Baldwin, Bedell, &
Johnson, 1997; Brass, 1981; 1985; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Kilduff & Krackhardt,
1994; Lazega, 1999; Mehra et al., 2001; Oh, Chung, & Labianca, 2004; Reagans &
McEvily, 2003; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1979; Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne & Kraimer, 2001).
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However, most social network research has examined group-level or organization-level
performance (e.g., Balkundi & Harrison, 2005; Gargiulo & Benassi, 1999; Hansen, 1999;
Oh, Chung, & Labianca, 2004; Reagans, Zuckerman, & McEvily, 2004; Shaw, 1964;
Tsai, 2001; Uzzi, 1997) as outcomes. Due to my focus on individual-level performance,
in the present chapter I report on studies that examined individual-level performance
(unless otherwise noted).
Degree Centrality
First, I am interested in examining network centrality and its relationship with
employee performance. Centrality is defined as the position of an actor in a network
(Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 172) and is measured by the number of direct ties that link
an ego with other actors (Freeman, 1979). Essentially, centrality identifies the most
prominent or popular actors, those whom are extensively involved in relationships with
other actors (Zhang, 2010). In fact, researchers have dedicated articles to explaining how
centrality is synonymous with popularity (Scott & Judge, 2009). Central actors are more
widely known and accepted than less central actors because they are more frequently
encountered by a larger number of people. As such, by definition, they are more popular
(Scott & Judge, 2009). Though there are a number of ways that a person can develop into
a central actor (e.g., naturally more fun to be around, is consistently a high performer that
employees typically go to for advice), the outcomes of this popularity should be
consistent.
In social network research, three types of centrality are commonly examined:
degree, betweenness, and closeness centrality (Chen & Yang, 2010; Zhang, 2010). In this
manuscript, I chose to examine degree centrality because it is the most basic form of
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centrality (Chen & Yang, 2010). Some authors argue that degree centrality is less
relevant than other types of centrality (Chen & Yang, 2010). However, betweenness
centrality and closeness centrality are both computationally complex terms (where as
degree centrality is not), and thus their practical use is limited because they cannot be
examined easily in large networks (Chen, Lu, Shang, Zhang, & Zhou, 2011).
Scholars have suggested that network degree centrality is a social position that
can influence behavior (Gest, Graham-Bermann, & Hartup, 2001); I believe that degree
centrality affects employee performance. Performance is positively affected because
employees that are central in their networks have more avenues to pursue and gain
essential job-relevant information than those actors whom are not central (Borgatti &
Cross, 2003; Hansen, 1999). For example, because employees often are willing to help
employees whom occupy central, inﬂuential positions, central actors can easily muster
support and help from co-workers to aid their own performance (Bolino, 1999; Brass,
2005; Brass & Burkhardt, 1993; Burt, 1992; Krackhardt, 1992; Venkataramani & Dalal,
2007). Alternatively, if an employee is less central, they have fewer connections than
central actors have. Fewer network connections translates to a low level of access to
coworkers who can help with work tasks. When employees do not have the influence
over others to garner their knowledge, the result will be lower levels of performance (Lee
& Kim, 2011). In sum, both influence and access to others’ information help central
employees bolster their performance.
Research supports a relationship between network centrality and performance
(e.g., Ahuja, Galletta, & Carley, 2003; Baldwin et al., 1997; Barsness, Diekmann, &
Seidel, 2005; Bowler, Halbesleben, Stodnick, Seevers, & Little, 2009; Cross &
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Cummings, 2004; Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009; Lamertz, 2006; Lee, Yang,
Wan, & Chen, 2010; Mehra et al., 2001; Milton & Westphal, 2005; Moran, 2005; Rodan
& Galunic, 2004; Sparrowe et al., 2001; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010). To
elaborate, Ahuja and colleagues (2003) found that actors’ centrality in their social
network related positively to their performance, and more so than the other network
characteristics considered in the study. Further, Baldwin and colleagues examined the
performance of 250 MBA students and showed that students’ network centrality related
to their class grades at the end of the semester (Baldwin et al., 1997). Moreover, the
centrality-performance relationship has been supported in a variety of samples [e.g.,
engineers, consultants (Cross & Cummings, 2004), bank employees (Venkataramani &
Tangirala, 2010), entrepreneurs (Ferriani et al., 2009), and managers (i.e., 106 middle
managers in a European telecommunications company; Rodan & Galunic, 2004)].
Further, the relationship has been found in a variety of network types [e.g., advice
networks (Sparrowe et al., 2001), friendship, communication, and adversarial networks
(Baldwin et al., 1997)]. In sum, based on the theoretical and empirical evidence presented
above, I propose that network degree centrality will relate to employee in-role task
performance.
Hypothesis 1: Social network degree centrality positively relates to
employee performance.
Tie Strength
Second, I am interested in examining the influence of network tie strength on
performance. Tie strength is defined as the weights assigned to the links between actors
(Slaninova, Martinovic, Drazdilova, Obadi, & Snasel, 2010). Essentially, the strength of a

33

tie forms as a consideration of the frequency of contact, level of emotional closeness, and
degree of reciprocity and intimacy between actors (Granovetter, 1973; Marsden, 1990).
Ties are typically described as strong or weak.
On one hand, I believe that a positive relationship exists between the number of
strong ties in an employee’s network and that employee’s performance. This relationship
occurs because strong ties represent resilient bonds and interconnectedness among actors
(i.e., Granovetter, 1982; Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt, 1990; Kram, 1988; Ragins, 1989;
Stinchcomb, 1987; Thomas, 1990). When employees have more strong ties in their
network, they can capitalize on these close relationships to gain resources that aid in
completing work tasks. The trust and support that are characteristic of strong
relationships are essential for performance dimensions such as problem solving (Borgatti
& Cross, 2003; Hansen, 1999). Further, previous research has found support for the
relationship between the number of strong network ties and performance (Borgatti, Jones,
& Everett, 1998; Hossain, Wu, & Chung, 2006; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001; Reagans
& McEvily, 2003; Sparrowe et al., 2001).
On the other hand, I believe that a positive relationship also exists between the
number of weak ties in employees’ networks and subsequent employee performance.
This relationship is rooted in the aforementioned strength-of-weak-ties theory
(Granovetter, 1973; Krackhardt, 1990). Specifically, weak ties represent access to a wide
array of people and ideas (Granovetter, 1973). When actors have a higher number of
weak network ties, access to a large number of people and ideas provides a larger range
of information and innovative ideas than what is available to actors with a lower number
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of weak network ties. Thus, the number of weak network ties will relate to employee inrole task performance positively.
In the research, the current consensus is that both strong and weak ties are of
value, and that networks should include a balance of both (Brass, 1992; Giuffre, 1999;
Granovetter, 1982; Pavlovich, 2003; Uzzi, 1996). For example, a study examining the
relationship between network tie strength and performance (as measured by the size of
bankers’ bonuses) found that strong ties are positively associated with high bonuses
(Mizruchi et al., 2011). In another study, sales managers from a Fortune-100 company
found support for a relationship between strong ties and performance. This relationship
was mediated by effective coordination of expertise (Steward, Walker, Hutt, & Kumar,
2010). Further, Podolny and Baron (1997) conducted a study of 236 employees in a
technology firm and found that strong ties promote upward mobility within the company
(Podolny & Baron, 1997). Then, Rickenback (2009), in a study of 146 landowners of a
Wisconsin landowner cooperative, found that both strong ties and weak ties influenced
perceived success of the cooperative. Moreover, Mehra and colleagues (2001) found that
employees that maintain ties to many people have better performance ratings. As such,
based on theoretical suggestions and logic presented in this research, I propose that tie
strength will relate to employees’ in-role task performance. Specifically, I believe that
both strong and weak ties will affect employee performance positively, as put forth in the
following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: The number of strong network ties relates positively to
employee performance.
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Hypothesis 3: The number of weak network ties relates positively to
employee performance.
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CHAPTER 6
SOCIAL NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND JOB SATISFACTION
Next, I chose to include an attitudinal variable as a dependent variable in the
model in addition to performance. In the current chapter I examine degree centrality and
tie strength as antecedents to employee job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is commonly
defined as an attitude that refers to a favorable evaluation of one’s job (Locke, 1976;
Spector, 1997). Though multiple job attitudes have been examined in social network
research, I choose to study job satisfaction, one of the most studied concepts in
management research (Agho, Mueller, & Price, 1993; Barsade, Brief, & Spataro, 2003;
Brief & Weiss, 2002), due to the devastating effects that job satisfaction can have for
organizations when employees have low levels of this job attitude.
Research demonstrates the ramifications associated with low levels of job
satisfaction. For example, low levels of job satisfaction can lead to organizational
outcomes such as work stress, absenteeism, turnover, burnout, and deviance behaviors
(Epstein, 1992; Freund, 2005; Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 1996; Haurng, 2001; Kramer
& Schmalenberg, 1991; Lambert, Hogan, & Barton, 2001; Lau, Au, & Ho, 2003; Mitra,
Jenkins, & Gupta, 1992; Ruggiero, 2005; Siefert, Jayaratne, & Chess, 1991; Smithgall,
2003; Vinokur-Kaplan, Jayaratne, & Chess, 1994; Yoon & Thye, 2002). Therefore, the
collection of research on job satisfaction establishes that it is essential to study it to
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protect organizations from the high costs associated with low levels of it (i.e.,
dissatisfaction).
Job satisfaction also has been examined in social network research, (e.g., Baldwin
et al., 1997; Brass, 1981; Hurlbert, 1991; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994; Krackhardt &
Porter, 1985; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1979; Shaw, 1964; Venkataraman et al., 2010; Wolff
& Moser, 2009). For example, in their study of 184 bank employees, Venkataraman and
colleagues found that leaders’ social network ties affect employees’ job satisfaction
(Venkataraman et al., 2010). Further, Wolff and Moser (2009) used a longitudinal design
to establish that employee networking related to employee career success and
satisfaction.
Degree Centrality
To start, I am interested in examining network centrality and its relationship with
employee job satisfaction. I believe that degree centrality affects employee job
satisfaction positively because employees who are central in their networks have more
power (and as a result control of resources) within their networks than employees whom
are not as central (Brass & Burkhardt, 1992; Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt, 1992; Mehra et al.,
2006; Pfeffer, 1992). Power is the degree of discretion that individuals possess in
deciding the allocation and usage of personal or organizational resources (Blase & Blase,
2002; Coleman, 2006; Franz, 1998). With power comes access to, and control over,
valued resources within the workplace and the network (Baldwin et al., 1997; Burt, 1982;
Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003; Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006;
Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003; Klein, Lim, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004; Mehra,
Kilduff, & Brass, 2001). These benefits (i.e., influence and resources) make the job more
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satisfactory because central employees can tailor projects and situations to their liking
more so than less central actors can. This personalization and control over the work
environment will increase central employees’ satisfaction with their job because
workplace situations are more likely to be reflective of their personal desires as compared
to the wishes of those who are less central.
Research supports a relationship between network centrality and job satisfaction.
To elaborate, research shows that employees more centrally located in social networks
are more involved in the workplace (Marshall & Stohl, 1993), more committed to their
roles (Eisenberg, Monge, & Miller, 1983; Feeley, 2000; Hartman & Johnson, 1989),
identify more with the organization (Bullis & Bach, 1991), and are more satisfied with
their jobs (Monge, Edwards, & Kirste, 1983). Moreover, studies show that popularity (a
synonym for centrality) has been linked to job satisfaction (van Zelst, 1951). Therefore,
based on the theoretical and empirical evidence presented above, I propose that network
degree centrality will relate to employee job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 4: Social network degree centrality positively relates to
employee job satisfaction.
Tie Strength
Next, I am interested in examining the influence of network tie strength on job
satisfaction. I believe that a positive relationship exists between the number of strong ties
in an employee’s network and employee satisfaction. Strong ties are identified by
emotional closeness and frequency of interaction (Levin & Cross, 2004; Marsden &
Campbell, 2002; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Employees with a higher number of strong
ties in their network have access to more social support resources than those with a fewer
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number of strong network ties (Wellman & Frank, 2001). Social support is defined as
“the exchange of verbal and non-verbal messages conveying emotion, information, or
referral, to help reduce one’s uncertainty or stress” (Walther & Boyd, 2002, p. 154).
Examples of emotional support include giving words of encouragement, offering
friendship, and listening to concerns (Di Giulio, 1995; Miner, Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, &
Brady, 2012).
In workplaces, employees often turn to friends to help them evaluate, or make
sense of, workplace events (Ho, 2005; McGuire, 2007; Miner, Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, &
Brady, 2012). These interactions likely increase job attitudes (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler,
& Schilling, 1989; Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Frone 2000; Spector &
Jex, 1998). In support of this notion, research shows that workplace social support is
related to job satisfaction (Chamberlain & Hodson, 2010; Frone, 2000; Harris, Moritzen,
Robitschek, Imhoff, & Lynch, 2001; Hodson, 1997, 2001; Orpen & Pinshaw, 1975;
Rumens, 2010; Smith & Tziner, 1998; Smither, 1988; Stamps, 1997; Vroom, 1964;
Winstead, Derlega, Montgomery, & Pilkington, 1995). For example, Flap and Volker
found that individuals with dense personal networks were more content than those whose
networks are more dispersed. Further, Koeske and colleagues (1994) found that social
networks facilitated contentment with employees’ jobs. Therefore, I believe that the
number of strong network ties positively affects employee job satisfaction levels.
Similarly, I believe that a positive relationship also exists between the number of
weak ties in employees’ networks and subsequent employee satisfaction. Weak ties
represent access to a large number of people and diverse information. When actors have a
higher number of weak ties, they have increased access to opportunities within the
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organization that is made salient to them through their large number of network contacts.
Whether this information concerns a new job that is available in a different department or
the logistics (i.e., time, date) of an after-work social gathering, access to a larger amount
of information likely increases employees’ job satisfaction. Essentially, increased
amounts of information that come from a larger number of weak ties make it to where
actors can select events and situations that are enjoyable to them (whether that
information is about a new job in the organization or a social activity), resulting in
increased job satisfaction. As such, the number of weak network ties will relate to
employee job satisfaction positively.
Hypothesis 5: The number of strong network ties relates positively to
employee job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 6: The number of weak network ties relates positively to
employee job satisfaction.
Additionally, though it is possible to probe these relationships further and explore
interactions amongst the network characteristics, it is beyond the scope of this paper. To
elaborate, interactions amongst network characteristics, particularly between centrality
and tie strength, have been explored in previous studies (e.g., Opsahla, Agneessensb, &
Skvoretz, 2010; Perry-Smith, 2006). As such, in the present manuscript I intend to focus
on potential mediators and moderators of the network characteristics-performance
relationship that are more novel. When I refer to novel contributions, I require that the
variable or relationships (a) have yet to be explored or (b) have not been examined in the
manner put forth in the present manuscript’s model.
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Moreover, it would be possible to look at the relationship between the two
dependent variables in the model (i.e., performance, job satisfaction). However, the
relationship between job attitudes and performance has been examined extensively (e.g.,
Brief & Weiss, 2002; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Meyer & Allen, 1997;
Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Staw, Sutton, & Pelled, 1994). Overall, literature,
including multiple meta-analyses, suggests that job satisfaction is positively related to job
performance (Bono & Judge, 2003; Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Harrison,
Newman, & Roth, 2006; Judge et al., 2001; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky,
2002; Riketta, 2002; Saari & Judge, 2004). As such, because this relationship is so
established, I do not find it necessary to explore it in the current model.
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CHAPTER 7
PROCESS VARIABLES
Research suggests that social networks affect perceptions, beliefs, and actions
through a variety of structural mechanisms that are socially constructed by relations
among actors (Knoke & Yang, 2008). I believe that a key mechanism that explains why
the relationship between social network characteristics and employee performance exists
is actors’ perceived value fit with their environment (Kristof-Brown, Jansen, & Colbert,
2002). Perceived person-environment fit, defined as the compatibility between
characteristics of individuals and their work environments (Kristof, 1996), assumes that
behavior is caused by the continuous interaction between people and their surroundings
(Pervin, 1968; Terborg, 1981). In the present manuscript, I discuss two types of personenvironment fit (e.g., person-group value fit, person-organization value fit) as process
variables involved in the social network characteristic-performance and social network
characteristic-job satisfaction relationships.
Examining two types of fit simultaneously in one model is acceptable, as it is
widely believed that fit is a multidimensional concept (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Jansen &
Kristof-Brown, 2006; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Schwab, 1999). To elaborate, there are
many kinds of fit discussed in the organizational literature. These include, but are not
limited to, a person’s fit with their vocation, job, supervisor, group, and organization. For
a review of fit research, see Cable and DeRue (2002; also, see Kristof-Brown,
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Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Research suggests
that different types of fit are only moderately related and that each type relates differently
to various criteria (Kristof Brown et al., 2005). This is even true of types (e.g., persongroup fit, person-organization fit) that are in the same category of fit (personenvironment fit).
To demonstrate the multidimensionality of perceived fit constructs, I provide an
example. A recent meta-analysis found that organizational commitment was related
strongly to person-organization (r = .51) and person-job (r = .47) fit, but was related
weakly to person-group (r = .19) and person-supervisor (r = .09) fit. Though
organizational commitment is not a variable of interest in this manuscript, this example
shows that various types of fit are, in fact, unique (Kristof-Brown et al. 2005). Moreover,
this example demonstrates that types of fit (e.g., person-group fit, person-organization fit)
that represent the same category of fit (person-environment fit) are distinct. In this case,
the relationship between commitment and person-group fit was weak (r = .19) but the
relationship between commitment and person-organization fit was strong (r = .51). Thus,
from a methodological perspective, examining two types of fit simultaneously is
acceptable, as it has been established that employees can be discerning when assessing fit
with various aspects of their work environment (Kristof-Brown et al. 2005). Moreover,
from a theoretical perspective, it is important to examine multiple types of fit in research
models. By doing so, researchers can add to scholarly knowledge describing how, when,
and to what extent, different types of fit perceptions relate to (a) each other and (b) other
constructs (Schwab, 1999).
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Additionally, it is pertinent to state that in the current manuscript I choose to
conceptualize fit as perceived value fit (also known as subjective value fit), as opposed to
objective value fit. Perceived fit is assessed through measuring individuals’ belief of
whether or not they believe they are a good fit with the work environment (e.g., Cable &
DeRue, 2002; Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). Alternatively, objective fit is assessed
through comparing the congruence of a measure of the individual and another about the
work environment of interest (e.g., Cable & Parsons, 2001). I decided to focus on
perceived fit because it is regarded as a more direct assessment of this construct. This is
the case because individuals’ perceived fit is the basis of their objective measures and
thus, responses to an objective fit measure are first filtered through individuals’ fit
perceptions (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). For example, even if actors’ actual fit is high,
other psychological processes (e.g., low self-esteem) can affect their perception of how
they fit in with their group or organization. Hence, though it is possible that actual fit is
related to perceived fit, in the present manuscript, I choose to examine only perceived fit
because it has a more direct effect on outcomes (as compare to actual fit).
In sum, when discussing fit in the present manuscript, I refer to perceived value
fit. Further, I only examine perceived person-group and person-organization fit.
Consequently, the hypotheses and conclusions that I make may not be applicable to other
forms of fit, even other forms of person-environment fit. In the subsequent sections of
this chapter I discuss person-group fit and then person-organization fit in more detail.
Person-Group Fit
Person–group fit (sometimes referred to as person-team fit), is defined as the
interpersonal compatibility between individuals’ values and their work groups’ values
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(Judge & Ferris, 1992; Kristof, 1996; Werbel & Gilliland, 1999). To date, this variable
has been examined in only a handful of studies (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Of the
research that has examined this construct, the following relationships have been
investigated: person-group fit and goals (Kristof-Brown & Stevens, 2001; Witt, 1998),
values (Adkins, Ravlin, & Meglino, 1996; Becker, 1992; Good & Nelson, 1971), and
personality traits (Barsade, Ward, Turner, & Sonnenfeld, 2000; Hobman, Bordia, &
Gallois, 2003; Kristof-Brown, Barrick, & Stevens, 2005; Slocombe & Bluedorn, 1999;
Strauss, Barrick, & Connerley, 2001). Through the present investigation of this relatively
new construct, I extend person-group fit research by exploring the mediating effect of
person-group fit on the relationships between social network characteristics and
employee performance. Further, I extend the conceptualization of the variable by
positioning person-group fit as the perceived fit between an individual and their network.
In the subsequent paragraphs, I examine fit as a mediator by discussing the relationship
between (a) social network characteristics and person-group fit then (b) person-group fit
and performance and ultimately (c) person-group fit and job satisfaction.
Centrality and person-group fit. First, I believe that social network characteristics
relate to person-group value fit. For example, high levels of degree centrality likely
increase person-group fit. When employees are more central in their networks, they
receive improved treatment from others in the network. For example, because of their
inﬂuential positions, coworkers are more willing to help central actors and central actors
are more likely to be asked for advice as compared to less central actors (Bolino, 1999;
Sparrowe et al., 2001; Thilagam, 2010; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). As a result of a
greater sense of significance, attachment to others, and a sense of belonging to the
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network, central actors will feel a bond, or increased fit with their network (Morrison,
2002; Mossholder, Settoon, & Henagan, 2005; Wellman, 1992). Specifically, employees
deduct that they are well liked, important to, and are needed by, a number of others
(Brass & Burkhardt, 1993; Burt, 1992) based on the treatment they receive as a
consequence of their position within the network. In contrast, when employees are not
central in social networks, they do not have as many connections as central actors have.
Consequently, they will not perceive a high degree of fit with their network because they
are not as integrated with other actors as those with highly central positions in the
network are. Therefore, higher levels of degree centrality relates to an increased sense of
fit with one’s network.
Strong network ties and person-group fit. Additionally, when employees have an
increased number of strong network ties, person-network fit is likely enhanced. Strong
network ties are characterized by mutual affect, friendship, trust, bondedness and
interconnectedness among actors (i.e., Granovetter, 1982; Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt,
1990; Thomas, 1990). These interpersonal connections facilitate social exchange
relationships (Blau, 1964) in that they provide employees a chance to bonds with their
coworkers (Lee & Kim, 2011; McPherson et al., 1992; Wellman, 1992). As such, when
employees have a greater number of strong ties, a larger number of actors in the network
rely on, are close to, and depend on them; these close bonds increase actors’ perceived fit
with their network. Alternatively, if actors have a low number of strong ties, perceived
fit with the network is likely low because the deep bonds that connect individuals to
others in the network do not exist. Therefore, higher numbers of strong ties relates to an
increased sense of fit with one’s network.
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Weak network ties and person-group fit. Further, I believe that person-network fit
is enhanced when employees have a greater number of weak ties. Employees with high
numbers of weak ties develop relationships with many of their co-workers, across the
organization. As such, employees throughout the company like, and want to maintain
relationships, with the actor in question. This situation produces feelings of popularity,
connectedness, and a sense of importance that strengthens actors’ identification with their
co-workers and by extension, their network (Lee & Kim, 2011). Both connectedness and
identification with others in the network likely enhances perceived person-network fit.
Therefore, I believe that high numbers of weak ties will positively affect fit perceptions
with the network.
Person-group fit and performance/satisfaction. Second, person-group fit likely
affects employee performance and job satisfaction. Research suggests that perceptions
represent reality for employees and that these perceptions influence their attitudes and
behaviors (Swim, Cohen, & Hyers, 1998). I believe that when employees perceive that
there is good fit with their network, these positive feelings (e.g., embeddedness,
inclusion) toward the people within the organization (those that are a part of the network)
will lead to increased performance and increased satisfaction with the job that they are
doing. This is explained because when alters in a network share common values they will
likely find it easier to work together (Jackson et al., 1991) and be able to (and more apt to
enjoy) interactions and communication with others in their network (Greguras &
Diefendorff, 2009). Essentially, fit likely works to enhance workplace interactions and
resulting performance and satisfaction outcomes because employees who better fit their
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networks are more likely to perform work that their peers (e.g., network) values and are
more likely to enjoy that work (Adkins et al., 1996; Bretz & Judge, 1994).
Research supports this linkage. In a recent meta-analysis that examined persongroup fit and various consequences, the effect sizes between person-group fit and
performance were reported. Specifically, the relationship between person-group fit and
overall performance was strong [i.e., .12 when variables were measured directly
(assessing perceived fit directly); .03 when indirect measures were used (assessing fit
indirectly by assessing objective fit)]. Then, the relationship between person-group fit
and task performance was even stronger (i.e., .22 when assessing perceived fit; .05 when
assessing objective fit; Kristof-Brown, et al., 2005). This theoretical and empirical
evidence leads me to propose that person-group fit will mediate the relationships between
social network characteristics and employee task performance.
Then, studies have demonstrated a link between person-group fit and job
satisfaction, as well. For example, in a meta-analysis person-group fit had a correlation of
.31 with job satisfaction (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Further another
meta-analysis by Verquer and colleagues (2003) examined 21 studies and found a
positive relation between value congruence (i.e., fit) and job satisfaction. Other studies
suggest this relationship as well, as researchers find that when employees’ values match
those of their coworkers, employees report higher levels of satisfaction (Adkins et al.,
1996; Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009; Westerman & Cyr, 2004). These notions are
detailed in the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 7a: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between
network degree centrality and employee performance. Specifically,
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network degree centrality will relate positively to perceived person-group
fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to employee
performance.
Hypothesis 7b: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between the
number of strong ties in networks and employee performance.
Specifically, the number of strong ties will relate positively to perceived
person-group fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to
employee performance.
Hypothesis 7c: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between the
number of weak ties in networks and employee performance. Specifically,
the number of weak ties will relate positively to perceived person-group
fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to employee
performance.3
Hypothesis 8a: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between
network degree centrality and employee job satisfaction. Specifically,
network degree centrality will relate positively to perceived person-group
fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to employee job
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 8b: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between the
number of strong ties in networks and employee job satisfaction.
Specifically, the number of strong ties will relate positively to perceived
person-group fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to
employee job satisfaction.
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Hypothesis 8c: Person-group fit mediates the relationship between the
number of weak ties in networks and employee job satisfaction.
Specifically, the number of weak ties will relate positively to perceived
person-group fit. In turn, person-group fit will relate positively to
employee job satisfaction.
Person-Organization Fit
Person–organization fit is defined as the perceived degree of value congruence
between employees and the value systems of their organizations (Bowen, Ledford, &
Nathan, 1991; Kristof, 1996). Person–organization fit has been linked to organizational
recruitment variables (attraction, retention, recruiters’ selection decisions; Hoffman &
Woehr, 2006; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Verquer et al., 2003),
employee job attitudes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment; Kristof-Brown et
al., 2005), and withdrawal behaviors (intent to quit; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).
Surprisingly, person–organization fit research rarely focuses on individual
performance as the criterion of interest (e.g., Bowen et al., 1991; Schneider, KristofBrown, Goldstein, & Smith, 1997). To elaborate, Arthur and colleagues (Arthur, Bell,
Villado, & Doverspike, 2006) found that the relationship between person-organization fit
and attitudes was examined in twice as many peer-reviewed publications as compared to
the relationship between person-organization fit and job performance. As such, the
incorporation of person-organization fit as a mediator of the social network
characteristic-performance relationships in addition to social network characteristicsatisfaction relationships seems timely. In the present study, through the present
investigation of this person-organization fit, I examine the relationships between (a)
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social network characteristics and person-organization fit, (b) person-organization fit and
performance, and (c) person-organization fit and job satisfaction.
Centrality and person-organization fit. First, social network characteristics relate
to person-organization fit. To begin, I believe that network degree centrality will relate to
person-organization fit. Central employees have more direct ties than other actors in the
network have (Freeman, 1979). Essentially, they are more popular (Brass & Burkhardt,
1993; Burt, 1992), and based on the multitude of affiliations that they have developed,
they can deduce that they (a) have a high level of support (b) are important to a number
of others, and (c) are well liked, by those in the organization. Based on these afﬁliations,
central actors develop a sense of attachment and belonging to the organization based on a
sense of similar values, making it more likely that they will have higher levels of
perceived fit with the organization (Morrison, 2002; Mossholder, Settoon, & Henagan,
2005; Wellman, 1992). In contrast, when employees are not central in social networks,
they do not have as many connections as central actors do. As such, they will not
perceive a high degree of fit with their organization because a perceived lack of value
similarity with other actors produces a situation where they are not as integrated and
attached to the organization, as compared to those in central positions. Thus, centrality is
related positively to organization fit perceptions.
Strong network ties and person-organization fit. Next, when employees have a
higher number of strong network ties, person-organization fit is affected positively. To
elaborate, an increased number of strong network ties represent developed and involved
relationships with others in the organization (i.e., Granovetter, 1982; Ibarra, 1993;
Krackhardt, 1990; Thomas, 1990). As such, those with higher numbers of strong network
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ties have others in the organization that they share values with, can rely on, are close to,
and depend on (Tooby & Cosmides, 1996). These strong ties represent a form of social
support that can help to increase perceived value fit with the organization. For example, if
a stressful or negative event occurs at work, actors may respond by detaching from the
organization due to a perceived dissonance between their own and the organization’s
values (i.e., low perceived-organization fit). However, strong ties work as to buffer the
effects of stress so that actors’ sense of fit with the organization is preserved if stress at
work occurs (Lin & Ensel, 1989; Vega et al., 1991). Thus, strong, developed ties with coworkers promote a social bond to the organization through the availability of social
support (Lee & Kim, 2011; McPherson et al., 1992; Wellman, 1992). Alternatively, when
employees do not have a high number of strong relationships, they will not perceive a
high degree of fit with their organization because their perceptions of value congruence
with the organization are not as developed to the extent that those perceptions in actors
with strong network ties are. In sum, I believe that employees with a larger number of
strong ties are more likely to have high levels of fit than those with a low number of
strong ties.
Weak network ties and person-organization fit. Then, when employees have a
greater number of weak ties in their network, person-organization fit is affected
positively. This is because those with weak ties tend to have relationships with a wide
array of people in the organization (Granovetter, 1973). Having a large number of
connections throughout the various departments and levels of the organization likely
contributes to perceived-organization value fit because these actors feel attached and
included in most organizational settings. Moreover, weak ties provide employees with
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better opportunities to access different types of support (e.g., advice and respect), which
allow them to cope with a variety of workplace issues, which enhances their fit with the
organization (Lin & Ensel, 1989; Vega, Kolody, Valle, & Weir, 1991). Conversely, when
employees do not have a high number of weak ties, they likely perceive a low degree of
fit with their organization because they are not as integrated within, and attached to, the
company to the extent that those with less weak ties are. Therefore, I believe that the
number of weak ties will positively affect organization fit perceptions.
Person-organization fit and performance/satisfaction. Second, person–
organization fit likely affects employee performance and satisfaction. Specifically, I
contend that employee performance and satisfaction will be higher when individuals have
values that match those of the organization (i.e., high levels of perceived-organization
fit). When employees have high person-organization value ﬁt they inherently have a
better understanding of what the organization wants and needs because personally they
have similar values. This honed understanding of the organization’s needs will influences
higher levels of performance and satisfaction. Further, when employees perceive that
there is good fit with their organization is terms of shared values, these positive feelings
(e.g., inclusion) toward the organization transfer to increased levels of performance and
satisfaction. Thus, if an employee perceives a high fit, then they will be able to perform
better and be more satisfied at their job. However, if employees perceive a low fit with
their organization’s values, those persons may fail to meet organizational performance
standards, thus deflating the relationship between person-organization fit a performance.
Further, those persons may fail to be satisfied when employed at an organization that
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does not share their personal values, thus reducing the relationship between personorganization fit a job satisfaction.
Previous research suggests that a relationship exists between person-organization
fit and performance. For instance, in a recent meta-analysis that examined the
relationship between person-organization fit and various consequences, the estimated
true criterion-related validity for the person-organization fit and performance
relationship was .15 (Arthur et al., 2006). This estimate was derived using 153
correlations from 10 journal articles, two conference presentations, and five dissertations
(Arthur et al., 2006). This empirical evidence, in addition to the theoretical suggests
above, leads me to propose that person-organization fit will mediate the relationships
between social network characteristics and in-role task performance.
Moreover, research has established that a relationship exists between personorganization fit and satisfaction (see Verquer et al. 2003 for a comprehensive review).
Saks and Ashforth (1997) reported that PO fit affected new hires’ job satisfaction. A
meta-analysis found that person-organization fit had strong correlations with job
satisfaction (N = 42,922; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). Therefore, I
believe that person-organization fit will mediate the relationships between social
network characteristics and employee satisfaction.
Hypothesis 9a: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
network degree centrality and employee performance. Specifically,
network degree centrality will relate positively to perceived personorganization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate positively to
employee performance.
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Hypothesis 9b: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
the number of strong ties in networks and employee performance.
Specifically, the number of strong ties will relate positively to perceived
person-organization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate
positively to employee performance.
Hypothesis 9c: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
the number of weak ties in networks and employee performance.
Specifically, the number of weak ties will relate positively to perceived
person-organization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate
positively to employee performance.
Hypothesis 10a: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
network degree centrality and employee job satisfaction. Specifically,
network degree centrality will relate positively to perceived personorganization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate positively to
employee job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 10b: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
the number of strong ties in networks and employee job satisfaction.
Specifically, the number of strong ties will relate positively to perceived
person-organization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate
positively to employee job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 10c: Person-organization fit mediates the relationship between
the number of weak ties in networks and employee job satisfaction.
Specifically, the number of weak ties will relate positively to perceived
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person-organization fit. In turn, person-organization fit will relate
positively to employee job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 8
DISSIMILARITY AS A BOUNDARY CONDITION: HOMOPHILY
As discussed previously, the future of social network research will center on the
integration of individualist and structuralist perspectives (e.g., Ibarra et al., 2005). To
refresh, individualists believe that employees differ in terms of their motivation to
establish networks in addition to other characteristics that are key in maintaining
relationships (e.g., extraversion, agreeableness, positive affect, emotional intelligence,
and demographic characteristics; Cowan & Jonard, 2004; Valente, 1995; c.f., Knoke &
Yang, 2008). In an attempt to integrate the individualist approach into my research
model, I consider the impact that employees’ demographic characteristics have as a
moderator of the relationships between network characteristics and perceived fit in the
aforementioned mediation models considering network characteristics, fit, and
performance (as described in Chapter 7) and then in the relationships between network
characteristics and perceived fit in the aforementioned mediation models considering
network characteristics, fit, and satisfaction (as described in Chapter 7).
To elaborate, I believe that the extent that employees beneﬁt from their network
characteristics depends on if their demographic characteristics suggest that they are
similar or dissimilar as compared to others. As such, in this manuscript I explore two
types dissimilarity (i.e., relational dissimilarity, prototypical dissimilarity) as boundary
conditions. First, relational dissimilarity considers employees’ demographic
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characteristics in comparison to other employees in the network. Relational dissimilarity
is captured by network homophily because homophily takes into account employees’
characteristics relative to the characteristics of others. In the present study I examine
racioethnic and sex homophily as moderators of the network characteristics-fit
relationships. Despite the fact that much research has examined homophily in a variety of
other organizational and non-organizational contexts, homophily was identified in
previous research discussions as being overlooked in most social network research
(Ibarra, 1995). In the present chapter I will go on to discuss one type of dissimilarity (i.e.,
relational dissimilarity) and its role as a moderator in the proposed research model.
Second, prototypical dissimilarity considers employees’ demographic characteristics in
comparison to a stigmatized ideal of a network actor. In the next chapter (i.e., Chapter 9),
I will discuss this second type of dissimilarity (i.e., prototypical dissimilarity) and its role
as a moderator in the proposed research model.
In the present study I examine two demographic characteristics (i.e.,
racioethnicity and sex) for each type of dissimilarity that I consider as moderators of the
network characteristics-fit relationships. Though previous research has examined the role
of demographic characteristics as an antecedent to network characteristics (see Chapter
4), in this study I investigate its role as a first stage moderator. I examine multiple
individual differences because network differences by demographic characteristics are
rarely examined empirically (Elsass & Graves, 1997; Ibarra, 1995). This has prompted
scholars to call for social network research that studies demographic differences (Cox &
Nkomo, 1990; Ely, 1991; Ibarra, 1995).
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Moreover, I chose to examine racioethnic and sex dissimilarity (both relational
and prototypical), as opposed to other demographics, because these are highly visible
characteristics. To elaborate, when describing dissimilarity, researchers distinguish
between (a) visible, or surface-level similarity (e.g., racioethnicity, sex) and (b) invisible,
or deep-level similarity (e.g., personality, values; Bell, 2007; Harrison, Price, & Bell,
1998; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; Phillips & Lloyd, 2006; Riordan, 2000).
The types of similarities described in this chapter (i.e., racioethnic and sex similarity) are
both surface-level similarities, and thus are most likely to trigger immediate reactions
based on perceived dissimilarity (relational or prototypical; Pelled, 1996). Therefore,
racioethnicity and sex dissimilarity are arguably the most salient demographic
characteristics, so they can have noticeable affects on various work outcomes
(Cummings, Zhou, & Oldham, 1993; Ely, 1994; Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992). It is
possible that deep-level similarities (as well as other forms of surface-level similarities)
also moderate the relationship between network characteristics and perceived fit (though
these are not discussed in the current manuscript).
Further, in a recent review of homophily research, it was noted that racial
homophily has the strongest impact when examining network characteristics; then, of the
other demographics examined in the review, age, religion, education, occupation, and
gender ranked behind race in terms of their impact (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook,
2001). Consequently, when considering relational dissimilarity, I chose a characteristic
that has demonstrated a large impact and a characteristic that has presented a relatively
weak impact to show a range of effects when examining the homophily and performance
relationship. Additionally, I choose to examine both racioethnic and sex homophily in the
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current research model in response to McPherson and colleagues’ call for future research.
Specifically, these authors suggested that future research explore more than one type of
homophily when examining relationships among actors (McPherson, et al., 2001).
Research shows that differences between individuals and group members are
likely to affect work outcomes (Tsui & Gutek, 1999; Valenti & Rockett, 2008). However,
it remains unclear, to what extent, when and how diversity at the relational level (i.e.,
dissimilarity) affects work-related outcomes at the individual level (Guillaume,
Brodbeck, & Riketta, 2012; Riordan, 2000). Thus, this research is timely. In the
remainder of this chapter I discuss the role of relationsal dissimilarity as a first stage
moderator in the mediated relationships between network characteristics, fit, and (a)
performance then (b) satisfaction.
Homophily as Relational Dissimilarity
First, I examine racioethnic and sex homophily as types of relational dissimilarity.
Homophily is defined as the degree to which individuals are similar (Marsden, 1988;
Rogers & Kincaid, 1981). Specifically, homophily often means a common identity based
on shared values, symbols, beliefs, or attachments to social groups and organizations
(Stryker, Owens, & White 2000). I believe that homophily affects the relationships
proposed through its role in highlighting actors’ level of dissimilarity with their network.
This is further explained through homophily theory (Monge & Contractor, 2003), which
builds on the tenants of previous theoretical work [e.g., social identity and categorization
theories (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986, 1979); relational demography (Tsui &
O’Reilly, 1989); similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1961, 1971)].
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First, social categorization and identity theories (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner,
1979) describe how individuals separate themselves and others into social categories
using characteristics such as racioethnicity and sex (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner,
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). According to these theories, (dis)similarities
are the basis for categorizing people into groups. Specifically, individuals categorize
similar others into in-groups and dissimilar others into out-groups. These distinctions
help people to maintain a positive and strong identity because they can compare their
group (the in-group) to the out-group based on their unique (often less attractive)
characteristics (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Second, relational demography theory builds on social categorization and identity
theories by describing the impact of belonging to the in-group (being similar) or outgroup (being dissimilar; Tsui & Gutek, 1999). Tsui and Gutek (1999) describe relational
demography as ‘‘the relationship of an individual’s own demographic attributes (relative)
to that of all the other members in a particular unit will have an impact on the
individual’s experiences in that unit’’ (Tsui & Gutek, 1999, p. 23). Membership in the inor out-group impacts various outcomes because after individuals categorize each other,
they often go on to attach psychological meanings to those categorizations (Riordan,
2000; Turner et al., 1987). As a result, the perception of differences between groups leads
to subsequent attitudes and behaviors (e.g., assigning negative stereotypes to members of
the out-group). The effect of these comparative and distinguishing behaviors can have
devastating effects. For example, out-group members are perceived as less honest,
trustworthy, and cooperative than in-group members (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner,
1982). Accordingly, those in the out-group may feel less attached to their work group, be
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less satisﬁed with work and their peers, ﬁnd it more difﬁcult to interact and communicate
with their peers, and are more likely to be excluded from social interactions (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986; Turner, 1982).
In contrast, research shows that in-group members are considered special and
regarded more positively than out-group members (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1982).
Research has generally indicated that persons demographically similar to their work
colleagues have better experiences and attitudes than those who are labeled as part of the
out-group (those that are dissimilar; Tsui & Gutek, 1999; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).
Specifically, racioethnic and sex similarity enhance feelings of inclusion, trust, and
support (Foley, Linnehan, Greenhaus, & Weer, 2006; Jeanquart-Barone, 1993; Pelled,
Ledford, & Mohrman, 1999).
Third, the similarity attraction paradigm suggests that in-group and out-group
distinctions are maintained because of the positive feelings that result when one is a
member of the in-group. For example, demographic similarity enhances attraction
(Byrne, 1971) and increases the frequency (Ibarra, 1992; Schneider, 1987) and quality of
interaction (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989) between individuals. As such, people feel more
attracted to others who have similar psychological characteristics because similarity in
personality, attitudes, and values eases interpersonal interactions, facilitates
communication and friendship, and leads to the veriﬁcation and reinforcement of
people’s own attitudes, beliefs, and personality. Similarity also suggests shared
experiences and values, which further facilitate interaction (Byrne, 1971). In fact,
interpersonal similarity among in-group members tends to heighten attraction between
individuals (Byrne, 1971). Consequently, employees often congregate and form
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friendships and network ties with others sharing their demographic profile (Ibarra, 1995;
Lawrence, 2006; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 1998). For dissimilar employees, this
tendency can lead to exclusion from social networks and feelings of isolation or
alienation that should heighten the salience of one’s distinctive identity and of
prospective identity threats, such as perceived discriminatory treatment (Cota & Dion,
1986; Major & O’Brien, 2005; Randel, 2002).
In sum, classifications (as discussed in social categorization and identity theories)
form the basis for distinctions between similar (i.e., in-group members) and dissimilar
others (i.e., out-group members), which impacts actors’ experiences in the network and
organization (as discussed in relative demography). Specifically, in-group members
typically have positive experiences because they are similar and out-group members
typically have negative experiences because individuals are generally less attracted to
those with dissimilar characteristics. These groupings are maintained because people are
attracted to the positive feelings associated with being around similar others (as discussed
in the similarity-attraction paradigm). Through the integration of these theories,
homophily theory puts forth the argument that similarity encourages interpersonal liking
and that individuals are attracted to those whose characteristics are similar to their own
(e.g., Byrne, 1971; McPherson et al., 2001). In regards to social networks, when networks
are homophilous, a high percentage of people in the network are similar. Homophilous
network groups are described as having better communication, more trust, and stronger
interpersonal bonds than groups with lower levels of homophily (Granovetter, 1973;
Ibarra, 1995; Kanter, 1977; Lincoln & Miller, 1979; Yuan & Gay, 2006).
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Therefore, homophily is desired due to the positive outcomes associated with
similarity. This encourages relational similarity, in that individuals tend to compare and
group themselves and each other based on perceived (dis)similarity and enjoy the positive
outcomes associated with being around similar others. However, relational dissimilarity
can have negative outcomes, especially for those in the out-group (those that are
dissimilar). As such, I explore the effect that relational dissimilarity can have on the
relationships between social network characteristics and fit.
Network Characteristics X Homophily Interactions
I believe that racioethnic and sex homophily will moderate the network
characteristics-fit relationships such that the relationships will be stronger when networks
are homophilous, as compared to heterogeneous. This argument is based on hypotheses
put forth in the aforementioned homophily theory. To elaborate, homophily theory states
that people are more likely to interact with similar individuals (i.e., those with similar
traits) than those with dissimilar traits (e.g., Byrne, 1971; McPherson & Smith-Lovin,
1987; McPherson et al., 2001). Based on increased numbers of close and developed
bonds that result from similarity and interpersonal liking in a homophilous network, the
relationship between network characteristics and perceived fit will be bolstered.
Degree centrality and homophily interaction. First, homophily likely moderates
the relationship between network degree centrality and fit in the mediated model
considering centrality, fit, and performance (as described in Chapter 7). High levels of
homophily likely intensifies the centrality-fit relationship because homophily can bolster
the influence that central actors have on others in their network. When homophily is high,
individuals are more open to each other’s ideas and suggestions (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, &
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Gaudet 1968; Marsden & Friedkin, 1993) than when homophily is low. Research shows
that actors are less likely to be receptive to advice, training, and opinions from dissimilar
others (Bell, Towler, & Fisher, 2011; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; McDonald & Westphal,
2003; Valenti, & Rockett, 2008). When actors can have this influence they feel more
socially integrated, or psychologically linked to others in the group (Hambrick, 1994).
This social integration serves as an attachment with a given group, which can have
positive work outcomes (e.g., satisfaction, quality social relations; Harrison et al., 1998;
Harrison et al., 2002; O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989). Thus, individuals who are in
central positions within a network can be more influential in homophilous networks and
this increases fit perceptions as well as subsequent performance. Thus, high levels of
homophily intensify the centrality-fit link of the centrality-fit-performance relationships.
Alternatively, low levels of network homophily (i.e., the presence of a
heterogeneous network) will attenuate the relationship between degree centrality and fit.
When there are low levels of homophily, network actors are dissimilar. Dissimilarity
creates barriers between actors so that central actors cannot influence others in the same
way as those in highly homophilous networks. Thus, the centrality-fit relationship is
weakened when homophily is low. In sum, the relationship between centrality and fit is
strengthened when network homophily is high and weakened when network homophily is
low. Moreover, the interaction between centrality and homophily affects fit (network and
organization) as well as subsequent employee performance.
Hypotheses 11a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
and person-group fit in the mediated model considering degree centrality,
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person-group fit, and performance such that the positive relationship
between degree centrality and person-group fit will be stronger for those
with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Hypotheses 11c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between degree centrality and personorganization fit in the mediated model considering centrality, personorganization fit, and performance such that the positive relationship
between degree centrality and person-organization fit will be stronger for
those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Moreover, I believe that the interaction between centrality and homophily
ultimately affects job satisfaction, as well as task performance. As I discussed in the
previous sections of this chapter (i.e., Hypotheses 11a-d), homophily likely moderates the
relationship between centrality and fit. Then, as explored in Chapter 7, fit likely relates to
job satisfaction. As such, I propose the following relationships exist between centrality,
homophily, fit, and satisfaction:
Hypotheses 12a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
and person-group fit in the mediated model considering degree centrality,
person-group fit, and satisfaction such that the positive relationship
between degree centrality and person-group fit will be stronger for those
with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Hypotheses 12c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between degree centrality and person-
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organization fit in the mediated model considering centrality, personorganization fit, and satisfaction such that the positive relationship
between degree centrality and person-organization fit will be stronger for
those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Number of strong network ties and homophily interaction. Second, homophily
likely moderates the relationship between the number of strong network ties and fit in the
mediated model considering strong ties, fit, and performance (as described in Chapter 7).
Homophily may intensify the relationship between strong network ties and perceived fit
because similarity motivates actors to sustain relationships with others (Marsden &
Campbell, 1984). Tie strength is defined as the duration and frequency of interaction
between two actors, but also (and more importantly) by actors’ motivation to maintain a
relationship with another person. This willingness will be enhanced when homophily is
high due to the perceived similarity that is present when homophily is high. Therefore, tie
strength will increase fit more so when actors sense that their connections are genuinely
motivated to interact with them.
However, the relationship between strong ties and fit will be weakened when
network homophily is low. When homophily is low, dissimilarity acts as a barrier to the
further development of the relationship. As such, genuine interpersonal liking is not as
high when homophily is low due to dissimilarity. In sum, the interaction between strong
network ties and homophily affects fit (network and organization) as well as subsequent
employee performance.
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Overall, these notions (i.e., interaction between strong network ties and homophily
affects fit as well as subsequent employee performance) are described in the following
hypotheses:
Hypotheses 13a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the
number of strong ties, person-group fit, and performance such that the
positive relationship between the number of strong ties and person-group
fit will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks. However, for those with heterogeneous networks, the
relationship remains unchanged.
Hypotheses 13c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between the number of strong ties and
person-organization fit in the mediated model considering the number of
strong ties, person-organization fit, and performance such that the positive
relationship between the number of strong ties and person-organization fit
will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks. However, for those with heterogeneous networks, the
relationship remains unchanged.
Next, the interaction between the number of strong ties and homophily ultimately
impacts job satisfaction like it affects employee performance. As suggested in previous
sections of this chapter (i.e., Hypotheses 13a-d), homophily likely moderates the
relationship between the number of strong ties and fit. Then, as established in Chapter 7,
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fit likely relates to job satisfaction. I join these arguments to propose that the following
relationships exist between the number of strong ties, homophily, fit, and satisfaction:
Hypotheses 14a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the
number of strong ties, person-group fit, and satisfaction such that the
positive relationship between the number of strong ties and person-group
fit will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks. However, for those with heterogeneous networks, the
relationship remains unchanged.
Hypotheses 14c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between the number of strong ties and
person-organization fit in the mediated model considering the number of
strong ties, person-organization fit, and satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between the number of strong ties and person-organization fit
will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks. However, for those with heterogeneous networks, the
relationship remains unchanged.
Number of weak network ties and homophily interaction. Third, homophily likely
moderates the relationship between the number of weak ties and fit in the mediated model
considering weak ties, fit, and performance (as described in Chapter 7). Homophily
bolsters the relationships between the number of weak network ties and fit because
homophily exerts a buffering effect by intensifying initial attraction between actors.
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Connections to less known individuals are more likely to be made if there is a openness
to meeting and connecting with other actors (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). Thus, a high
level of homophily is conducive to intensifying the weak ties-fit relationship. However,
employees with low levels of homophily in their networks have less initial attraction to
other actors because they are dissimilar. As such, the relationship between weak ties and
fit is weakened when network homophily is low. In sum, the interaction between weak
ties and homophily affects fit (network and organization) as well as subsequent employee
performance.
Hypotheses 15a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the number of
weak ties, person-group fit, and performance such that the positive
relationship between the number of weak ties and person-group fit will be
stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Hypotheses 15c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between the number of weak ties and
person-organization fit in the mediated model considering the number of
weak ties, person-organization fit, and performance such that the positive
relationship between the number of weak ties and person-organization fit
will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks.
Further, the interaction between the number of weak ties and homophily likely
impacts job satisfaction through fit perceptions. First, I developed theory previously in
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this Chapter (i.e., Hypotheses 15a-d) that suggests that homophily likely moderates the
relationship between the number of weak ties and fit. Second, as established in Chapter 7,
there is likely a relationship between fit and job satisfaction. As a result of combining
these aforementioned arguments, I propose that the following relationships exist between
the number of weak ties, homophily, perceived fit, and job satisfaction:
Hypotheses 16a-b: Network homophily [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the number of
weak ties, person-group fit, and satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between the number of weak ties and person-group fit will be
stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous, networks.
Hypotheses 16c-d: Network homophily [i.e., (c) sex and (d) racioethnicity]
will moderate the relationship between the number of weak ties and
person-organization fit in the mediated model considering the number of
weak ties, person-organization fit, and satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between the number of weak ties and person-organization fit
will be stronger for those with homophilous, rather than heterogeneous,
networks.
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CHAPTER 9
DISSIMILARITY AS A BOUNDARY CONDITION: PROTOTYPES
In this chapter I consider two individual difference variables (i.e., sex,
racioethnicity) as forms of prototypical dissimilarity that are both potential moderators of
the mediated relationships discussed in Chapter 7.
Individual Differences as Prototypical Dissimilarity
I believe that minorities will experience differential returns from their network
position and relationships based on the general societal stigma associated with being a
member of a minority group. To elaborate, racioethnic and sex minorities have been
discriminated against because of their lower position in society. For racioethnicity,
minorities have faced discrimination in society and, consequently, in the workplace.
Though the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was revolutionary in setting new standards for racial
minorities by mandating legal penalties for discriminating based on race/ethnicity, 40
years of legal equality after centuries of hardship (e.g. slavery, immigration issues) have
not completely equalized societal or individual’s attitudes, beliefs, or practices that
concern discrimination (McConahay, 1983). Then, for sex, minorities (i.e., women)
historically have been discriminated against in the workplace. For example, in the 1930’s
women were not hired if they were married. Also, despite the fact that the Women’s Pay
Act was brought before Congress in 1945 to require equal pay between the sexes, it was
not until 1963 that an Equal Pay Act became law. Discriminating on the basis of sex is
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illegal, but when a group is discriminated against for an extensive amount of time, the
effects of such discrimination do not disappear overnight. Based on these societal
implications, in the United States, minorities and women are considered lower status
groups than Whites and men, respectively (Simpson & Walker, 2002).
Research supports the argument that racioethnic and sex minorities are
discriminated against in a variety of work settings and that they perceive more prevalent
discrimination than their majority counterparts (Avery, McKay, & Wilson, 2008;
Goldman, Gutek, Stein, & Lewis, 2006; James, 2000; Lyness & Heilman, 2006;
Oyserman & Swim, 2001). For example, minorities consistently report lower pay than
those groups that traditionally have not faced discrimination (i.e. white males; Blau &
Kahn, 1992a, 1992b; Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992; Morrison & von Glinow, 1990).
The centuries of discrimination experienced by racioethnic and sex minorities in
the United States will affect the network characteristics-fit relationships because minority
employees are not seen as the prototypical network connection. To elaborate, people do
not always compare themselves with specific people; rather, they often compare
themselves with categories of people (Gibbons & Gerrard, 1997; Taylor, Wood, &
Lichtman, 1983). Specifically, a prototype is a mental model people use as an example or
referent for a particular category or descriptor (Anderson & Sedikides, 1991). However,
as is the case with social categorization theory, when individuals employ social
prototypes to provide an organizing framework for understanding others (Niedenthal,
Cantor, & Kihlstrom, 1985), negative outcomes occur. For example, if individuals have
preexisting attitudes about comparison prototypes, it may inﬂuence their reactions to
those targets (e.g., Blanton & Stapel, 2008; Mussweiler, Ruter, & Epstude, 2004; Stapel
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& Koomen, 2001; Thornton, Gibbons, & Gerrard, 2002). Specific to the present research
model, the prototype of a good network connection is a White man, due to their position
of relative advantage in the United States. As such, those who are similar to the prototype
of a fruitful network connection (i.e., Whites, males) are more likely to be successful in
translating network characteristics into fit and subsequent performance. However, those
that are different from the prototype (racioethnic minorities, women) are distanced due to
their positions of relative disadvantage so that they are not seen as valuable network
connections. Therefore, minorities are prototypically dissimilar than the prevailing image
of a valuable connection.
Research on prototypical similarity shows that perceived similarity is beneficial to
a number of outcomes. For example, similarity to a prototypical other motivates behavior
through identification with the prototyped other (Gibbons & Gerrard, 1995; Gibbons et
al., 1991; Lane, Gibbons, O'Hara, & Gerrard, 2011; Rivis & Sheeran, 2003). Gibbons and
Gerrard (1995) showed that similarity to negative health images (i.e., the typical drinker
or smoker) related to the onset of drinking and smoking, respectively (Gibbons, Gerrard,
Lando, & McGovern, 1991; Leventhal & Cleary, 1980). Likewise, Rivis and Sheeran
(2003) found that similarity to the prototypical exerciser (a positive prototype) predicted
increases in the amount of exercise that a person did. Further, students often compare
their academic performance with others (e.g., prototypical good student) and perceived
dissimilarity to that prototype can adversely affect their grades (e.g., Blanton, Buunk,
Gibbons, & Kuyper, 1999; Lane & Gibbons, 2007).
Network Characteristics X Individual Difference Interactions
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Based on the effects that prototypical dissimilarity can have, I predict that the
relationship between network characteristics and fit will be weaker for minorities (those
that are dissimilar from the prototypical network connection). Specifically, I believe that
minorities will experience differential returns from their network position and
relationships based on the general societal stigma associated with being a member of a
minority group (not a White male, the prototypical network connection). To elaborate,
racioethnic and sex minorities are dissimilar from the prototypical network connection
due to their lower position in society. As such, when minorities are in network positions
and relationships associated with high social status, power, and influence in the network
and organization, other employees do not react favorably.
These negative reactions occur because the prototypical representation of a
powerful and valuable network connection is that of a White man (Carpenter,
Geletkanycz, & Sanders, 2004; Cook & Glass, 2008; O’Leary & Ickovics, 1992;
Roberson & Park, 2007; Sauer, Thomas-Hunt, & Morris, 2010). As such, when
minorities are seen as having more social status, power, and influence in the network and
organization, others are confused and threatened (Berdahl & Martorana, 2006; Brass &
Burkhardt, 1992; Freeman, Roeder, & Mulholland, 1980; French & Raven, 1959;
Georgesen & Harris, 2006; Hopkins, 1964; Sparrowe et al., 2001; Van Dijke & Poppe,
2006). Essentially, seeing minorities in power positions creates cognitive dissonance with
employees’ stereotypical perceptions of what a powerful and influential employee should
look like (powerful figures are supposed to be White men). Unfortunately, even minority
employees tend to have these stereotypical images (Lynn et al., 2008).
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As such, the relationship between network characteristics and perceived fit will be
bolstered for majority, but weakened for minority, employees (Bhardwaj et al., 2008;
Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000; Roger, 1995; Rutashobya et al., 2009). To my knowledge,
only one study in existence examines demographics as a boundary condition to the
relationship between network characteristics and work outcomes (Bhardwaj, Qureshi, &
Lee, 2008). In the study, Bhadwaj and colleagues (2008) examine racioethnicity (as
opposed to racioethnicity and sex) as a moderator of the relationship between network
centrality (as opposed to centrality and tie strength) and satisfaction (as opposed to fit). In
the subsequent paragraphs I discuss the role of demographics as a moderator of the
relationship between social network characteristics and fit based on the arguments
presented surrounding the influence of prototypical dissimilarity.
Degree centrality and demographics interaction. First, demographics likely
moderate the relationship between network degree centrality and fit in the mediated
models considering centrality, fit, and performance (as described in Chapter 7) and the
mediated models considering centrality, fit, and satisfaction (as described in Chapter 7).
For Whites and men, the centrality-fit relationship is intensified because the prototypical
similarity bolsters the influence that central actors have on others in their network. I
suggest that when prototypical similarity is high, individuals will be more receptive to
than actors’ ideas and suggestions (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet 1968; Marsden &
Friedkin, 1993) than when that actor is prototypically dissimilar (i.e., a minority). When
actors can have this influence they feel more socially integrated in the network and
organization (Hambrick, 1994) and this affects fit and performance positively (Harrison
et al., 1998; Harrison et al., 2002; O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989). Thus, central
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employees can be more influential in a network or organization if they are majorities, as
compared to minority, employees, and this increases fit perceptions as well as subsequent
performance and satisfaction with the job. In sum, high levels of homophily intensify the
centrality-fit links of the centrality-fit-performance and centrality-fit-satisfaction
relationships.
Alternatively, I believe that the relationship between network characteristics and
fit is weaker for minorities because when minority employees have powerful positions
(e.g., centrality), others will not react favorably.4 For example, others may resist minority
employees’ attempts to influence them (Smith & Fink, 2010), which diminish the return
that minorities get from the centrality-fit relationship. To elaborate, actors attain fit
perceptions from having influence, power, and a sense of popularity in their networks and
organizations. Because influence and power are not well received when minorities have
them, minority employees do not receive the same returns on centrality and, as a result,
they will not have high levels of fit, even though they have the same network position
that a majority employee has in the network. Therefore, the network characteristic-fit
relationships are weaker for minorities as compared to majority employees. Essentially,
low levels of homophily weaken the centrality-fit links of the centrality-fit-performance
and centrality-fit-satisfaction relationships.
Hypotheses 17a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
and person-group fit in the mediated model considering degree centrality,
person-group fit, and performance such that the positive relationship
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between degree centrality and person-group fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
Hypotheses 17c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
and person-organization fit in the mediated model considering degree
centrality, person-organization fit, and performance such that the positive
relationship between degree centrality and person-organization fit will be
stronger for majority, rather than minority, employees.
Next, I believe that the interaction between centrality and prototypical
dissimilarity ultimately affects job satisfaction, just as it affected employee task
performance. This is based on logic discussed previously in this chapter that suggests that
individual demographics likely moderate the relationship between centrality and fit.
Then, as explored in Chapter 7, fit likely relates to job satisfaction. As such, I propose the
following relationships exist between centrality, prototypical dissimilarity, fit, and
satisfaction:
Hypotheses 18a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
and person-group fit in the mediated model considering degree centrality,
person-group fit, and satisfaction such that the positive relationship
between degree centrality and person-group fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
Hypotheses 18c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between degree centrality
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and person-organization fit in the mediated model considering degree
centrality, person-organization fit, and satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between degree centrality and person-organization fit will be
stronger for majority, rather than minority, employees.
Number of strong network ties and demographics interaction. Second,
demographic characteristics likely moderate the relationship between the number of
strong network ties and fit in the mediated model considering strong ties, fit, and
performance (as described in Chapter 7) and in the mediated model considering strong
ties, fit, and satisfaction (as described in Chapter 7). For Whites and men, the relationship
between number of strong ties and fit is bolstered because their demographical match to a
prototypical network connection motivates actors to sustain relationships with them
(Marsden & Campbell, 1984). Essentially, tie strength will increase fit more so when
actors sense that their connections are genuinely motivated to interact with them. Thus,
high levels of homophily intensify the number of strong network ties - fit links of the
number of strong network ties – fit - performance and the number of strong network ties
– fit - satisfaction relationships.
Alternatively, the relationship between strong ties and fit is weakened when
prototypical similarity is low. I believe that the relationship between network
characteristics and fit is weaker for minorities because when minority employees have
strong ties, others will not approve. For example, others may not be happy that minority
employees have influence with others through their many deep connections with those in
the organization. Because influence and power is not well received when minorities
control it (because they are dissimilar than the prototypical network connection), minority
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employees do not get this the same returns on the number of strong ties that they have. As
a result, minority employees will not have high levels of fit, even if they have the same
number of strong ties that a majority has in the network. Therefore, the number of strong
network ties -fit relationships is weaker for minorities as compared to majority
employees. Thus, low levels of homophily weaken the number of strong network ties - fit
links of the number of strong network ties – fit - performance and the number of strong
network ties – fit - satisfaction relationships.
Hypotheses 19a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-group fit in the mediated model
considering the number of strong network ties, person-group fit, and
performance such that the positive relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-group fit will be stronger for majority,
rather than minority, employees.
Hypotheses 19c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit in the mediated model
considering the number of strong network ties, person-organization fit,
and performance such that the positive relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
Then, I believe that the interaction between the number of strong ties and
prototypical dissimilarity ultimately affects job satisfaction. This is based on logic
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discussed previously in this chapter that suggests that individual demographics likely
moderate the relationship between the number of strong ties and fit. Then, as explored in
Chapter 7, fit likely relates to job satisfaction. As such, I propose the following
relationships exist between the number of strong ties, prototypical dissimilarity, fit, and
satisfaction:
Hypotheses 20a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-group fit in the mediated model
considering the number of strong network ties, person-group fit, and
satisfaction such that the positive relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-group fit will be stronger for majority,
rather than minority, employees.
Hypotheses 20c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit in the mediated model
considering the number of strong network ties, person-organization fit,
and satisfaction such that the positive relationship between the number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
Number of weak network ties and demographics interaction. Third, homophily
likely moderates the relationship between the number of weak ties and fit in the mediated
model considering weak ties, fit, and performance (as described in Chapter 7). For
Whites and men, the number of weak ties-fit relationship is intensified because the
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prototypical similarity bolsters intensifying initial attraction between actors. Connections
to less known individuals are more likely to be made if there is openness to meeting and
connecting with other actors (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). This openness is more likely
to happen when actors are prototypically similar and people can trust more in that
connection. Thus, the weak ties-fit relationship is intensified for prototypically similar
employees (i.e., White males).
Otherwise, for demographic minorities, the relationship between the number of
weak ties and fit is weakened because prototypical similarity is low. I believe that the
relationship between the number of weak ties and fit is weaker for minorities because
when minority employees have a number of relationships and the influence that comes
with that, others will not appreciate the cognitive dissonance that this causes. As such,
others may resist minority employees’ influence with others when they have so many
connections with those in the organization. Because influence is not well received when
minorities possess it, minority employees do not get this the same returns on the number
of weak ties that they have. Therefore, the number of weak network ties-fit relationships
is weaker for minorities as compared to majority employees. In sum, the societal stigma
of being a minority produces a situation where minorities derive weaker benefits from
their network characteristics.
Hypotheses 21a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
network ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the
number of weak network ties, person-group fit, and performance such that
the positive relationship between the number of weak network ties and
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person-group fit will be stronger for majority, rather than minority,
employees.
Hypotheses 21c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
network ties and person-organization fit in the mediated model
considering the number of weak network ties, person-organization fit, and
performance such that the positive relationship between the number of
weak network ties and person-organization fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
Then, I believe that the interaction between the number of weak ties and
prototypical dissimilarity ultimately affects job satisfaction. This is based on logic
discussed previously in this chapter that suggests that individual demographics likely
moderate the relationship between the number of weak ties and fit. Then, as explored in
Chapter 7, fit likely relates to job satisfaction. As such, I propose the following
relationships exist between the number of weak ties, prototypical dissimilarity, fit, and
satisfaction:
Hypotheses 22a-b: Individual demographics [i.e., (a) sex and (b)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
network ties and person-group fit in the mediated model considering the
number of weak network ties, person-group fit, and satisfaction such that
the positive relationship between the number of weak network ties and
person-group fit will be stronger for majority, rather than minority,
employees.
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Hypotheses 22c-d: Individual demographics [i.e., (c) sex and (d)
racioethnicity] will moderate the relationship between the number of weak
network ties and person-organization fit in the mediated model
considering the number of weak network ties, person-organization fit, and
satisfaction such that the positive relationship between the number of
weak network ties and person-organization fit will be stronger for
majority, rather than minority, employees.
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CHAPTER 10
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AS A BOUNDARY CONDITION
Next, many complex systems cannot be understood without their surroundings,
contexts or boundaries, together with the interactions between these boundaries and the
system itself (Szell & Thurner, 2010). Specifically, social network theory suggests that
any set of social relationships is embedded within a larger structural context (Alderfer,
1986; Blau, 1977; Ibarra, 1995). As such, it is logical to examine the influence of the
environment as a boundary condition of the aforementioned mediated relationships. In
this section, I aim to assess aspects of the organizational environment and how they can
affect the relationship between social network characteristics and various outcomes.
Specifically, I examine diversity climate as a boundary condition of the moderated
relationships presented in Chapters 8 and 9, as well as the perceived fit - employee
performance and perceived fit – job satisfaction relationships.
Diversity Climate
Diversity climate, a type of psychological climate (Martin, Jones, & Callan, 2005;
Parker et al., 2003), is defined as the degree that organizations maintain a fair and
inclusive workplace (Cox, 2001; Iglehart, 2000; McKay et al., 2007; Norton & Fox,
1997) that integrates minority employees (McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2008; Mor Barak,
Cherin, & Berkman, 1998). The factors that make up individuals’ diversity climate
perceptions are: (a) the organizations’ demographic makeup, (b) the presence (or lack
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thereof) of diversity across structures, (c) leaders’ commitment to diversity, and (d) the
employees’ personal experiences with diversity (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton- Pedersen, &
Allen, 1998; Mayhew, Grunwald, & Dey, 2006). Organizations with strong diversity
climates often have considerable demographic diversity and strive to promote diversity
efforts (Avery & McKay, 2010; Hyde & Hopkins, 2004). Additionally, this diversity is
integrated throughout the organization, from the top (e.g., senior managers) to the bottom
ranks (e.g., rank and file employees; Kossek & Zonia, 1993). Contrastingly,
organizations with an unsupportive diversity climate have employees that look similar to
one another and these organizations do not consistently promote diversity efforts (Hyde
& Hopkins, 2004).
Research shows that diversity climate exhibits relationships with important
organizational outcomes. For example, employees who perceive a more supportive
diversity climate in their workplace report increased job satisfaction, job involvement,
organizational identification, sales performance, and organizational effectiveness (HicksClarke & Iles, 2000; McKay et al., 2008), and lower levels of turnover (e.g., King, Hebl,
George, & Matusik, 2002; McKay & Avery, 2005; McKay et al., 2007). In the
subsequent sections of this chapter, I discuss the role of diversity climate as a moderator
in my research model.
Network Characteristics X Network Homophily X Diversity Climate
To begin, I discuss how diversity climate moderates the interaction between social
network characteristics and homophily to affect group fit. Specifically, I propose that a
strong diversity climate attenuates the impact of homophily (racioethnicity, sex) on the
network characteristics – fit relationships. To elaborate, when networks are homophilous,

87

a high percentage of people in the network are similar. Based on increased levels of
similarity, network characteristics (e.g., centrality, tie strength) are enhanced based on the
close, developed bonds that develop from similarity and interpersonal liking. However,
the type of work setting (level of diversity climate) likely affects this relationship.
Specifically, a strong diversity climate will have an attenuating effect because strong
diversity climates promote diversity and the acceptance of dissimilar people. Therefore,
the relationship between network characteristics and fit is unaffected by homophily when
diversity climate is strong. This suggests a three-way interaction between (a) social
network characteristics, (b) network homophily, and (c) diversity climate that ultimately
affects performance, as described in the following hypotheses:
Hypotheses 23a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated model considering
centrality, person-group fit, and performance. Specifically, the positive
relationship between centrality and person-group fit will be weaker when
there is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and
will be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 23c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated model considering
centrality, person-organization fit, and performance. Specifically, the
positive relationship between centrality and person-organization fit will be
weaker when there is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of
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homophily and will be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate
exacerbating the impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 24a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of strong network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of strong network ties, person-group fit, and
performance. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
strong network ties and person-group fit will be weaker when there is a
strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will be
bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the impact
of homophily.
Hypotheses 24c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of strong network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of strong network ties, person-organization fit, and
performance. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit will be weaker when there
is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will
be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 25a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of weak network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of weak network ties, person-group fit, and
performance. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
weak network ties and person-group fit will be weaker when there is a
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strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will be
bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the impact
of homophily.
Hypotheses 25c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of weak network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of weak network ties, person-organization fit, and
performance. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
weak network ties and person-organization fit will be weaker when there
is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will
be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Moreover, this three-way interaction between (a) social network characteristics,
(b) network homophily, and (c) diversity climate likely affects job satisfaction, as well.
As such, I present the following hypotheses:
Hypotheses 26a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated model considering
centrality, person-group fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the positive
relationship between centrality and person-group fit will be weaker when
there is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and
will be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 26c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated model considering
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centrality, person-organization fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the
positive relationship between centrality and person-organization fit will be
weaker when there is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of
homophily and will be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate
exacerbating the impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 27a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of strong network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of strong network ties, person-group fit, and
satisfaction. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
strong network ties and person-group fit will be weaker when there is a
strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will be
bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the impact
of homophily.
Hypotheses 27c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of strong network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of strong network ties, person-organization fit, and
satisfaction. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
strong network ties and person-organization fit will be weaker when there
is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will
be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Hypotheses 28a-b: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of weak network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
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considering number of weak network ties, person-group fit, and
satisfaction. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
weak network ties and person-group fit will be weaker when there is a
strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will be
bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the impact
of homophily.
Hypotheses 28c-d: Diversity climate interacts with homophily to moderate
the number of weak network ties-fit relationships in the mediated model
considering number of weak network ties, person-organization fit, and
satisfaction. Specifically, the positive relationship between number of
weak network ties and person-organization fit will be weaker when there
is a strong diversity climate attenuating the impact of homophily and will
be bolstered when there is a weak diversity climate exacerbating the
impact of homophily.
Network Characteristics X Demographic Characteristics X Diversity Climate
Next, the degree to which network characteristics affect fit in the network
characteristic-fit-performance relationship is likely dependent on both (a) actors’
individual differences and (b) organizational characteristics (i.e., strength of diversity
climate). Specifically, I believe that diversity climate will moderate the previously
proposed network characteristics x demographic characteristics interaction (as discussed
in Chapters 8 and 9) such that racioethnicity will moderate the network characteristics –
fit relationships, but only when there is a weak diversity climate. As previously discussed
in this chapter, organizations with strong diversity climates often have considerable
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demographic diversity and strive to promote diversity efforts (Avery & McKay, 2010;
Hyde & Hopkins, 2004). This type of support for diversity (i.e., a strong diversity
climate) likely softens the impact that demographic characteristics (e.g., racioethnicity,
sex) have on the network characteristic-fit relationship. Alternatively, organizations with
weak diversity climates do not consistently promote diversity efforts (Hyde & Hopkins,
2004) and organizational support for diversity is not apparent. As such, when diversity
climate is weak, demographic characteristics become salient and impact the network
characteristics – fit relationships. This reasoning suggests a three-way interaction
between (a) social network characteristics, (b) demographic characteristics, and (c)
diversity climate that ultimately affects job performance, as described in the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 29a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated
model considering centrality, person-group fit, and performance.
Specifically, the positive relationship between centrality and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
Hypothesis 29b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated
model considering centrality, person-organization fit, and performance.
Specifically, the positive relationship between centrality and person-
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organization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate
intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
Hypothesis 30a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of strong network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of strong
network ties, person-group fit, and performance. Specifically, the positive
relationship between the number of strong network ties and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
Hypothesis 30b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of strong network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of strong
network ties, person-organization fit, and performance. Specifically, the
positive relationship between the number of strong network ties and
person-organization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity
climate intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
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Hypothesis 31a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of weak network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of weak
network ties, person-group fit, and performance. Specifically, the positive
relationship between the number of weak network ties and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a weak diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
Hypothesis 31b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of weak network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of weak
network ties, person-organization fit, and performance. Specifically, the
positive relationship between the number of weak network ties and
person-organization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity
climate intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
Moreover, this three-way interaction between (a) social network characteristics,
(b) demographic characteristics, and (c) diversity climate likely affects job satisfaction, as
well. As such, I present the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 32a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated
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model considering centrality, person-group fit, and satisfaction.
Specifically, the positive relationship between centrality and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
Hypothesis 32b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the centrality-fit relationships in the mediated
model considering centrality, person-organization fit, and satisfaction.
Specifically, the positive relationship between centrality and personorganization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate
intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
Hypothesis 33a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of strong network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of strong
network ties, person-group fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the positive
relationship between the number of strong network ties and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
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Hypothesis 33b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of strong network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of strong
network ties, person-organization fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the
positive relationship between the number of strong network ties and
person-organization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity
climate intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
Hypothesis 34a: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of weak network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of weak
network ties, person-group fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the positive
relationship between the number of weak network ties and person-group
fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity climate intensifying
the impact of demographic characteristics and will be bolstered when there
is a weak diversity climate that diminishes the impact of demographic
characteristics.
Hypothesis 34b: Diversity climate interacts with demographic
characteristics to moderate the number of weak network ties-fit
relationships in the mediated model considering the number of weak
network ties, person-organization fit, and satisfaction. Specifically, the
positive relationship between the number of weak network ties and
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person-organization fit will be attenuated when there is a weak diversity
climate intensifying the impact of demographic characteristics and will be
bolstered when there is a strong diversity climate that diminishes the
impact of demographic characteristics.
Perceived Fit X Diversity Climate Interactions
In this section of this chapter, I examine how diversity climate interacts with fit
perceptions to affect employee performance and job satisfaction. This examination is
timely, as Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) noted that there are critical gaps in the fit literature
and suggested that there is a “need for future research on personal and situational
characteristics that moderate fit-outcome relationships” (p. 322). Overall, I believe that
the fit-performance and fit-satisfaction relationships are bolstered when diversity climate
is weak and not changing when diversity climate is strong.
When diversity climate is weak, the organization does not promote the acceptance
of dissimilar others. As a result of a lack of support from the organization, employees
will need to focus on their fit with the network and organization to motivate their
performance and satisfaction. Thus, the fit-performance and fit-satisfaction relationships
will be intensified when the organization has a weak diversity climate. However, when
diversity climate is strong, the fit-performance and fit-satisfaction relationships do not
change. In this situation (when there is a strong diversity climate), fit does not matter as
much because the organization steps in to help foster a climate where even those whom
are dissimilar are included. As such, fit is not as important when diversity climate is
strong. Therefore, when there is a strong diversity climate, the fit-performance and fitsatisfaction relationships are unchanging.
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Hypothesis 35: Diversity climate will moderate the relationship between
person-group fit and employee performance such that the positive
relationship between person-group fit and performance will be bolstered in
weak diversity climates but unchanging in strong diversity climates.
Hypothesis 36: Diversity climate will moderate the relationship between
person-organization fit and employee performance such that the positive
relationship between person-organization fit and performance will be
bolstered in weak diversity climates but unchanging in strong diversity
climates.
Hypothesis 37: Diversity climate will moderate the relationship between
person-group fit and employee satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between person-group fit and satisfaction will be bolstered in
weak diversity climates but unchanging in strong diversity climates.
Hypothesis 38: Diversity climate will moderate the relationship between
person- organization fit and employee satisfaction such that the positive
relationship between person-organization fit and satisfaction will be
bolstered in weak diversity climates but unchanging in strong diversity
climates.
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CHAPTER 11
METHODS: SAMPLE 1 (QUALITATIVE DATA)
Participants
First, I used a sample of 129 employees to explore the study model using
qualitative methods, before formally testing the proposed hypotheses through quantitative
analyses with Samples 2 and 3. To participate in this portion of the study, employees
needed to meet the following inclusion criteria: (a) minimum 18 years of age and (b) a
part-time or full-time employee at an organization in the U.S. I aimed to have at least 20
racioethnic minorities as well as 20 females in the sample to ensure responses were
representative of majority and minority employees (in terms of sex and racioethnicity).
Procedure
I received approval for the study from Temple University’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human Subjects before proceeding with the activities
described in the subsequent sections of this chapter.
Recruitment. In August of 2012, I invited potential participants to take part in a
survey about their relationships with others at work. Solicitations were posted on
Amazon.com's website Mechanical Turk (https://www.mturk.com/mturk/welcome). This
website allows anyone with an Internet connection to sign up and take surveys for a small
amount of money (i.e., $0.50). Essentially, the compensation that participants received
was applied as a credit to their Amazon.com account; the participants could then apply
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this credit towards an Amazon.com purchase. Subjects found the solicitation on their own
by looking through the many surveys (i.e., thousands) available on the Mechanical Turk
website.
Solicitations included the following: (a) a brief description of the study, (b) time
requirements, and (c) a link to the web-based survey. First, the description of the study
was explained as a research project designed to "better understand the efficiency of
employee connections within organizations." Second, the time requirements were
estimated at 25-30 minutes. Third, the survey link directed participants to the survey,
which was hosted on Qualtrics, an online data collection website. Participants could
complete the online survey from any convenient computer terminal with Internet access.
Survey design. On the first screen of the survey, each participant agreed to
informed consent before taking part in the survey. Then, employees responded to
questions pertaining to their experiences at work, particularly topics concerning aspects
of their social network. To elaborate, participants were prompted with six open-ended
questions and instructed to provide responses that were at least one –paragraph long (i.e.,
at least five well-developed sentences) to answer each question. Using an open-ended
format allowed respondents to respond in their own words without having the restriction
of choosing a pre-determined, limited, answer choice. Additionally, participants
completed four demographic multiple-choice questions (i.e., sex, racioethnicity,
employment status, age). To see the wording and order of the questions presented to
participants in this qualitative portion of the study, please see Appendix A.
Compensation. As an incentive to participate, I provided participants with
compensation because the survey was lengthy and in-depth (i.e., it required multiple
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paragraph-length responses). Compensation, delivered to participants through their
account on Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk website, was $1.00. Compared with the
thousands of other surveys available on this website that require similar effort and time,
the amount given was more than fair. Within 24-hours of completion the money was
applied to the Amazon account associated with the Mechanical Turk ID of the participant
whom completed the study. This part of the project was self-funded.
Confidentiality. In order to protect the identity of participants and to reduce social
desirability bias, I guaranteed that all responses would be held in confidence. I did not
ask identifying information other than the minimum number of standard demographic
questions needed to provide insight into the study model. Also, I stated that results would
be limited to aggregate statistics to further prevent the identification of any individual or
organization. Moreover, delivering compensation did not require that survey responses
were linked to participants’ Mechanical Turk account. Rather, respondents’ Mechanical
Turk ID (a random 14-digit code made up of letters and numbers) was all that I needed to
reward survey participation. Therefore, providing participants compensation did not
affect confidentiality.
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CHAPTER 12
METHODS: SAMPLE 2 (QUANTITATIVE DATA, STUDENTS)
Participants
Second, I used a sample of international students studying in the U.S. to formally
test the hypothesized relationships in the study model. To participate in this part of the
study, students needed to meet the following inclusion criteria: be (a) an incoming (i.e.,
new) international student at Temple University or the University of Texas at Arlington
and (b) over 18 years of age.
Procedure
I proceeded with the activities described in the subsequent sections of this chapter
after receiving approval from the IRB offices at both Temple University and the
University of Texas at Arlington.
Time 1 Recruitment. In August of 2012, I attended the international student
orientation at both Temple University and the University of Texas at Arlington. At these
schools, the international student office hosts these mandatory meetings for all incoming
international students. Beforehand, I made arrangements to speak to the students during
the lunch break as to not interrupt the official orientation activities; I introduced the study
and invited the incoming students to participate by taking an online survey, the link of
which would be sent via e-mail the following day. The recruitment e-mail came from the
head of the international student office at each school and included the following
information: (a) a brief description of the study, (b) time requirements, and (c) a link to
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the web-based survey. First, I described the study as a research project designed to "help
the international student office develop strategies that will facilitate the adjustment of
international students." Second, the time requirements were estimated to be 30-40
minutes. Third, the survey was on the computer and hosted using Qualtrics, an online
data collection website. As such, participants could complete the online survey from any
convenient computer terminal, either at school or at home. A total of 442 students logged
in to take the Time 1 survey; 247 completed the Time 1 Survey. After participants
completed the survey, I informed them that they would be contacted in January to take a
shorter, follow-up survey (i.e., the Time 2 survey).
Time 2 Recruitment. In January of 2013, I contacted the students whom
participated in the Time 1 survey and invited them to take the Time 2 survey. To obtain
contact information (i.e., university e-mail addresses) for the participants, I provided a list
of their student id numbers to a staff member at each university. The staff used their
administrative privileges to access the university database and look up the university email addresses associated with each student id number. Still, the list of e-mails I received
could not be linked to specific student id numbers or to participant names. I then used the
list of e-mail addresses to send Time 2 recruitment invitations to each student who
responded at Time 1. Because some students (i.e., 14) did not provide their student id
numbers at Time 1 (or provided non-existent id numbers), I was not able to contact all of
the students who partook in the Time 1 survey. The recruitment e-mail included the
following information: (a) a brief reminder of the purpose of the study, (b) time
requirements associated with participation, and (c) a link to the Time 2 survey. First, I
described the study as a research project designed to "help the international student office
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develop strategies that will facilitate the adjustment of international students." Second,
the time requirements were estimated at 20-25 minutes. Third, this survey was also on the
computer using Qualtrics. A total of 120 students logged in to take the Time 2 survey; 98
completed the Time 2 Survey.
Survey design. On the first screen of both the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys, each
participant agreed to informed consent before being able to take part in the survey. The
Time 1 survey consisted of scales and questions that assessed the independent variables
(i.e., social networking characteristics) and the first-stage moderators (relational and
prototypical dissimilarity) proposed in the study model, in addition to potential control
variables. Then, at Time 2, employees completed measures that assessed the latter part of
the study model: proposed mediators (i.e., person-group, person-organization fit), secondstage moderators (i.e., diversity climate), and dependent variables (i.e., performance,
satisfaction).
Compensation. As an incentive to participate, at each time point I entered
participants into a drawing to win a $25 gift card to WalMart. WalMart was identified as
a store that was known to most of the students, even those whom had never been to the
U.S. before their attendance of the international student orientation. At Time 1 I offered
two, and at Time 2 I offered four gift card drawings at the end of data collection efforts.
A random number generator was used to select the gift card winners. I again used the
assistance of a staff member at each university to provide the winners’ e-mail addresses
after giving them the student id number of the winning participants. The winners were
then contacted via e-mail to arrange delivery of their gift card. This part of the project
was self-funded.
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Confidentiality. In order to protect the identity of students, I guaranteed that all
responses would be held in confidence. I specifically stated that the results given to the
international student office (or results used for any other purpose) would be limited to
aggregate statistics that would prevent the identification of any individual. Participants
did provide one piece of personal information (i.e., their student id number) on the last
page of the survey(s) so that I could match their Time 1 and 2 responses. Though
potentially identifying, I choose to use student id numbers for matching purposes because
it was a piece of information that was at students’ immediate disposal during each data
collection time point. Further, the id number was not immediately revealing of a person’s
identity like a name or e-mail would have been. Lastly, this piece of personal information
was on the last page of the survey (not the first) so in the unlikely event that someone got
a hold of the surveys, the id number would not be immediately noticeable.
Time 1 Measures
Unless otherwise noted, on the following scales responses with higher values
reflected higher levels of each construct. Please refer to Appendix B to view all measures
presented to respondents at Time 1.
Social network characteristics. To measure employees’ social network
characteristics of their current networks, I used standard egocentric network survey
techniques (Burt 1992; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Totterdell et al., 2004), where a
sample of individuals (i.e., the international students) were asked to name their network
contacts and go on to describe their relationships with each of their network alters.
Research shows that people are accurate in reporting whom they interact with (Freeman,
Romney, & Freeman, 1987). Specifically, participants were asked to write the names or
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initials of the five people with whom they have interacted with in the last three months as
they relocated and adjusted to life in the U.S.
In measuring degree centrality participants’ responses were restrained to a
maximum of five network alters. This was due to length limitations within the survey, as
suggested by the international student offices. Consequently, there was limited variability
within the responses to this measure. To elaborate, if I were to calculate degree centrality,
the number of direct ties a given node has (Iese & Krackhardt, 2010), this variable would
be range restricted. Respondents typically filled out this measure in its entirety, and
described the five people in their network (75% did so), giving them a score of “5” on a
degree centrality scale; or, respondents had a score of “0” for degree centrality because
they chose not to answer this set of questions. Therefore, due to space limitations in the
survey, I was not able to measure degree centrality adequately in Sample 2. For this
reason, I chose not to test the degree centrality hypotheses using this sample.
To assess the strength of the relationship between each ego and their five alters
(i.e., tie strength), participants were asked to furnish details on the closeness, duration,
and frequency of each relationship identified (Granovetter, 1973). Specifically, to
measure tie strength, I asked respondents three questions, each with separate response
scales (Perry-Smith, 2006). It was necessary to assess each of these three components, as
Perry-Smith reasons in her 2006 study. To elaborate, Granovetter (1973) originally
defined ties as having closeness and frequency dimensions; however, other researchers
have suggested that closeness, frequency, and duration are important when assessing tie
strength (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). Despite the fact that tie strength is considered
multidimensional, researchers typically measure only the closeness or frequency
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dimension (e.g., Granovetter, 1973; Lin, Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981; Nelson, 1989; Seibert et
al., 2001). Still, a few researchers have measured closeness, frequency, and/or duration
(e.g., Hansen, 1999; Lechner, Frankenberger, & Floyd 2010; Wegener, 1991; Yong,
Chua, Ingram & Morris, 2008). The results from these studies are contradictory, as some
show that closeness is more important, while others show that frequency or duration is
more important (Perry-Smith, 2006). Therefore, I measured all three components of tie
strength (i.e., closeness, frequency, duration) to be comprehensive.
First, to measure closeness, I asked “How close are you with this person” (PerrySmith, 2006). Responses were on a five-point scale (1 = “acquaintance,” 2 = “distant
colleague,” 3 = “friendly colleague,” 4 = “good friend,” 5 = “very close friend”).
Second, to assess duration, I posed “How many years has this relationship been in
existence” (Perry-Smith, 2006; Yong et al., 2008). Responses were on a five-point
frequency scale (1= “less than 2 years,” 2 = “2 to 5 years,” 3 = “5 to 10 years,” 4 = “more
than 10 years”). Third, to assess frequency I asked “How frequently do you communicate
with each person on average” (Burt, 2005; Perry-Smith, 2006; Yong et al., 2008).
Responses to this question were on a six-point frequency scale (1 = “less often,” 2 =
“several times a year,” 3 = “once a month,” 4 = “several times a month,” 5 = “several
times a week,” and 6 = “daily”; Lechner, Frankenberger, & Floyd, 2010; Perry-Smith,
2006; Reagans, 2011). These questions were worded as specifically as possible because
researchers have found that doing so improves the reliability of network measures
(Bandura, 1986; Lechner, Frankenberger, & Floyd, 2010; Rogers & Kincaid, 1981).
Then, based on pre-determined cutoff scores (the same described by Perry-Smith,
2006 in her study), each relationship tie, on each dimension (i.e., closeness, duration,
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frequency), was categorized as strong or weak. A tie was considered strong on the
closeness dimension if a “4” or “5” was indicated on the response scale and weak if the
response was lower than “4.” Then, duration was calculated using five- and 10-year cutoff scores. I calculated both adaptations of this variable and looked at the data to
determine the best version to use with this sample. Specific analyses concerning the
decision to use the five- or ten-year cut-off are presented in the results section for Sample
2. Ultimately, the five-year cutoff variable was used as the measure of the duration
component of tie strength. Next, a tie was considered strong on the frequency dimension
if the ego responded that they communicated with the tie “several times a week” or
“daily.” Yet, the tie was considered weak if the pair communicated with less frequency.
These exact procedures for determining tie strength are common is social network
research (e.g., Nelson, 1989; Marsden & Campbell, 1984; Perry-Smith, 2006; Seibert et
al., 2001; Zhou, Brass, Shin, Choi, Zhang, 2009).
Relational dissimilarity. I assessed two types of relational dissimilarity among the
participants and the alters identified as being a part of the ego’s network: sex and
racioethnic homophily. Participants provided their sex and racioethnicity in addition to
the perceived sex and racioethnicity of each of their alters. Based on this information, I
calculated Euclidean distance for each ego’s network. Specifically, I used Euclidean
distance for dichotomous variables, or the square root of the proportion dissimilar, to
calculate sex and racioethnic homophily (Tonidandel, Avery, Buckholtz, & McKay,
2008). Two categories were represented for sex (i.e., male and female) and six categories
were represented for racioethnicity (i.e., White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Middle Eastern,
and Other). Ultimately, homophily scores ranged from “0” (i.e., if a student’s network
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included ties from only one sex or racioethnicity) and “1” (i.e., if students’ network ties
were evenly divided between each sex or evenly divided over every racioethnic
category).
Prototypical dissimilarity. Next, I assessed two types of prototypical dissimilarity:
sex and racioethnicity. Participants’ sex and racioethnicity were deduced from the
responses given to the relational dissimilarity questions described previously. Based on
this information, I created dummy variables indicating whether respondents were similar
(1) or dissimilar (0) to prototypical network connections along both sex and racioethnic
dimensions. As such, if a respondent identified as an Asian male, he was considered
dissimilar (0) in regards to racioethnicity and similar (1) in regards to sex (as compared to
a prototypical network actor, which is a White male). This coding procedure (dummy
coding) is typical for other social network research examining this form of dissimilarity
(Barsness et al., 2005; Zagenczyk, Scott, Gibney, Murrell, & Thatcher, 2010).
Time 2 Measures
Unless otherwise noted, responses to the following scales were on a five-point
scale, anchored at 1 = “Strongly Disagree,” and 5 = “Strongly Agree.” Higher values
reflected higher levels of the construct. Please refer to Appendix C to view all measures
presented to respondents at Time 2.
Task performance. To measure task performance, I used the seven-item task
performance scale developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). The items were adapted
to refer to class, instead of work, performance. For example, a sample item from this
scale reads as follows: “ I engage in activities that will directly affect my performance in
my classes.”

110

Moreover, to supplement students’ self-ratings of performance, I assessed
classroom performance by asking each student their cumulative GPA for the fall
semester. Though this information indicated their performance over the Fall semester,
which ended a month prior, it represented a time-lagged variable that should be less
influenced by self-report than the scale described in the previous paragraph. To elaborate,
though participants did self-report their GPA, if they reported this information accurately
(i.e., did not inflate the number), then it represents a performance measure that is not
biased by the participant’s own believes about their performance. A number of
researchers in our field have used GPA to measure past academic performance (e.g.,
Camara, Carr, & Grota, 2007; Gramzow & Willard, 2006; Salanova, Schaufeli, Martínez,
& Bresó, 2010).
Job satisfaction. I assessed student satisfaction through four items of the
satisfaction scale developed by Zhaoli, Wendong, and Arvey (2011). A sample item from
this scale is “How satisfied are you with the education you have received thus far in the
U.S.”
Perceived person-group fit. There is no widely accepted, validated measure of
person-group ﬁt in the literature (Vogel & Feldman, 2009). Of the limited studies that
have examined person-group fit, authors have either manipulated other fit measures
(Kristof-Brown, Jansen, & Colbert, 2002) or adapted other types of scales (Greguras, &
Diefendorff, 2009; Kim, Kim, Shin, 2011). I chose to adapt a scale that was developed to
measure belongingness so that I could capture person-group fit. Specifically, I used a
three-item scale developed by Wittenbaum, Shulman, and Braz (2010) to assess student
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belongingness with their network. A sample item of the revised scale will be “I feel
excluded by those in my network.”
Perceived person-organization fit. I used the three-item person-organization fit
scale developed by Cable and DeRue (2002) to assess this construct. However, these
items were adapted to fit the student sample. A revised sample item includes “The things
that I value in life are very similar to the things that Temple University (or the University
of Texas at Arlington) values.”
Diversity climate. I assessed diversity climate through the diversity climate scale
described in McKay and colleagues’ 2011 paper (McKay, Avery, Liao, Morris, 2011). A
sample item from this four-item scale is “Temple University maintains a diversityfriendly work environment.”
Control variables. Following prior research, I identified a number of variables
that could affect the relationships anticipated in the hypotheses. Specifically, I controlled
for employee age, as this has been shown to be related to both the independent and
dependent variables in the study model (i.e., social network characteristics, performance,
and satisfaction) To elaborate, Ibarra (1993) showed that personal sources of power (e.g.,
tenure, age) affect employees’ social capital because these attributes contribute to
employees’ values to others. Further, it has been established in numerous studies that age
is related to the outcomes of interest in the present study (e.g., Costanza, Badger, Fraser,
Severt, & Gade, 2012). Additionally, I used the school that the participant was recruited
from as a covariate to control for participant location. Further, because participants were
international students, I wanted to assure that English comprehension was not affecting
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students’ ability to form relationships or their performance in their classes. As such, I
used English comprehension as a control variable.
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CHAPTER 13
METHODS: SAMPLE 3 (QUANTITATIVE DATA, EMPLOYEES)
Participants
Third, I collected data from a sample of 1400 employees. This sample provided
an opportunity to test the study model again using a group of people that were more
representative of those found in a typical U.S. workplace as compared to the sample used
previously. With this sample I was able to test the entire hypothesized study model
(including degree centrality). To participate in this portion of the study, employees
needed to meet the following inclusion criteria: (a) be a minimum 18 years of age, (b) be
a part-time or full-time employee at an organization the U.S, (c) have a supervisor, and
(d) have at least one co-worker.
Procedure
I received approval for the study from Temple University’s IRB before
proceeding with the activities described in the following sections of this chapter.
Recruitment. In the Fall of 2012 and early Spring of 2013, I invited participants to
take part in a survey about their relationships with others with whom they work.
Solicitations were posted on Amazon.com's website Mechanical Turk (the website
described in Chapter 11, also used to collect data for Sample 1; n = 1364) and delivered
to part-time MBA students in the Human Resource management department at Temple
University (n = 16) through their instructors. Analyses showed that the source of
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participant recruitment was not related to performance or satisfaction. As such, it was not
necessary to use recruitment source as a control variable in Sample 3 analyses.
Solicitations included the following: (a) a brief description of the study, (b) time
requirements, and (c) a link to the web-based survey. First, the description of the study
was explained as a research project designed to "better understand the efficiency of
employee connections within organizations." Second, the time requirements were
estimated at 35-40 minutes. This time requirement is, in fact, a shorter duration than
many social networking surveys described in the current literature that average
approximately an hour (e.g., Cross & Cummings, 2004). Third, the survey was on the
computer using Qualtrics. Participants were able to complete the online survey from any
convenient computer terminal.
Survey design. On the first screen of the survey, each participant agreed to
informed consent. Then, employees completed measures that assessed social network
characteristics, demographic characteristics, fit, and diversity climate perceptions. I
collected the data using a combination of a Web-based survey and third-party ratings
(i.e., co-worker and supervisor ratings). Consequently, after completing the survey, I
asked participants to provide e-mail addresses for (a) the alters that they identified as part
of their network and (b) their supervisor. Finally, participants viewed a resources page
that provided toll-free numbers to hotlines and links to websites that counsel and listen to
employees at no charge.
Compensation. As an incentive to participate, I felt that participant compensation
was needed, as the survey (the ego survey) was lengthy and in-depth. For those
participants recruited through Mechanical Turk, compensation (i.e., $0.50) was delivered
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to participants (only egos) through their account on Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk
website. I also incentivized participants to provide contact information (i.e., e-mail
addresses) for their alters and supervisor. Specifically, egos received $0.05 additional
cents in compensation for each legitimate e-mail address that was provided.
Compensation for completion of the survey was applied within 24-hours to participants’
Mechanical Turk ID. This part of the project was self-funded. Then, for those participants
recruited through MBA classes at Temple University, extra credit was given in
accordance with the instructions of each instructor.
Confidentiality. In order to protect the identity of participants and to reduce social
desirability bias, employees were guaranteed that their responses would be held in
confidence. I stated that my results would be limited to aggregate statistics and
guaranteed that I would prevent the identification of any individual, organization, or
instructor. Then, upon completion of the study, I stored the collected data on a jumpdrive, kept under lock and key. Further, the Web survey was designed so that employees
could skip questions to protect their human rights as participants.
Measures
Unless otherwise noted, responses to the following measures were on a five-point
scale, anchored at 1 = “Strongly Disagree,” and 5 = “Strongly Agree.” As such, higher
values reflected higher levels of each respective construct. Please refer to the appendices
to view the scales in their entirety; specifically, Appendix D list the scales presented to
the employees (i.e., egos), Appendix E lists those included on the supervisors’ survey,
and Appendix F has the measures given to the alters that participated.
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Task performance. I assessed employee performance by asking the supervisors
and co-workers that participated what their level of agreement was with the seven-items
in Williams and Anderson’s (1991) task performance scale, as those items pertained to
the focal employee. In the directions that precede this scale, I noted that the ratings
provided would have nothing to do with administrative decisions. These instructions were
included based on research that suggests participants tend to provide more reliable ratings
when they know that the ratings will not influence administrative decisions (Wherry &
Bartlett, 1982). The final performance measure was calculated by taking the supervisor
ratings of performance received. If co-workers provided performance ratings but
supervisors did not, then, co-worker ratings were used. As such, the performance scale
was a combination of supervisor (n = 55) and co-worker (n = 34) rated performance.
Job satisfaction. I assessed employee job satisfaction through the three items of
the Michigan Organizational Assessment (Cammann, Fichman, Henkins, & Klesh, 1979).
A sample items from this scale is “I am satisfied with my job.”
Social network characteristics. To measure employees’ social network
characteristics of their advice networks, I used egocentric network survey techniques
again in this sample (Burt 1992; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Totterdell et al., 2004).
Essentially, participants in this sample were asked to name their network contacts and
then go on to describe their relationships with each of their network alters. However, in
this sample, employees were able to list the names of as many alters as they felt were
appropriate to describe their network accurately. Some studies set a fixed number that
respondents are allowed to select. But, fixed-choice designs are artificial and this can
introduce measurement error into the data (Holland & Leindhardt, 1973; Marsden, 1990;
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Perry-Smith, 2006). Thus, this sample tests the study model more comprehensively and,
potentially, more accurately because it uses more reliable social network measures.
First, I was able to measure degree centrality in this sample and did so by
assessing the number of direct ties a given node listed (Iese & Krackhardt, 2010).
Specifically, I asked: “Looking back over the past three months, please select the names
of the people at your workplace whom you most commonly interacted with in your
efforts to complete your work.” Participants provided a list of names, nicknames, or
initials of their network alters. Ultimately, the more names listed, the higher the centrality
score a participant had.
Second, to assess the strength of each relationship, participants were asked to
furnish details on the relationships they have with each employee indicated as a network
connection. As such, I assessed the closeness, duration, and frequency of each
relationship identified (Granovetter, 1973) as I did in Sample 2.
Perceived person-group fit. As stated before, there is no widely accepted,
validated measure of person-group ﬁt in the literature (Vogel & Feldman, 2009). Though
I adapted a belongingness scale to measure person-group fit in the previous sample, the
scale was unreliable and had to go through alterations to be used. Consequently, I decided
to use a different scale, the five-item scale developed by Vogel and Feldman (2009), to
assess person-group fit in the present study. The study by these authors is the only study
that I know of that has used a measure of person-group fit (i.e., Vogel & Feldman, 2009);
however, I felt that using a scale specifically developed to measure the variable of
interest may provide more construct validity than using a scale originally developed to
measure a different construct. As such, I used the person-group fit measure but adapted
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the items to refer to network groups as opposed to groups in general. A sample item of
the revised scale was “There is not much conﬂict among the members of my network
group.”
Perceived person-organization fit. I used the three-item scale developed by Cable
and DeRue (2002) to assess person-organization fit, as described in Sample 2.
Relational dissimilarity. As reported in Sample 2, I assessed two types of
relational dissimilarity among the participants and the employees identified as network
alters: sex and racioethnic homophily. I measured these types of homophily in the same
manner described in the previous chapter.
Prototypical dissimilarity. Further, I assessed two types of prototypical similarity
between participants and a prototypical network actor (i.e., a White male): sex and
racioethnicity, and did so in the same manner described with Sample 2.
Diversity climate. I measured diversity climate through the diversity climate scale
described in McKay and colleagues’ 2007 paper. I used a longer diversity climate scale
than the one used in Sample 2 because there were no space limitations in the survey I
designed for these participants. A sample items from this scale is “My organization
encourages open communication about diversity.” Additionally, to avoid relying on a
single employee’s perception of an organization’s diversity climate, I asked participants’
supervisor and alters to respond to the diversity climate scale, as well. As such, I planned
on using aggregate measure of diversity climate. To justify aggregating this variable, I
ran a one-way ANOVA to see if diversity climate responses were nested within
employees that worked for the same organization. When examining nesting within the
sub-sample that included respondents with matched data for this variable, the model was
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not significant [F(83, 137) = 0.67, p = .97], suggesting that aggregation was not justified.
As such, I used employee’s perceived diversity climate as a measure of this construct.
Control variables. In this sample I used the same control variables mentioned in
the previous chapter. However, there was not a need for the location variable or the
comprehension of English variable in this sample. As such, I only controlled for age.
Moreover, I considered controlling for the method used to recruit participants in this
sample (MBA or Mechanical Turk). But, recruitment source did not relate significantly to
satisfaction or performance, suggesting that this variable did not need to be controlled.
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CHAPTER 14
RESULTS: SAMPLE 1 (QUALITATIVE DATA)
Participants
Sample 1 included 129 employees whom were employed in either a part-time
(34.9%) or full-time position (65.1%) in the U.S. Participants were diverse in terms of
sex (52.3% male), racioethnicity (76.7% White), and age (M = 30.4, SD = 10.1; range =
18-64). The breakdown of the racioethnic minority participants was such that 9.3% were
Asian (n = 12), 7.8% Hispanic (n = 10), 5.4% Black (n = 7) and 0.8% Middle Eastern (n
= 1). Further, when examining the participant breakdown by racioethnicity and sex
simultaneously, it should be noted that 12 of the males (5 Hispanics, 4 Asians, 3 Blacks)
and 17 of the females (8 Asians, 5 Hispanics, 4 Blacks, 1 Middle Eastern) in the sample
were racioethnic minorities. Therefore, responses were representative of majority and
minority employees (in terms of sex and racioethnicity).
Content Analysis
The goal of this qualitative investigation was to explore the study model before
formally testing the proposed hypotheses through quantitative-based analyses. To
elaborate, I used qualitative methodology to help identify additional constructs related to
those already included in the study model. Because participants responded to questions
that inquired about the factors related to their social networks in the workplace, it is
hopeful that an analysis of their responses can shed light on results found in the
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quantitative studies. Specifically, the results of this qualitative analysis may reveal
additional processes and contexts that are important to the formation of the relationships
hypothesized in the study model.
To analyze the qualitative responses with a reliable and systematic method, I used
content analysis. Content analysis is a research tool used to determine the presence and
frequency of certain words or concepts within texts (Berelson, 1952; Budd, 1967). I
performed the analysis using Nvivo, software specifically designed to analyze qualitative
data. In performing the content analysis, I followed the five-step process suggested by
Strauss and Corbin (1998). This process is described in more detail in the five paragraphs
presented hereafter.
Creating units of analysis: References. Step 1, creating units of analysis, involved
microanalysis, or reading the data one line at a time while identifying the references (i.e.,
words, phrases) that participants used to describe their networks (Strauss & Corbin,
1998). To begin the microanalysis, I imported the qualitative responses from the 129
respondents into NVivo. Every participant provided a response to each of the six openended questions, resulting in 903 cells of information that needed to be reduced for the
software. Essentially, I reduced the paragraph-long responses (n = 903) into manageable
sections. This coding procedure was necessary, as similar ideas can be identified and
grouped more easily when isolated into key themes that consist of one to five words. This
process made the data more manageable for grouping, sorting, and other processes used
in the next four steps. This reduction of data followed procedures outlined for this type of
qualitative analysis (Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990). Overall, I derived 1,503
references from the responses.
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Sorting into categories. Then, in Step 2, I reviewed the 1,503 references and
sorted them into piles of similar statements (Miles & Huberman, 1994). These piles of
related references became categories such as feeling isolated, the influence of the work
environment, etc. Overall, the 1,503 references were condensed into 16 categories during
the sorting process.
Grouping into themes. In Step 3, I concentrated the data further by arranging
similar categories into even more general themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994). To provide
an example, the following categories were grouped into a theme: the influence of the
work environment, the importance of employing a workforce with prominent minority
representation, and the barriers caused by physical distance inside work buildings. These
three categories all represented aspects of work that influence the type of culture
employees are exposed to. As such, this theme was labeled company culture. Overall,
five themes (i.e., company culture, job structure, surface-level individual differences,
deep-level individual differences, relationship development opportunities) were identified
within the data.
Theoretical incorporation. Next, in Step 4, I applied an overarching framework to
the data. Looking at the themes, categories, and references, it appeared that there were
three higher-order components that emerged as important to the development of
employee networks. These components centered on distinct aspects in organizations that
could each influence how employee networks develop and function. The first component
included factors at the organization-level such as the culture of the company and the
manner in which employees’ jobs are structured. The second component was comprised
of individual difference variables at the employee-level that could affect how employees
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go about forming and maintaining their networks. The third component encompassed
constructs at the co-worker level that centered around the actions and attitudes of
potential alters that helped or hindered the development of network connections. Of the
five themes identified in Step 4, two (i.e., company culture, job structure) clustered as
organization – level components, two (i.e., surface-level individual differences, deeplevel individual differences) as employee – level constructs, and one (i.e., relationship
development opportunities) as a co-worker – level factor.
Labeling. After a final model was drafted, I re-examined the references in each
category, the categories in each theme, and the themes in each cluster, to determine fit.
Then, I applied labels that best represented each part of the newfound model. The final
model of the categories and themes that emerged from the content analysis is presented in
Figure 4. To be clear, the model only depicts the categories mentioned at least 20 times
by respondents. Therefore, the figure represents a narrowed subset of the findings derived
from the content analysis.
Description of Model
Organization – Level Factors
Approximately 50% of the participants in the sample identified an organizationrelated characteristic as a factor that affected the development and maintenance of their
workplace networks. Overall, there were 143 references to an organization-related
characteristic in the data. These references were represented by two themes: a company
culture facet and a job structure facet. Next, I discuss these two themes and their
components in further detail.
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Company culture. As established in a well-developed segment of the
organizational behavior literature, company culture is described as having several
dimensions (e.g., Sheridan, 1992; Song, Tsui, & Law, 2009) that relate to organizationlevel (i.e., organizational effectiveness and performance; Hartnell, Ou, & Kinicki, 2011;
Lee & Yu, 2004) and employees-level (i.e., turnover; Carmeli, 2005) variables. Though
only a handful of studies have examined the relationships between employee social
networks and company culture (e.g., Hill & Carley, 2011), the results from the current
content analysis suggest that a relationship between these two constructs existed. To
elaborate, participants identified three categories of company culture that impact the
development and maintenance of their social networks. Specifically, references to the (a)
atmosphere of the work environment, (b) representation of minorities among those
employed at the company and/or (c) physical barriers in place inside of the work
building, were discussed 73 times within the data. Next, I discuss these three subdimensions of company culture to identify their role in developing and maintaining
employees’ social networks.
First, the 28 references to work environment suggested that when organizations
have cultures that support communication and cooperation, employee networks are more
apt to thrive. The following comment, made by a 27-year-old White male, demonstrated
how the work environment created by a company’s culture influenced the development of
his networks positively: “The nature of the work atmosphere allows us to share ideas and
directly support one another. Because of this, those that tend to be closer also tend to be
the most successful.” Other participants echoed similar sentiments, as well. For example,
the following was expressed by a 26-year-old White female when discussing factors of
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importance in forming relationships within the workplace: “It is a very open and laid
back environment, which in turn makes it very easy to talk with and get to know each
other.”
Conversely, when employees were a part of work environments where
socialization was discouraged, social networks were affected negatively. Two
participants, both White males, discussed how a work environment that stifled
communication resulted in the deterioration of relationships and by extension, networks
in their workplaces. As the first gentleman (age = 61 years old) said, “We work in an
isolated environment with little contact.” Then, a 58-year old gentleman stated “We do
not get very much opportunity to talk to one another at work, except in whispers.” It
seems that in work environments where communication was discouraged, employees did
not have a chance to get to know their co-workers. Though not suggested by the data, it is
possible that this situation could progress to where employees develop small networks
that are only made up of demographically similar others because they are not given
opportunities to learn anything about their co-workers (i.e., deep level characteristics)
other than what they can see on the surface (e.g., sex, racioethnicity). As such, these
quotes helped to illustrate that work environments are an important aspect of corporate
culture that can affect network development both positively and negatively.
Second, the 24 references to minority representation generally suggested that the
presence, or lack thereof, of a culture that supports the employment of minorities affects
employees’ formation of relationships in the workplace. This notion was particularly true
for minority employees, as the percentage of other minorities in the workplace seemed to
translate into feelings of acceptance and respect at work; these positive affective states

126

enhanced minority employees’ ability to network successfully. The following comment,
contributed by a 28-year old Hispanic male, demonstrated how high levels of racial
minority representation in the workplace could influence network development
positively: “(Because there are other minorities …) I feel I can be myself and completely
open with them. We all enjoy each other’s company and look forward to working
together.” Likewise, participants noted that low levels of minority representation could
influence network development negatively. Particularly, a 26-year old Hispanic male
shared the following: “(There is…) not much racial diversity and that can cause one to
feel awkward.” Analogous statements were provided my sex minorities, as well. For
instance, a 25-year old Asian female said the following:
(My co-workers and I…) do have some similar interests, which have led us to this
job, but we don't have much else in common. I'm the only female employee, and
nearly all of our customers are male, too.
As such, low levels of minority representation were a roadblock for minorities who
viewed dissimilar others as co-workers with whom they had little in common. Therefore,
the level of minority representation in a company is part of the culture that provides
minority employees a sense of psychological safety. This sense of safety and acceptance
at work affected the ability to connect with others and facilitate network development.
Third, 19 participants made 21 references to physical obstacles present in the
workplace that acted as barriers to network development. To elaborate, participants
described how the physical layout of furniture, buildings, or the type of furniture used in
their offices hindered communication and socialization with their co-workers. I
considered these design and building layout choices as physical manifestations of
company culture. Much in the way that Google has an innovative culture enhanced by
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open and collaborative workspaces, participants identified the physically closed spaces in
their workplaces as a hindrance to network development. For instance, a 24-year old
White male stated that “we a have a very large building and (we are) dispersed
throughout, so it is a real challenge to just converse casually” and a 58-year old White
male suggested that “our cubicles are separated enough that it is awkward to talk openly
with someone more than one cubicle away.” Accordingly, the impact of working in a
company with a climate that endorses the presence of physical barriers is that network
development can be affected negatively because “we are mostly in cubicles and so it
makes it hard to form a good strong relationship” (20-year-old White male). In sum, these
quotes illustrate that the number of physical barriers present at work can affect network
formation and development.
Job structure. Next, the results from the content analysis suggested that a
relationship exists between social network variables and how employees’ jobs are
structured. The job structure theme was comprised of references covering the following
topics: (a) hierarchy in the organization, (b) interconnectedness of job tasks with other
employees, and/or (c) physical distance outside of the work building. In total, 69
references mentioned one or more of the categories in this theme. Next, I discuss these
three sub-dimensions of job structure to identify their relationship with social network
variables.
First, the type of hierarchical structure a company adopts is an aspect of the job
that affects how many co-workers an employee is formally connected to. Not
surprisingly, the organizational hierarchy may affect what, or how many, opportunities
employees have to form relationships with their co-workers. Interestingly, the references
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to hierarchy did not suggest that these formal connections assisted network development,
however. On the contrary, hierarchical structure was often cited as a hindrance in the
formation of relationships. The following comment, made by a 29-year-old Black male,
demonstrates how this type of structure is related negatively to his network development:
My network is very hierarchical, even though it is a small organization. The
"higher-ups" for the most part like to stay separate from the others, which makes
it hard to create a friendly atmosphere. It becomes one more of a
"boss/subordinate" relationship instead of a "team" environment, which is what I
prefer.
Moreover, other participants stated that they did not form relationships with other coworkers if the possibility existed that an employee could rise above them in the
hierarchical structure. To elaborate, a 42-year old White female stated the following
when asked about the barriers to forming relationships that existed in her workplace:
There are barriers to forming relationships in the workplace. The biggest one for
me is that I never know who will be promoted and end up in a supervisory role
over me. Someone can be a friend and confidante one day, and someone with
whom that kind of relationship is inappropriate the next. I have to choose
carefully who I choose to relate to in a more personal way, always knowing that
there is some risk.
As these quotes illustrate, how employees’ jobs are positioned within the organization’s
hierarchy affected social networking variables. Specifically, it seems that a tall (as
opposed to flat) hierarchy leads to segregation of employees at different hierarchical
levels, which stifled the creation and maintenance of relationships. Overall, there were 21
references to hierarchical structure in the data.
Second, the 28 references to interconnectedness suggested that a positive
relationship existed between social network variables and the level of interconnectedness
demanded by employees’ jobs. Essentially, the more that employees’ job tasks were
interconnected with their co-workers, or the more dependent they were on each other for
129

job completion, the easier it became to form deeper relationships with those co-workers.
To illustrate this point, a 26-year-old White male shared “this large amount of time spent
in collaboration yields very strong, positive relationships.” As this quote suggests,
because of the interconnectedness required at his job, he had the opportunity to develop
close relationships with others because his job depended on it. Moreover, as a 28-year old
White male identified, “we're in it together and so I identify with them because of that.”
As such, the level of interconnectedness needed to complete employees’ jobs not only
provided opportunities for relationship formation, but this kind of structure also supplied
a bond so that employees felt they had the same goals and objectives. On the contrary,
when job tasks were not interconnected, network development was often stalled. A 27year old White male disclosed that “the most obvious obstacle is that most of the time,
members of my work group are working individually.” Therefore, job task
interconnectedness seemed to have a positive relationship with multiple aspects of social
networking.
Third, 20 employees in 20 different references spoke to the role that physical
distance played in their ability to have strong and developed network connections. A
majority of the references in this category described the struggles that telecommuters
faced in developing their social networks. To illustrate this point, I share the following
statement, provided by a 32-year-old White male:
One of the biggest barriers I face is that I work primarily from home. Even when I
go into the office, there is no one from my immediate division/team in that office.
Everyone else on my team is in other states, so this makes it hard to connect with
them.
Therefore, as more jobs are structured so that travel is required, working from home is an
option, or employees are completely removed from physical work buildings, it is
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important to account for how these types of job structures may affect employees’ social
networks so that network development is not affected negatively.
Employee – Level Factors
Eighty-two of the 120 participants in the sample identified an employee-related
individual difference characteristic as a factor that affected the development and
maintenance of their workplace networks. Overall, there were 91 references to an
employee-related characteristic in the data. These references were represented by two
themes: surface-level and deep-level characteristics. Next, I discuss these two themes
and their components in further detail.
Individual differences (surface-level). In describing types of diversity, researchers
often refer to surface-level (i.e., visible) and deep-level (i.e., invisible) characteristics
(Bell, 2007). Attributes that are visible refer to readily observable demographic features,
including ethnicity, gender, and age. Invisible variables refer to underlying demographic
or psychological characteristics (e.g., personality, motivation, and values). To begin, I
will discuss the one surface-level characteristic (besides sex and race) that was mentioned
in the data: age. Please note that I specifically asked participants about the role that sex
and racioethnicity play in the development of their social networks. As such, I did not
include those responses as a finding that emerged from the data because they were
prompted topics.
Age was referenced 65 times, meaning that age differences among coworkers
were some of the most commonly cited barriers to forming/developing social networks at
work. Age was mentioned almost as many times as sex and racioethnicity were, though
age was not a specific factor that I asked participants to comment on. To illustrate the
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importance of age as a characteristic that is related to employee network variables, I share
the following response from a 37-year-old White male:
In my office, which consist of about 25 people, we are of all ages. (The …)
youngest worker is about 25 and oldest 65. I have young adult children so I get
along good with everyone and can readily understand some of the younger
workers mindsets. But in general, strong relationships at work are not built
between people that have a large age range between them.
Not surprisingly, participants noted that the inverse of this relationship was true, as well.
Specifically, age similarity seemed to enhance the likelihood of strong network ties with
co-workers. This was described in a response given by a 24-year-old White female: “I do
work with a lot of people around the same age group as myself so that does make it easier
to have things in common with peers.” Hence, participants identified age as surface-level
characteristics that affects network relationships in much of the same way proposed for
sex and racioethnic differences.
Individual differences (deep-level). Next, I discuss the five deep-level
characteristics that were mentioned by participants and the relationships these topics have
with social networking processes. As I noted earlier in this chapter, deep-level factors can
refer to demographic or psychological attributes that are invisible to others at first glance.
Two demographic attributes (tenure, family obligations) and three psychological factors
(personality, background, values) were identified by participants as deep-level individual
differences related to social network variables.
First, tenure is a deep-level characteristic because it is not an attribute that can be
determined by only looking at another person. Tenure was referenced 26 times within the
data. Overall, in the references made to tenure, participants suggested that when
employees in a workplace have tenure similarity, that it is easier to form relationships
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than when employees have more (or less) tenure than themselves. For example, a 29year-old Middle Eastern female highlighted that having a shorter tenure than her coworkers translated into having weak relationships with her co-workers. [“Some of my
coworkers have been there for a long time so I am still kind of new and they don't know
me that well.”] Conversely, when employees and their co-workers had long tenures tie
strength was enhanced because "we have worked together for so long we are like family
(29-year-old White female)." Therefore, tenure likely has a positive relationships with
social networking variables like tie strength and degree centrality.
Data from the tenure references also showed that even though employees
personally found it harder to develop their social networks when their tenure was
different than that of their co-workers, sometimes others perceived tenure differences
positively. Specifically, a 64-year-old White female mentioned “we bring new people
into the fold whenever we can. This keeps ideas fresh, and has brought marketing up to
speed faster than expected.” As such, tenure is an important aspect of the company
culture that can affect characteristics of employees’ social networks but it may be only a
temporary barrier to the formation of relationships.
Second, 21 references were made to family obligation, a deep-level demographic
characteristic. Not surprisingly, this category was the theme most commonly referenced
by female participants. Overall, women felt isolated and alienated from others in their
workplace due to family obligations, especially when their family statuses included
caring for children. For instance, a 40-year-old Hispanic female illustrated how family
obligations affected network outcomes negatively for her in the following quote:
I am married with a child and do not have much in common with the twenty
somethings that work with me and are single. They like to go out everyday after
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work drinking and partying and that's not my scene. Therefore, it makes it harder
to form friendships with them since we don't have much in common.
It is important to note that some men provided similar quotes, as well. Like this 27-yearold White male who stated the following:
While I get along very well with my coworkers, there are very few interest and
lifestyle similarities between me and them. I don't have any kids and have
different political views than my coworkers, which limits conversation a bit.
Within the category of family obligations, it was interesting that some participants
identified that having high levels of family obligations can actually serve as a bonding
agent that facilitates the strengthening of relationships within the workplace. For
example, a 30-year old White female noticed the following:
I do identify with most of the people in my work network. The majority of us are
mothers (actually most are women) who are trying to earn funds whether it be as
the main source of income or for just a bit extra on the side. I know the challenges
that come from raising a family while trying to earn income.
As this quote in particular illustrates, family obligations do not have to be a hindrance to
connecting with others in the workplace. Thinking of this demographic characteristics as
an attribute that employees can bond over can help to strengthen network ties.
Next, I discuss the three psychological factors (personality, background, values)
that were identified in the data as deep-level individual differences related to social
network variables. Fifty-three references were made to the importance of various
personality characteristics that employees desired in their alters so that their workplace
relationships would be successful. In fact, personality characteristics seemed to be a key
attribute that employees looked for when forming relationships with co-workers. Many
participants illustrated how personality similarity can affect network outcomes positively.
For instance, a 19-year-old White male shared the following:
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The people in the company I work for are all rather similar in personality, which
makes the work environment extremely laid back. It also helps on the sales floor
for the conversation to flow and for everything to just fall into place.
Contrastingly, dissimilarity in personality characteristics had a negative relationship with
network variables. For example, a 32-year-old White female stated “I personally do not
get along with many people at work simply because they are not outgoing and don't seem
like someone I'd like to get to know more.” Therefore, a mesh in personality
characteristics affects employees’ willingness to make connections with others. As these
quotes illustrate, personality is an important aspect of employees that affects network
development.
Fourth, there were 51 references to the importance of similar backgrounds in
providing a foundation for the relationships that formed within the workplace.
Participants suggested that a common work background enemy (bad boss, low pay, bad
working conditions) facilitated strong bonds. Specifically, a 34-year-old White female
demonstrated how shared struggles helped her develop a bond with her co-workers in the
following quote: “It seems like we are all hard-working and stressed out, and we struggle
at times to make ends meet. We also share an aversion to the demanding customers who
patronize our store.”
Moreover, sharing a background outside of work also facilitates network
characteristics. For example, sharing an alma mater or a church affiliation also affects
relationships and how they develop in the workplace. A 40-year-old White male noted
this when he stated “as we are all similar in upbringing, age and education, there is a lot
of common ground to further promote these working relationships.” Alternatively, a
unique background that is distinct from others in the workplace can have a negative effect
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on relationship formation, as demonstrated in this quote made by a 29-year-old Middle
Eastern female: “I guess it is a cultural thing, my coworkers and I do not have much in
common. I would like to be friends with them but I just haven't made a strong connection
yet.” Therefore, a shared background is an important aspect associated with employees
that affects their network development.
Fifth, 72 employees through 94 references described the effect that deep-level
value similarity played a part in their ability to have strong and developed network
connections. Essentially, sharing values facilitated tie strength because the chemistry
created from this type of similarity enhanced initial connections made between
employees. For instance, a 42-year-old White female demonstrated this in the following
response:
I identify strongly with people within my work network, because we serve with
faith based non-profits. We share a similar faith, and we have all chosen to serve
in international development because we believe in these causes, often leaving
higher-paying careers to follow this path.
As such, on one hand, sharing values (i.e., a similar faith) can provide employees with a
bond that serves as a foundation to deepen relationships. On the other hand, value
dissimilarity can have a negative effect on network relationships. Specifically, if values
do not mesh, then a wedge can form between co-workers that hinders networking. For
example, a 36-year-old White male stated:
Frequently, my interests mark me as "odd" and I have little interest in some of
the common topics in casual conversation such as sports or TV. Some people
interpret this as aloof or eccentric behavior.
Overall, these quotes illustrate that deep-level similarity, particularly in values, can affect
network development.
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Co-Worker – Level Factors
Overall, there were 121 references to co-worker - related characteristics in the
data. These references were represented by one theme: relationship development
opportunities. Generally, these references discuss how co-workers behave in ways that
enhance or hinder relationship development. In the subsequent paragraphs I discuss this
theme and the four components within it, in more detail.
Relationship development opportunities. First, 29 participants made 31 references
to the impact that socialization opportunities with their co-workers (inside the workplace)
had on various social network variables. Specifically, most of these references suggested
that when others are willing to have lunch or share smoking breaks, that these activities
provided opportunities to get to know other. The following comment, made by a 44-year
old female demonstrates the positive relationships between socialization opportunities
and network development: “We all get along really good. Everyone is very helpful and
friendly. It is an open environment where there are no enclosed offices … so it is real
easy to talk to anyone.”
Moreover, one participant, a 49-year old female, illustrated that even though
socialization opportunities were provided within the workplace, that sometimes these did
not enhance network development. Specifically, this participant said that “we really don't
have much time to chat, and it seems people are too busy to do the office "food day"
events that tend to encourage formation of relationships.” Consequently, even though
socialization opportunities at work can enhance network relationships, employees must
be willing to participate in the events to reap the networking benefits.
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Second, 34 references were made to the importance of the willingness for coworkers to participate in socialization opportunities outside of the work place and how
these activities enhance networks. It was evident from many references in this category
that attending activities such as dinners, drinks at a local bar, or family gatherings greatly
maximized employees’ connections and closeness with others that they worked with. For
instance, the following comment demonstrated how socialization opportunities outside of
work influenced network development positively for this 49-year old White female:
At least one or two of my co-workers hang out with me on a regular basis. We
sometimes take lunch together or go out for a game of pool or a few beers after
work. I know about their families, some of their relationships, some of the stresses
of the jobs they do and some of things about their lives outside of work.
Therefore, these socialization activities provide opportunities to connect with co-workers
and also a way to get social support about job-related concerns. Further, these
opportunities become even more important when the environment at work does not
support socializing. As a 19-year old White female stated “If you don't have time outside
of work to go and see these people and make friends, the serious work environment does
not always allow these friendships to form.” Thus, socialization outside of work relates to
the formation and deepening of strong bonds.
Interestingly, despite having positive effects on networks variables, a 27-year-old
White female pointed out that socialization opportunities could ultimately have a
negative influence for work outcomes because “when we are at work, we do not discuss
what goes on outside of work. If we were to bring up what goes on outside, if would
prevent us from doing our work to our full potential.” Therefore, the deep bonds that
result from taking part in socialization opportunities outside of work may be distracting
when it comes to performance on the job.
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Third, 36 references were made to different types of communication used by coworkers and how it affects the formation or development of network relationships. Some
of the communications references were gender-related and focused on the negative
affects of others ‘gossip and raunchy jokes on females’ network development in the
workplace. For example, a 34-year old female noted “I sometimes find it uncomfortable
when they (men) are joking around because it can get a little raunchy at times.” The other
portion of the communication references hinted that a relationship existed between social
network characteristics and other’s language difficulty. For example, the following
comment, made by a 26-year old female, demonstrated this relationship:
There are language and/or cultural barriers with some of the people I work with.
Which means we have problems relating to one another…. Mostly, these barriers
are language-based. Many of my coworkers speak English as a second language,
some of them with extremely heavy accents, and this can sometimes make it
difficult to communicate, let alone relate.
Therefore, as these quotes illustrate, communication issues can affect network
development and seem to stem from different sources whether they are gender or racialminority related.
Fourth, 20 references were made to employees’ feelings of isolation due to their
co-workers actions or attitudes at work. Sex or racioethnic minorities made most of the
references to isolation and described how these feelings prevented relationships from
forming at work. To demonstrate the relationship between isolation and negative social
network outcomes, I provide a quote from the response of a 34-year old White female:
I am not "one of the guys". Also, I am looked at as someone their wives would be
friends with. But when we do have outings with families, the wives tend to not
like me because I am close with their husbands.
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Other female participants were in similar situations in their workplaces. For example, a
24-year-old White female stated “I feel sad that I try to reach out to them, but because I
am different, they do not give me the time of day.” As a result of feeling isolated from
others in their work groups, these employees were not able to form connections with
others, despite efforts to do so.
Quantitative Applications to Study Model
The results from the content analysis showed support for many relationships
already proposed in this study. Specifically, themes identified in the qualitative data (e.g.,
isolation, shared values, shared background, interconnectedness) confirmed that focusing
on fit as a mediating mechanism in the study model was appropriate. Specifically, when
participants were prompted to discuss their social networks or the affects that sex and
race dissimilarity played in their social network development, many identified fit-related
variables as important. It is noteworthy to mention that these responses were given
without giving participants any questions that inquired about fit.
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CHAPTER 15
RESULTS: SAMPLE 2 (QUANTITATIVE DATA, STUDENTS)
Demographics
This sample consisted of more male (61.0%) than female participants. Further, a
majority of the sample were racioethnic minorities (68.5% Asian, 11.2% Black, 6.5%
Caucasian, 4.9% Other 4.7% Middle Eastern, and 4.3% Hispanic). In terms of the study
variables, 39.0% were sex-dissimilar and 93.5% were race-dissimilar when compared to a
network prototype (i.e., White male). Given these statistics, it seems that this is a unique
sample to test the study model with, as high concentrations of race-dissimilar individuals
are rarely found in traditional employee samples. Moreover, participants ranged in age
from 17 to 45 years old (M = 23.59, SD = 4.33).
Data Preparation
Descriptive Statistics. Means, standard deviations, correlations between variables,
and internal consistencies for this sample are reported in Table 1. When producing the
descriptive statistics for study variables I also examined skewness and kurtosis statistics
to assess normality. All variables were normally distributed. Then, when examining the
other aspects of the study variables it became apparent that concerns regarding degree
centrality in this sample were correct. To elaborate, 74.8% of the sample provided
information for all five social network connections (M = 4.41, SD = 1.17). Accordingly, a
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lack of variability in the responses for this variable confirmed my decision not to test the
degree centrality hypotheses in this sample.
Then, I compared the descriptive statistics for two calculations of the tie strength
variable to determine the best variation to use when testing the study hypotheses in this
sample. Previous literature (Perry-Smith, 2006) tested social network models with two
different versions of the tie strength duration sub-dimension: one that used a five-year,
and the other a ten-year, cut-off score. In that particular study by Perry-Smith (2006),
results did not differ based on using the five or ten-year cut off for tie strength frequency.
However, in examining the data from the current sample, the tie strength variable was
more range restricted at the 10-year cut-off version of the variable than the five-year
version. Specifically, when the 10-year cutoff was used, the sample had an average of
0.65 ties (SD = 1.01) that were characterized as strong; when the five-year cutoff was
used, the sample had an average of 1.90 ties (SD = 1.57) that were characterized as
strong. When coupled with the information that the average age of the sample was 23
years old, I decided to use the tie strength frequency variable calculated with the fiveyear cut-off, as using the 10-year would require that participants have known their ties for
approximately half their life (since childhood) to be characterized as strong network
connections. In sum, for testing tie strength in the current sample, using the 10-year cutoff as previous literature had used, seemed too restrictive.
Lastly, when reviewing the descriptive statistics for the variables of interest to the
study, I noticed that the GPA variable had a low number of responses. Particularly, only
71 students reported their GPA at Time 2. Consequently, I decided that using GPA as a
second measure of performance was not a good idea because the sample size would be
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too small when including this dependent variable in analyses. To state this in an
alternative way, power would be too low to test a mediated moderation model that has at
least four variables (at a minimum) if the sample size is less than approximately 80.
Therefore, I did not use GPA as a second measure of performance when testing the
hypotheses.
Scale reliabilities and validities. In an additional effort to check that all scales and
study variables were acceptable to use in the tests of hypotheses, I examined the internal
reliabilities and factor loadings of each scale/scale items. First, I analyzed different
calculations of the three dimensions of tie strength to see if a scale could be created
(Perry-Smith, 2006). The data did not suggest combining any of the subscale items to
create a tie strength scale. This is consistent with previous literature (e.g., Perry-Smith,
2006), as support for aggregation into a scale has not been found in other studies, either.
Specifically, The following analyses provided support for the decision to use the six tie
strength items (three strong and three weak) as individual items and not as a scale. For
example, when combining all six tie strength variables together the resulting alpha was .07 and deleting some items would have resulted in a scale with an alpha of .11; thus
suggesting that the resulting scale would not reach acceptable levels of internal
consistency for a scale. Then, I entered the three strong tie strength and the three weak tie
strength items separately in an effort to treat these as two dimensions of a tie strength
scale. Combining the three strong tie strength items together would have resulted in a
sub-scale with an alpha of .47, while combining the three weak tie strength items together
would have resulted in a sub-scale with an alpha of .40. Again, these reliability scores are
lower than the standard of .70, indicating that either combination would not produce a
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reliable scale to use in future analyses. As such, consistent with previous tie strength
research (Perry-Smith, 2006), the three sub-dimensions of tie strength (i.e., closeness,
frequency, and duration) did not function as a scale and therefore, I used each as a
separate item in the tests of study hypotheses.
Second, when examining the internal reliability statistics of the person-group fit
scale, the Cronbach’s alpha for the scale (alpha = .65) was lower than the cut-off
suggested for our field (i.e., alpha = .70). Further analyses suggested that by deleting the
first item of the scale (“I feel a strong connection…”) that the alpha for the scale would
be .76. To further justify recalculating the three-item scale into a two-item scale to
improve the internal consistency, I performed an principal component analysis of the
three original items. This analysis also suggested that the first item of the scale should be
deleted, as this item loaded on a separate factor than items 2 and 3 did. As such, I decided
to delete the first item and recalculate the variable using only two items. This adjusted
scale was used in all future analyses with this sample.
Third, I note that the internal reliabilities for other scales not mentioned thus far in
this chapter were well above the cut-off for the field (i.e., alphas ranged from .84-.93).
Moreover, analyses did not suggest that deleting items from these scales would result in
higher scale reliabilities. All internal consistency statistics are presented in Table 1 along
the diagonal of the correlation matrix. Fourth, I performed a confirmatory factor analyses
to provide evidence that I was measuring distinct constructs in the study. Specifically, I
examined person-group fit, person-organization fit, diversity climate, performance, and
satisfaction in two competing measurement models (see Table 2). A five-factor model
examined the goodness of fit when person-group fit, person-organization fit, diversity
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climate, performance, and satisfaction items loaded on independent factors. Next, a fourfactor model looked at person-group fit and person-organization fit on one factor and
diversity climate, performance, and satisfaction as independent factors. To compare the
goodness of fit of these measurement models, I relied on the chi-square test, the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the comparative fit index (CFI).
Models resulting in RMSEA values of less than .08, and CFI values of .90 or higher are
considered acceptable (Bentler, 1990). These model fit indices indicated that the fivefactor model provided the best fit to the data.
Tests of the Main Effect Hypotheses
Three control variables (school location, age, English comprehension) were
included in all analyses performed that tested main effect hypotheses. To analyze the
relationships between social network characteristics and performance, as proposed in
Hypotheses 1-3, I performed separate regressions. As a reminder, Hypothesis 1 was not
tested, as it involved degree centrality. Hypothesis 2, that proposed a relationship
between strong network ties and employee performance, was not supported. Specifically,
the three dimensions of strong ties, closeness (b = -.01, p = 0.81), duration (b = -.11, p =
0.08), and frequency (b = .01, p = 0.86), did not relate significantly to performance. Next,
Hypothesis 3, that projected a relationship between weak network ties and employee
performance, was not supported either, as the three dimensions of weak ties, closeness (b
= .03, p = 0.74), duration (b = .11, p = 0.08), and frequency (b = -.02, p = 0.80) did not
relate significantly to performance.
Next, I performed additional regressions to examine the relationship between
social network characteristics and satisfaction, as proposed in Hypotheses 4-6.
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Hypothesis 4 was not tested in this sample, as it involved degree centrality. Hypothesis 5,
which discussed a relationship between strong network ties and employee satisfaction,
was not supported. To elaborate, the three dimensions of strong ties - closeness (b = .03,
p = 0.63), duration (b = -.12, p = 0.10), and frequency (b = .02, p = 0.83) - did not relate
to satisfaction significantly. Moreover, Hypothesis 6, that proposed a relationship
between weak network ties and employee satisfaction, was not supported, as the three
dimensions of weak ties did not relate to satisfaction significantly. Specifically, the
closeness (b = -.03, p = 0.79), duration (b = -.13, p = 0.09), and frequency (b = -.01, p =
0.89) models were not significant.
In sum, of the six main effect hypotheses, four could be tested using the current
sample. These four hypotheses (i.e., Hypotheses 2, 3, 5, and 6) did not hold up to
traditional significance testing standards. However, from the pattern of analyses I noticed
that of the three forms of tie strength, duration seemed to relate more strongly to the
outcomes of interest as compared to the other two forms of tie strength (i.e., closeness,
frequency).
Test of Mediation Hypotheses
I used the Hayes (2011) SPSS macro (i.e., PROCESS, model 4, as depicted in
Figure 5) that allows for statistical control of covariates to test the proposed mediation
models. Three variables (school, age, English comprehension) were used as controls in
each mediation model.
Person-group fit and performance. To begin, I tested person-group fit as a
potential mediator to the social network characteristics - performance relationships.
Hypothesis 7a was not tested because it involved a relationship with degree centrality. To
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test Hypothesis 7b that proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the strong ties performance relationships, I ran three mediation models, one for each dimension of tie
strength (i.e., closeness, duration, and frequency). First, the number of strong close ties
did not relate to person-group fit significantly (b = .04, p = 0.64) though person-group fit
did relate to performance significantly (b = 0.25, p = 0.01). Second, the number of strong
duration ties did not relate to person-group fit (b = -0.06, p = 0.51); nevertheless, persongroup fit did significantly relate performance (b = 0.23, p = 0.01). Third, the number of
strong frequency ties did not relate to person-group fit (b = .07, p = 0.37) but persongroup fit did relate to performance significantly (b = 0.25, p = 0.01). Thus, in these
models the first stage (the relationship between the independent variable and mediator)
was not supportive of mediation. However, the second stage (the relationship between the
mediator and the dependent variable) related significantly to performance in each model.
As such, I did not find support for mediation and Hypotheses 7b was not supported.
Table 3 presents the results from the tests of Hypothesis 7b.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 7c that proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the
weak ties - performance relationships. First, the number of weak close ties did not relate
to person-group fit (b = -0.04, p = 0.72), but person-group fit did relate significantly to
performance (b = 0.25, p = 0.01). Second, the number of weak duration ties did not relate
to person-group fit (b = 0.09, p = 0.32); yet, person-group fit did relate to performance at
the .01 level of significance (b = 0.23, p = 0.01). Third, the number of strong frequency
ties did not relate to person-group fit significantly (b = -0.05, p = 0.48), though the
mediator (i.e., person-group fit) did relate to the dependent viable (i.e., performance; b = 0.25, p = 0.01) at a significant level. In sum, the independent variables did not relate to
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the mediator significantly, suggesting that there was no mediation, even though the
second stage (examining the person-group fit and performance relationships) proved
significant with all three forms of weak ties. Table 4 contains the results from the tests of
this hypothesis. Overall, there was not support for Hypothesis 7c.
Person-group fit and satisfaction. In this section I present the results of the tests
for person-group fit as a potential mediator to the social network characteristics –
satisfaction relationships. Hypothesis 8a was not tested because it included degree
centrality as part of the hypothesis. When testing Hypothesis 8b and 8c that proposed
person-group fit as a mediator of the tie strength - satisfaction relationships, I found a
similar patter of results as when I tested this relationship in the performance models (as
reported in the tests of Hypotheses 7b and 7c). This similar pattern of results stems from
the fact that the first stage of the mediation is the same as reported in these previous
analyses; therefore, because the first stage of mediation (i.e., the relationship between the
independent variables and the mediator) could not be established, the conclusion was that
the mediation would not be significant in the current hypotheses tests, either. For
completeness, I present the results from the second stage of mediation, as well. Persongroup fit did relate to satisfaction significantly in the following models (strong ties then
weak ties models are reported respectively): closeness (b = 0.29, p = 0.01; b = 0.29, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.27, p = 0.01; b = 0.26, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.01;
b = 0.29, p = 0.01). Therefore, the first stage of mediation (the relationship between the
number of ties and person-group fit) was insignificant and though the tests of the second
stage of mediation (the relationship between person-group fit and satisfaction) proved
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significant, Hypotheses 8b and 8c were not supported. Table 3 contains the results from
the tests of Hypothesis 8b and Table 4 the results from the tests of Hypothesis 8c.
Person-organization fit and performance. Next, I tested person-organization fit as
a potential mediator to the social network characteristics – performance relationships.
First, Hypothesis 9a was not tested, as it examined degree centrality. Second, in testing
Hypothesis 9b that proposed person-organization fit as a mediator of the strong ties performance relationships, I found that the number of strong ties did not relate to personorganization fit in the closeness (b = -.09, p = 0.10), duration, (b = -0.10, p = 0.09), and
frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.90) models. Moreover, person-organization fit did not relate to
performance significantly in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.02, p =
0.90), and frequency (b = 0.06, p = 0.61) models. Thus, in the case of perceivedorganization fit mediating the relationship between strong ties and performance,
Hypotheses 9b was not supported. These results are presented in Table 5.
Third, I tested Hypothesis 9c that proposed person-organization fit as a mediator
of the weak ties - performance relationships. To elaborate, the number of weak close ties
did not relate to person-organization fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.75) and person-organization fit
did not relate to performance significantly (b = 0.06, p = 0.62). Likewise, the number of
weak duration ties did not relate to person-group fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.75) and personorganization fit did not relate to performance significantly (b = 0.05, p = 0.68). Then, the
number of weak frequency ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = -0.09, p =
0.11) but person-organization fit did not relate to performance significantly (b = 0.06, p =
0.62). Accordingly, Hypotheses 9c was not supported, as perceived-organization fit did
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not mediate the relationship between weak ties and performance. These statistics are
presented in more detail in Table 6.
Person-organization fit and satisfaction. Next, I tested person-organization fit as a
potential mediator to the social network characteristics – satisfaction relationships.
Hypothesis 10a was not tested, as its main premise involved a relationship with degree
centrality. Then, in testing Hypothesis 10b and 10c that proposed person-organization fit
as a mediator of the tie strength - satisfaction relationships, I found the same pattern of
results as when testing this relationship with performance as a dependent variable.
Specifically, the first stage of the mediation was exactly the same in all three models (i.e.,
not significant) as it was in the performance models testing these relationships (i.e., tests
of Hypothesis 9b and 9c). Likewise, in the second stage, person-organization fit did relate
to satisfaction is the close ties (b = 0.51, p = 0.01; b = 0.47, p = 0.01) strong duration ties
(b = 0.42, p = 0.01; b = 0.44, p = 0.01), and strong frequencies ties (b = 0.47, p = 0.01; b
= 0.49, p = 0.01) models (strong tie then weak tie models are reported respectively).
Thus, though the second stage of mediation (when examining the mediator to the
dependent variable) proved significantly related to satisfaction in all three cases of strong
ties, the insignificant first stage of mediation (ties to person-organization fit relationships)
meant that Hypotheses 10b and 10c were not supported. Tests of these mediation models
are presented in their entirety in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Relational Dissimilarity as the Moderator
Again, I used the Hayes (2011) SPSS macro (i.e., PROCESS, model 7, as
depicted in Figure 5) that allows for statistical control of covariates to test the proposed
moderated mediation models. Because of the nature of the model (e.g., there are multiple
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intervening variables and multiple moderators), I chose not to use the macro provided by
Edwards and Lambert (2007) because it allows for only one variable at each stage of the
model. Nevertheless, the PROCESS macro follows the procedures outlined by Edwards
and Lambert to a large extent but it is advantageous in the current analyses because it
allows for multiple intervening variables simultaneously. Further, I used three variables
(school, age, English comprehension) as controls in each of the moderated mediation
models.
Degree centrality and performance. As explained previously, Hypotheses 11a-d
were not tested in the current sample.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Also, Hypotheses 12a-d were not tested.
Strong ties and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 13a that proposed sex
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit –
performance relationship. To begin, I attempted to establish that the strong ties x sex
dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.18, p = 0.43),
duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.92), and frequency (b = 0.24, p = 0.33) models. Unfortunately,
first stage moderation did not occur. However, person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.24, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. Overall, Hypothesis 13a was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 13b, that propositioned race homophily as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – performance
relationship. Results showed that the strong ties x race dissimilarity interaction did not
relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.09, p = 0.69), duration (b = -0.08, p =
0.77), and frequency (b = -0.07, p = 0.78) models. Furthermore, person-group fit did
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significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.24, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 13b was not
supported.
Then, to test Hypothesis 13c (sex homophily was proposed as a potential first
stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationships),
I hoped to establish that the strong ties x sex dissimilarity interaction related to personorganization fit. First stage moderation did not occur, as this interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.25, p = 0.12), duration (b
= -0.05, p = 0.75), or frequency (b = -0.31, p = 0.09) models. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p =
0.61), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.89), and frequency (b = 0.02, p = 0.81) models. Thus,
Hypothesis 13c was not supported, as neither moderation nor mediation was found.
Hypothesis 13d suggested that racioethnic homophily would act as a first stage
moderator in the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationship. I tested
this hypothesis and found that the strong ties x race dissimilarity interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.23, p = 0.16), duration (b =
-0.05, p = 0.78), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.67) models. Moreover personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p =
0.62), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.96), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models.
Therefore, Hypothesis 13d was not supported.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Next, I chose to test the notion that sex homophily as
a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships (i.e., Hypothesis 14a). To begin, I already established through previous test
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of hypotheses that the strong ties x sex dissimilarity interactions do not relate
significantly to person-group fit, suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist in
the current models, either. Further, we know from previous tests of hypotheses that
person-group fit does significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness, duration, and
frequency models. As such, it was not surprising that the tests of the current hypothesis
show that Hypothesis 14a was not supported. Specifically, the test of moderation was not
significant though the mediator related the dependent variable significantly in all three
cases.
Likewise, the tests of Hypothesis 14b demonstrated results that I have presented
previously, as well. To elaborate, this hypothesis proposed that race homophily would act
as a potential first stage moderator in the strong ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationship. Established through previous test of hypotheses is the fact that the strong
ties x race dissimilarity interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit. Then, I
knew from previous tests of hypotheses that person-group fit does significantly relate to
satisfaction in the closeness, duration, and frequency models. This is, in fact, what the
tests of the current hypothesis showed (the exact numbers were reported previously in
this chapter). In sum, Hypothesis 14b was not corroborated.
Moreover, similar patterns of results are seen when testing Hypothesis 14c (and
14d) that proposed sex (racioethnic) homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the
strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationships. In sum, I was not able
to establish that the strong ties x sex or strong ties race dissimilarity interactions related
to person-organization fit though person-organization fit related to satisfaction
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significantly in all three tie strength models (for sex and race dissimilarity). Therefore,
Hypothesis 14c and Hypothesis 14d were not supported.
Weak ties and performance. Then, I tested Hypothesis 15a that proposed sex
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit –
performance relationship. To begin, I attempted to establish that the weak ties x sex
dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.18, p = 0.64),
duration (b = 0.28, p = 0.23), and frequency (b = 0.13, p = 0.61) models. As these results
demonstrate, first stage moderation did not occur. Then, person-group fit did relate
significantly to satisfaction in the three tie strength models: closeness (b = 0.25, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.23, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01). Hence,
Hypothesis 15a was not upheld because there was no support for moderation or
mediation.
I tested the next part of Hypothesis 15, Hypothesis 15b, that proposed race
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit –
performance relationship. I tested this hypothesis by first trying to establish that the weak
ties x race dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.07, p
= 0.85), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.99), and frequency (b = 0.05, p = 0.84) models;
however, first stage moderation did not occur. Second, person-group fit did significantly
relate to performance in all three models, exactly as reported in the previous paragraph.
Thus, Hypothesis 15b was not supported.
Subsequently, I performed analyses to see if the weak ties x sex dissimilarity
interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.29, p = 0.31),
duration (b = -0.12, p = 0.51), or frequency (b = 0.08, p = 0.66) models. This was the first
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step to formally test Hypothesis 15c that proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage
moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – performance relationship. The
results suggested that first stage moderation did not occur in these models. Additionally,
person-organization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b =
0.06, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.05, p = 0.70), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models.
Accordingly, Hypothesis 15c was not supported.
In testing the final part of Hypothesis 15 (i.e., tested Hypothesis 15d), I examined
three moderated mediation models to determine if race homophily acted as a potential
first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationship. I was not able to establish that the weak ties x race dissimilarity interaction
related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.19, p = 0.46), duration (b = 0.25,
p = 0.20), or frequency (b = 0.06, p = 0.73) models. Thus, the number of weak ties did
not interact with race homophily to relate significantly to person-organization fit. Further,
person-organization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b =
0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.04, p = 0.75), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models.
These insignificant relationships meant that Hypothesis 15d was not supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Next, I was interested in the effect that weak ties had
on fit and then satisfaction when interacting with homophily. This notion is captured in
Hypothesis 16a (and 16b) that proposed sex (racioethnic) homophily as a potential first
stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. To begin,
we know through previous test of hypotheses [i.e., Hypotheses 15a (15b) that looked at
the same model but with performance as a dependent variable] that the weak ties x
network homophily interactions do not relate significantly to person-group fit; this

155

suggests that first stage moderation does not exist in the current models, either. Further,
we know from previous tests of hypotheses that person-group fit does significantly relate
to performance in the closeness, duration, and frequency models. These exact patterns
were found in analyzing the test of the current hypothesis; in fact, the model was
composed of exact number reported in two previously tested models. Thus, Hypothesis
16a (and 16b) were not supported.
Largely, similar patterns of results were found when testing Hypothesis 16c that
proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – personorganization fit – performance relationships and Hypothesis 16d that suggested race
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit –
performance relationships. In sum, I was not able to establish that the weak ties x sex or
weak ties x race homophily interactions related to person-organization fit. However,
person-organization fit significantly related to satisfaction significantly in all sex tie
strength models (three models for sex and three for race homophily). Thus, Hypothesis
16c and Hypothesis 16d were not supported.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Prototype Dissimilarity as the Moderator
Degree centrality and performance. Hypotheses 17a-d were not tested for reasons
discussed previously in this chapter.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Hypotheses 18a-d also were not tested.
Strong ties and performance. First, to explore the impact of prototypical
dissimilarity in the study model I began by testing Hypothesis 19a that proposed sex
prototypical dissimilarity as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – persongroup fit – performance relationships. The strong ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity
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interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.23, p =
0.15) and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.96) models but did relate significantly to persongroup fit in the duration (b = -0.38, p = 0.01) model. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.23, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. In sum, it appears that there
was mediation and moderation in the duration model, as shown in Table 7.
To further explore the moderation effects in the duration model, I plotted the
number of strong duration ties - person-group fit relationship at two levels of sex
prototypical dissimilarity: (a) sex similarity (men) and (b) sex dissimilarity (women). The
graphic illustration of this interaction, presented in Figure 6, revealed that the positive
effect of strong duration ties on person-group fit is enhanced when sex prototypical
dissimilarity is low (i.e., when there is sex similarity to the network prototype). However,
when there is sex dissimilarity as compared to the network prototype, the relationship
between strong duration ties and person-group fit is actually negative. Simple slopes
(Aiken & West, 1991) were also calculated and are presented in Figure 6. Thus,
Hypothesis 13a was partially supported, as sex prototypical dissimilarity acted as a first
stage moderator in the mediated model with strong duration ties, person-group fit, and
performance. These results were not replicated with the closeness and frequency models,
and thus the hypothesis was not fully supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 19b that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – performance
relationships. I first wanted to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity
interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.17, p = 0.76), duration (b =
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0.40, p = 0.07), and frequency (b = -0.44, p = 0.18) models to prove that first stage
moderation occurred in these models – it did not, however. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.24, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 19b was not
supported.
I tested Hypothesis 19c that suggested sex prototype dissimilarity would act as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. The strong ties x sex prototype dissimilarity interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.79), duration (b =
0.06, p = 0.56), and frequency (b = 0.14, p = 0.21) models, suggesting that first stage
moderation does not exist. Further, person-organization fit did not significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.91), and
frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models. Thus, Hypothesis 19c was not supported.
Hypothesis 19d proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a potential first stage
moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationships. I was
unable to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity interaction related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.08, p = 0.85), duration (b = -0.07, p =
0.68), and frequency (b = 0.09, p = 0.68) models, suggesting that first stage moderation
does not exist. Further, person- organization fit did not significantly relate to performance
in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.96), and frequency (b =
0.07, p = 0.62) models. Thus, Hypothesis 19d was not supported.
Strong ties and satisfaction. In the next set of analyses, I look at satisfaction as the
dependent variable in the set of models that were just tested using performance as the
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dependent variable. First, I tested Hypothesis 20a that suggested sex prototype
dissimilarity would act as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – persongroup fit – satisfaction relationships. We know from the previous set of analyses (i.e., the
tests of Hypotheses 19a and 19b) that the strong durations ties x sex prototype
dissimilarity would relate to person-group fit significantly but not in the closeness or
frequency models. Further, we know from previous tests of hypotheses that person-group
fit does significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness, duration, and frequency
models. In sum, Hypothesis 20a was partially supported because the duration model was
significant but the closeness and frequency models were not significant. The duration
model is presented in Table 7 and the moderation part of the model was shown in Figure
6.
Essentially, the tests of Hypothesis 20b that proposed race prototype dissimilarity
as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships showed results that I have presented previously, as well. To elaborate, we
know through previous test of hypotheses (i.e., Hypotheses 19b that examined this model
with performance as the dependent variable) that the strong ties x race prototype
dissimilarity interaction does not relate significantly to person-group fit, suggesting that
first stage moderation does not exist in the current models, either. Then, we know from
previous tests of hypotheses that person-group fit does significantly relate to satisfaction
in the closeness, duration, and frequency models. This is, in fact, what the test of the
current hypothesis shows. As such, Hypothesis 14b was not supported.
Moreover, similar patterns of results are produced when tests for Hypothesis 20c
and 20d were performed. When examining sex and race prototype dissimilarity as
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potential first stage moderators of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. Effectively, person-organization fit significantly related to satisfaction in
all six models (three for sex and three for race prototype dissimilarity). However, I was
not able to establish that the strong ties x sex prototype or strong ties race prototype
dissimilarity interactions related to person-organization fit. Thus, Hypothesis 20c and
Hypothesis 20d were not supported.
Weak ties and performance. In this next set of analyses the effect of weak ties on
fit and then performance were examined when accounting for the moderating role of
prototypical dissimilarity. Hypothesis 21a proposed sex prototypical dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – performance
relationship. To formally test this hypothesis I sought to establish that the weak ties x sex
prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.09, p = 0.70), duration (b = 0.11, p = 0.50), and frequency (b = -0.24, p = 0.12) models.
Unfortunately, first stage moderation did not occur in these three models. Further,
person-group fit did significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.23, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. However,
because the moderation and the mediation was not established, Hypothesis 21a was not
supported.
Next, Hypothesis 21b proposed that race prototypical dissimilarity would serve as
a first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – performance relationships.
To test this hypothesis I examined the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity
interaction to see if it related significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.17, p
= 0.77), duration (b = -0.36, p = 0.13), and frequency (b = 0.67, p = 0.10) models.
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Nevertheless, I was not able to establish first stage moderation. Person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in all three models, though exactly as you would
expect given the relationships reported in the previous paragraphs. Overall, Hypothesis
15b was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 21c that proposed sex prototypical dissimilarity
as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit –
performance relationship. The weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity interaction did
not related significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.05, p = 0.78),
duration (b = -0.03, p = 0.76), and frequency (b = -0.10, p = 0.31) models; therefore,
moderation was not present. Additionally, person-organization fit did not significantly
relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.06, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.05, p = 0.68),
and frequency (b = 0.06, p = 0.62) models. Thus, Hypothesis 15c was not supported.
Hypothesis 21d was tested next. This hypothesis proposed that race prototypical
dissimilarity was a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization
fit – performance relationship. Unfortunately, I tested the first part of the model, that the
weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person- organization fit,
but found that it did not in the closeness (b = -0.22, p = 0.60), duration (b = -0.03, p =
0.87), and frequency (b = -0.12, p = 0.67) models. Moreover, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b =
0.04, p = 0.75), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models. Thus, Hypothesis 15d was not
supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Next, in testing Hypotheses 22a-22d it was apparent
that these hypotheses were not going to be supported because each part of these models
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had been tested in previous analyses and only non-significant results were found.
Specifically, I tested Hypothesis 22a and 22b that proposed prototypical homophily (sex,
race) as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships. To begin, we know through previous test of hypotheses (i.e., Hypotheses
21a and 21b) that the weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity and weak ties x
racioethnic prototypical dissimilarity interaction did not relate significantly to persongroup fit. Even though previous tests of hypotheses show that person-group fit does
significantly relate to performance in the closeness, duration, and frequency models,
Hypothesis 22a and 22b was not supported.
The same pattern of results were found when testing Hypothesis 22c and 22d that
proposed sex and racioethnic prototypical homophily as a potential first stage moderator
of the weak ties – person-organization fit – performance relationships. All in all, personorganization fit significantly related to satisfaction in all six of these tie strength models
(for sex and race prototypical dissimilarity). However, I was not able to establish that the
weak ties x sex or race prototypical dissimilarity interaction related significantly to
person-organization fit. Thus, Hypothesis 22c and Hypothesis 22d were not supported.
Tests of Diversity Climate as a First Stage Moderator
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Diversity Climate and Relational
Dissimilarity as Moderators
This next set of hypotheses tests three way interactions between a social network
characteristics, a dissimilarity moderator, and diversity climate and this interactions’
affect on a type of fit and a subsequent outcome (i.e., satisfaction, performance).
Essentially, this next section duplicates all of the analyses that tested and reported on

162

moderated mediation models but adds the component of diversity climate as an additional
influence at Stage 1 of the mediation. Again, I used the Hayes (2011) SPSS macro (i.e.,
PROCESS, model 11, as depicted in Figure 5) that allows for statistical control of
covariates to test the proposed moderated mediation models.
Degree centrality and performance. As foretold previously in this chapter,
Hypotheses 23a-23d were not tested because they involved degree centrality.
Strong ties and performance. Hypothesis 24a proposed that diversity climate is a
first stage moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-group fit – performance
relationship. Findings demonstrate that the strong ties x sex homophily x diversity
climate interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b =
0.26, p = 0.49), duration (b = 0.06, p = 0.82), or frequency (b = 0.34, p = 0.27) models.
Further, it should not be a surprise that person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.24, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. Results from the second part of these models have
been presented before, as the second parts of the models have not changed from the
previous section. Thus, Hypothesis 24a was not supported.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 24b that proposed diversity climate as a first stage
moderator of the strong ties x race homophily – person-group fit – performance
relationship. I tried to establish that the strong ties x race homophily x diversity climate
interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.03, p = 0.95), duration (b =
0.48, p = 0.11), and frequency (b = -0.27, p = 0.39) models, but was unable to establish
this since the relationships were not significant. Further, as reported previously, persongroup fit does relate significantly to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01),
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duration (b = 0.24, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. However,
overall, Hypothesis 24b was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 24c to see if diversity climate acted as a first
stage moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit –
performance relationship. The strong ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction
did not relate significantly to person-organization fit in any of the three tie strength
models: closeness (b = -0.32, p = 0.24), duration (b = -0.23, p = 0.21), or frequency (b =
0.19, p = 0.39). Further, as I have reported previously, person-organization fit does not
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.61), duration (b =
0.02, p = 0.89), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models. As such, Hypothesis 24c was
not supported.
Investigating the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the strong
ties x race homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship was the idea
behind Hypothesis 24d. I first wanted to establish that the strong ties x race homophily x
diversity climate interaction related to person- organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.02,
p = 0.96), duration (b = -0.24, p = 0.24), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.27) models, but
was unsuccessful. Further, as reported previously, person-organization fit did not
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.96), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models. Thus, Hypothesis 24d was not
supported.
Weak ties and performance. Afterward, I tested Hypothesis 25a that positioned
diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x sex homophily – persongroup fit – performance relationship. The weak tie x sex homophily x diversity climate

164

interaction was not related significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.43, p
= 0.52), duration (b = 0.31, p = 0.26), and frequency (b = -0.15, p = 0.64) models,
suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist. Yet, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.23, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models, as reported previously.
However, Hypothesis 25a was not supported.
Thereafter, I tested the second part of Hypothesis 25, Hypothesis 25b, that
proposed diversity climate is a first stage moderator of the weak ties x race homophily –
person-group fit – performance relationships. The weak ties x race homophily x diversity
climate interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 1.02, p = 0.22), duration (b = -0.53, p = 0.06), or frequency (b = 0.23, p = 0.52) models.
Person-group fit did, however, significantly relate to performance in all three models, in
the same manner reported previously in this chapter. In sum, Hypothesis 25b was not
supported.
Then, when investigating diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak
ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship (as proposed in
Hypothesis 25c), I was unable to show that the weak ties x sex homophily x diversity
climate interaction related to person-organization fit. To elaborate, the relationship was
not significant in the closeness (b = -0.14, p = 0.78), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.99), or
frequency (b = -0.28, p = 0.18) models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not
exist. Additionally, person-organization fit did not significantly relate to performance, as
reported previously. Thus, Hypothesis 25c was not supported.
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Hypothesis 25d proposed that diversity climate is a first stage moderator of the
weak ties x race homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship. To test
this notion I first sought to confirm that the weak ties x race homophily x diversity
climate interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.06, p = 0.92),
duration (b = 0.13, p = 0.49), and frequency (b = -0.12, p = 0.64) models; I was
unsuccessful in doing establishing these relationships. Further, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance, as I have reported previously. Thus, Hypothesis
25d was not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Hypotheses 26a-26d were not tested.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Next, I tested the same group of hypotheses presented
above but do so examining satisfaction, as opposed to performance, as the dependent
variable of interest. First, Hypothesis 27a proposed that diversity climate is a first stage
moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships. In the strong ties and performance paragraph of the preceding section, I
demonstrated that the strong ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction did not
relate to person-group fit in the closeness, duration, or frequency models, suggesting that
first stage moderation does not exist. Yet, the second part of the mediation was confirmed
[person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.30, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.28, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.31, p = 0.01) models],
Hypothesis 27a was not supported.
Second, I formally tested Hypothesis 27b that proposed diversity climate as a first
stage moderator of the strong ties x race homophily interaction – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship. I already reported in the previous section of this chapter that the
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strong ties x race homophily x diversity climate interaction did not relate significantly to
person-group fit. As such, moderation could not be established. Further, person-group fit
did significantly relate to satisfaction, as reported in the previous paragraph. However,
mediation could not be established in these models. Consequently, Hypothesis 27b was
not supported.
Third, a similar pattern of results can be seen in examining the tests of
Hypotheses 27c and 27d that positioned diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the
strong ties x homophily (sex, race) – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship.
Essentially, I previously reported that the strong ties x homophily x diversity climate
interactions did not relate to person-organization fit, suggesting that first stage
moderation does not exist. Further, person-organization fit did significantly relate to
satisfaction in both the sex and race homophily models. However, moderation and
mediation could not be established, suggesting that Hypothesis 27c and 27d were not
supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. After that, I tested the notion that diversity climate
behaved as a first stage moderator of the close ties x sex homophily – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship (i.e., Hypothesis 28a). In the weak ties and performance
paragraph in the preceding section, I reported that the weak ties x sex homophily x
diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit. This was consistent for the
closeness, duration, and frequency models. Thus, even though, person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.30, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.28,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.31, p = 0.01) models, moderation not mediation could be
established. As such, Hypothesis 28a was not supported.
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Next, I tested the second part of Hypothesis 28, Hypothesis 28b, which explored
the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x race homophily –
person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. In the weak ties and performance paragraph
presented previously, I demonstrated that the weak ties x race homophily x diversity
climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit. Further, even though person-group
fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.29, p = 0.01), duration (b
= 0.26, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.01) models, Hypothesis 28b was not
supported because only part of the model (the latter half) was significant.
The third part of Hypothesis 28, part c, proposed that diversity climate is a first
stage moderator of the weak ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction
relationship. Because it has already been established that the weak ties x sex homophily x
diversity climate interaction does not relate significantly to person-organization fit, it can
be determined that Hypothesis 28c was not supported. For the sake of completeness, I
will note that person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the
closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.52, p =
0.01) models.
Hypothesis 28d projected diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the strong
ties x race homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship. I tested this
notion but was unable to establish that the strong ties x race homophily x diversity
climate interaction related to person-organization fit (exact numbers reported previously
in the strong ties and performance paragraph in the preceding section). In addition,
person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p
= 0.01), duration (b = 0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.53, p = 0.01) models.
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However, that did not make it to where Hypothesis 28d was supported; it was in fact not
supported.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Diversity Climate and Prototype
Dissimilarity as Moderators
Degree centrality and performance. As suggested previously, Hypotheses 29a-b
were not tested using this sample.
Strong ties and performance. Hypothesis 30a proposed that diversity climate
would be a first stage moderator of the strong ties x prototypical dissimilarity – persongroup fit – performance relationship. However, first stage moderation could not be
established because the strong ties x prototypical dissimilarity (sex, then race,
respectively) x diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit
significantly. Specifically, this was the case in the closeness (b = -0.28, p = 0.28; b = 0.09, p = 0.85), duration (b = -0.22, p = 0.19; b = -0.86, p = 0.78), and frequency (b =
0.18, p = 0.39; b = -0.82, p = 0.38) models. Further, person-group fit did significantly
relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01; b = 0.24, p = 0.01), duration (b
= 0.23, p = 0.01; b = 0.24, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01; b = 0.25, p =
0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 30a was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 30b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the strong ties x prototype dissimilarity – person-organization fit –
performance relationships. To begin, I tested to establish that the strong ties x prototype
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.98; b = -0.24, p = 0.53), duration
(b = 0.16, p = 0.18; b = -0.38, p = 0.87), and frequency (b = 0.10, p = 0.51; b = -0.49, p =

169

0.49) models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.07, p =
0.61; b = 0.05, p = 0.78), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.91; b = 0.01, p = 0.96), and frequency
(b = 0.07, p = 0.61; b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models, as previously established in previous test
of hypotheses. In sum, none of the parts of these models were significant, indicating that
Hypothesis 30b was not supported.
Weak ties and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 31a that proposed diversity
climate as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties x sex prototypical
dissimilarity – person-group fit – performance relationships. To begin, I sought to
establish that the weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction
related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.95) duration (b = 0.10, p =
0.60), and frequency (b = -0.46, p = 0.04) models. It seemed that moderation was present
in the frequency model (Table 8). Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.25, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.23, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.01) models. Overall, this suggests that mediated moderation
was present in the frequency model but not in the closeness or duration models.
To probe this interaction present in the frequency model, I plotted the number of
sex prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction as it related to person-group
fit at two levels of the number of weak frequency ties: (a) sex similarity (men) and (b)
sex dissimilarity (women). The graphic illustration of this interaction, presented in Figure
7, revealed that (a) person-group fit was lower when there was prototypical similarity
(i.e., low levels of prototypical dissimilarity), (b) person-group fit was higher when there
was lower numbers of weak frequency ties, as compared to higher numbers of weak ties,
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and (c) person-group fit was lower when there was higher levels of diversity climate.
Simple slopes (Aiken & West, 1991) were also calculated and are presented in Figure 7.
Moreover, I tested to see if diversity climate was a potential first stage moderator
of the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity – person-group fit – performance
relationship. It was not, as the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity x diversity
climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.17, p = 0.74),
duration (b = -1.97, p = 0.29), and frequency (b = 0.59, p = 0.61) models, suggesting that
first stage moderation does not exist. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance in all three models, exactly as reported previously. In sum, Hypothesis 31a
was partially supported, as moderated mediation was found in one of the six models
tested.
Hypothesis 31b proposed diversity climate as a potential first stage moderator of
the weak ties x prototypical dissimilarity – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. To test this hypothesis, I tested to see if the weak ties x prototypical
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interactions related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.11, p = 0.76; b = 0.24, p = 0.77), duration
(b = -0.19, p = 0.13; b = 1.41, p = 0.29), and frequency (b = -0.07, p = 0.63; b = 0.48, p =
0.57) models. However, first stage moderation did not occur. Additionally, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.06, p =
0.62; b = 0.07, p = 0.62), duration (b = 0.05, p = 0.70; b = 0.04, p = 0.75), and frequency
(b = 0.06, p = 0.62; b = 0.07, p = 0.62) models, as reported previously. As such,
Hypothesis 31b was not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Hypotheses 32a-b were not tested.
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Strong ties and satisfaction. The tests of this next set of hypotheses have been
reported previously in this paper. To elaborate, Hypothesis 33a proposed diversity
climate as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties x sex prototype dissimilarity
– person-group fit – satisfaction relationships. Nevertheless, we know through examining
the same relationships with performance as the dependent variable (in the previous
section of this chapter) that the strong ties x sex prototype dissimilarity x diversity
climate interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit. Further, we know from
previous tests of hypotheses that person-group fit does significantly relate to satisfaction
in the closeness, duration, and frequency models. Putting these results together suggests
that the mediator related to the dependent variable in all three models but that the first
half of the model is not significant. The same is true for the models involving racioethnic
prototype dissimilarity as a moderator in place of sex prototype dissimilarity.
Consequently, Hypothesis 33a was not supported.
Further, I found a similar patterns of results when testing Hypothesis 33b that
proposed diversity climate as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties x sex and
racial prototype dissimilarity – person-organization fit – performance relationships. In
sum, I was not able to establish that the strong ties x sex prototype or strong ties x race
prototype dissimilarity interactions related to person-organization fit. Yet, personorganization fit significantly related to satisfaction in all six models (for sex and race
prototype dissimilarity). Thus, Hypothesis 33b was not supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Then, I tested Hypothesis 34a that proposed diversity
climate as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties x prototypical dissimilarity –
person-group fit – satisfaction relationships. We know through previous test of
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hypotheses that the weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate
interaction related to person-group fit in frequency (b = 0.46, p = 0.04), but not in the
closeness or duration models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist in one
of the three cases tested here. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to
satisfaction in all three models, exactly as reported previously. As such, it is apparent that
mediated moderation is present in one of three models here (i.e., the duration model).
Please refer to Figure 7 for an illustration of the three-way moderation found in the
moderated mediation model, as the moderation part of the model is the same as what was
presented previously in this section of the paper (when testing this model with
performance as the dependent variable).
Additionally, we know from previous tests of hypotheses that diversity climate
does not act as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity –
person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. This is demonstrated in results that I have
presented previously, as well. To elaborate, we know through previous test of hypotheses
that the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction did not
relate significantly to person-group fit. Then, we know from previous tests of hypotheses
that person-group fit does significantly relate to performance in the closeness, duration,
and frequency models. This is, in fact, what the test of the current hypothesis shows. In
sum, Hypothesis 34a was not supported.
Broadly, similar patterns of results are seen when testing Hypothesis 34b that
proposed diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x prototypical sex
and race dissimilarity – person-organization fit – performance relationships. Specifically,
the weak ties x sex or race prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction did
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not relate to person-organization fit but person-organization fit significantly related to
satisfaction in all six tie strength models (for sex and race prototypical dissimilarity).
Thus, Hypothesis 34b was not supported.
Diversity Climate as a Second Stage Moderator
Three control variables (school dummy, age, English understand) were used in all
analyses used to test the moderating effect of diversity climate at the second stage of the
model. To test the remaining hypotheses (i.e., Hypotheses 35-38), I used Hays’ (2011)
macro (i.e., model 1). First, Hypothesis 35 proposed that diversity climate moderated the
relationship between person-group fit and performance. The person-group fit x diversity
climate interaction on performance was not statistically significant (b = -0.08, p = .43).
Thus, Hypothesis 35 did not receive support. Second, Hypothesis 36 proposed that
diversity climate moderated the relationship between person-organization fit and
performance. The person-organization fit x diversity climate interaction on performance
was not statistically significant (b = 0.06, p = .74). Thus, Hypothesis 36 did not receive
support. Table 9 shows the results from these two models.
Third, Hypothesis 37 proposed that diversity climate moderated the relationship
between person-group fit and satisfaction. The person-group fit x diversity climate
interaction on performance was not statistically significant (b = -0.17, p = .21). Thus,
Hypothesis 37 did not receive support. Fourth, Hypothesis 38 proposed that diversity
climate moderated the relationship between person-organization fit and satisfaction. The
person-organization fit x diversity climate interaction on performance was not
statistically significant (b = -0.10, p = .64). Hence, Hypothesis 38 did not receive support.
Table 9 shows the results from the two models that tested Hypotheses 36 and 37.

174

CHAPTER 16
RESULTS: SAMPLE 3 (QUANTITATIVE DATA, EMPLOYEES)
Demographics
Performance models. When examining the hypothesized models involving
performance as a dependent variable, I used a subset (n = 89) of the total responses. Due
to the reliance on others’ (i.e., supervisors, co-workers) reports of performance, the
sample size for these analyses was different than the sample used to test the models with
satisfaction as a dependent variable. Though a small sample of employees had
corresponding other-rated performance ratings to go with their responses, I decided to use
this other-rated measure of performance rather than the self-rated measure to enhance the
generalizability of the results.
The employees included in the sub-sample to test the performance models were
mostly male (53.9%). Further, a majority of the sample were racioethnic majorities
(62.9% Caucasian, 14.6% Asian, 9.0% Black, 6.7% Hispanic, 2.2% Middle Eastern,
2.2% American Native, and 2.2% Other). These statistics mean that 46.1% of the
employees in this sample were sex-dissimilar and 37.1% were race-dissimilar when
compared to a network prototype (i.e., White male). Moreover, participants ranged in age
from 18 to 59 years old (M = 28.98, SD = 7.76). A majority of the sample belonged to the
20-39 thousand dollars a year income bracket (i.e., 25.8%), though the brackets above
(40-59 thousand dollar, 19.10%) and below (10-19 thousand dollar, 11.2%) this bracket
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also were well represented. Less than a third of the sample had children (i.e., 29.5%) and
a majority (i.e., 77.5%) worked full-time.
The supervisors (n = 55; 49.0% female) in this sample that provided performance
ratings were mostly racioethnic majorities (67.3% Caucasian) but represented minority
categories that were present in the employee sample (12.7% Asian, 9.1% Black, 7.3%
Hispanic, 3.6% Native American). Almost all supervisors (Mage = 32.29, SDage = 10.15)
worked full-time (92.7%). Further, it was not surprising that most supervisors fell into
higher income brackets (80+ thousand dollar, 34.50%; 60-79 thousand dollar, 18.20%)
than their employees. Moreover, similar to their employees, 92.7% of the supervisors
were straight, 47.3% have kids, and roughly half (50.9%) were married.
The co-workers (n = 34; 28.6% female) in this sample that provided performance
ratings were mostly racioethnic majorities (57.1% Caucasian) but represented minority
categories that were present in the employee sample (14.3% Asian, 14.3% Black, 9.5%
Hispanic, 4.8% Native American). Almost all co-workers (Mage = 30.82, SDage = 12.63)
worked full-time (81.0%). Additionally, similar to their co-workers, 85.7% of the
supervisors were straight and approximately half (47.6%) were married.
Satisfaction models. The full sample (N = 1400) was used to test the models using
satisfaction as a dependent variable. This sample consisted of slightly more female than
male (49.1%) participants. A majority of the sample was Caucasian (70.30%), meaning
that 29.70% were racioethnic minorities (9.50% Black, 8.60% Asian, 6.90% Hispanic,
2.20% American Native, 1.70% Other, and 0.70% Middle Eastern,). Like the
performance sample, a majority of the sample belonged to the 20-39 thousand dollars a
year income bracket (i.e., 20.9%), though the bracket above (40-59 thousand dollar,
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13.70%) and below (10-19 thousand dollar, 11.6%) this bracket was also well
represented. Approximately a third of the sample had children (i.e., 35.6%) and a
majority (i.e., 90.0%) identified as straight and 53.10% were single (32.6% married, 7.1%
engaged, 7.2% divorced).
Next, I performed a series of analyses to compare the equivalence of the
performance and satisfaction samples. Specifically, I used chi-square tests of key study
variables (i.e., sex, racioethnicity) to determine if the performance subsample was
representative of the satisfaction sample. First, for sex, there was no statistical difference
in representation in the two samples (χ2 = .83, df = 1, p = .36). Second, for racioethnicity,
there was no difference in representation in the two samples (χ2 = 7.64, df = 6, p = .27).
Data Preparation
Descriptive Statistics. Means, standard deviations, correlations between variables,
and internal consistencies are reported in Table 10 for the performance sample and are
given in Table 11 for the satisfaction sample. When producing the descriptive statistics
for study variables I also examined skewness and kurtosis statistics to assess normality of
the variables. It was unnecessary to transform any of the scales, as they were already
approximately normally distributed.
Then, I compared the descriptive statistics for two calculations of the length
dimension of the tie strength variable (five and 10 years; Perry-Smith, 2006) to determine
the best variation to use when testing the study hypotheses. When the 10-year cutoff was
used, the sample had an average of 0.22 ties (SD = 0.67) in the performance sample
(satisfaction sample: M = 0.14 ties, SD = 0.59) that were characterized as strong; when
the five-year cutoff was used, the sample had an average of 0.51 ties (SD = 1.12) in the
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performance sample (satisfaction sample: M = 0.48 ties, SD = 1.48) that were
characterized as strong. In terms of weak ties, when the 10-year cutoff was used, the
sample had an average of 2.75 ties (SD = 2.42) in the performance sample (satisfaction
sample: M = 2.38 ties, SD = 3.66) that were characterized as weak; when the five-year
cutoff was used, the sample had an average of 2.47 (SD = 2.31) in the performance
sample (satisfaction sample: M = 2.05 ties, SD = 3.16) that were characterized as weak.
Together these statistics suggested that I use the tie strength frequency variable calculated
with the five-year cut-off so that the variable would not be range restricted.
Scale reliabilities and validities. In an additional effort to check that all scales and
study variables were acceptable to use in the tests of hypotheses, I examined the internal
reliabilities and factor loadings of each scale/scale items. The internal reliabilities for
other scales not mentioned thus far in this chapter were above the cut-off for the field
(i.e., alphas ranged from .73-.89 in the performance sample and .74-.94 in the satisfaction
sample). Moreover, analyses did not suggest that deleting items from these scales would
result in higher scale reliabilities. All internal consistency statistics are presented in
Tables 10 and 11 along the diagonal of the correlation matrices.
Next, I performed a confirmatory factor analyses to provide evidence that I was
measuring distinct constructs at each stage of the model. In the performance sample I
examined person-group fit, person-organization fit, and diversity climate in two
competing measurement models (see Table 2). A three-factor model examined the
goodness of fit when person-group fit, person-organization fit, and diversity climate
items loaded on independent factors. Next, a two-factor model looked at person-group fit
and person-organization fit on one factor and diversity climate serving as the second
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factor. To compare the goodness of fit of these measurement models, I relied on the chisquare test, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the comparative
fit index (CFI). Models resulting in RMSEA values of less than .08, and CFI values of .90
or higher are considered acceptable (Bentler, 1990). Thus, the model fit indices indicated
that the three-factor model provided the best fit to the data in the performance sample.
In the satisfaction sample I examined person-group fit, person-organization fit,
diversity climate, and satisfaction in two competing measurement models (see Table 2).
A four-factor model examined the goodness of fit when person-group fit, personorganization fit, diversity climate, and satisfaction items loaded on independent factors.
Next, a three-factor model looked at person-group fit and person-organization fit on one
factor and diversity climate and satisfaction serving as the second and third factors. I
compared the goodness of fit of these measurement models, and determined that the
model fit indices indicated that the four-factor model provided the best fit to the data in
the satisfaction sample.
Tests of the Main Effect Hypotheses
Due to incomplete responses, the final sample sizes for the performance
mediation models tested was 86 and 914 for the satisfaction models presented. Age and
performance rating source were used as covariates in all analyses performed that tested
main effect hypotheses with performance as the dependent variable. Similarly, age was
included as a control variable in all analyses performed that tested main effect hypotheses
with satisfaction as the dependent variable. To analyze the relationships between social
network characteristics and performance, as proposed in Hypotheses 1-3, I performed
separate regressions. Hypothesis 1, which predicted that degree centrality positively
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relates to employee performance, was not supported because degree centrality (b = -.05, p
= 0.23) did not relate to performance significantly. Hypothesis 2, which suggested a
relationship between strong network ties and employee performance, was partially
supported. Specifically, of the three dimensions of strong ties, closeness (b = -.04, p =
0.56), duration (b = -.28, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = .01, p = 0.79), only one
significantly (i.e., duration) related to performance. Next, Hypothesis 3, that proposed a
relationship between weak network ties and employee performance, was partially
supported, as well, as one of the three dimensions of weak ties, frequency (b = -.16, p =
0.02), related to performance significantly, while closeness (b = -.04, p = 0.37) and
duration (b = -.00, p = 0.95) did not.
Next, I performed additional regressions to examine the relationship between
social network characteristics and satisfaction, as proposed in Hypotheses 4-6.
Hypothesis 4 proposed a relationship between degree centrality and employee
satisfaction. It was not supported, as degree centrality (b = -.00, p = 0.83) did not relate to
satisfaction significantly. Hypothesis 5, that propositioned a relationship between strong
network ties and employee satisfaction, was partially supported, as closeness (b = .05, p =
0.02) was, but duration (b = .02, p = 0.29) and frequency (b = -.00, p = 0.89) were not,
related to satisfaction significantly. Moreover, Hypothesis 6 proposed a relationship
between weak network ties and employee satisfaction. This hypothesis was not
supported, as the three dimensions of weak ties, closeness (b = -.01, p = 0.16), duration (b
= -.01, p = 0.44), and frequency (b = -.00, p = 0.87) did not relate to satisfaction
significantly.
Test of Mediation Hypotheses
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I used the Hayes (2011) SPSS macro (i.e., PROCESS, model 4, as depicted in
Figure 5) that allows for statistical control of covariates to test the proposed mediation
models. Age and performance rating source were used as covariates in all analyses
performed that tested mediation hypotheses with performance as the dependent variable.
Age was included as a control variable in all analyses performed that tested mediation
hypotheses with satisfaction as the dependent variable. All models were run with 1000
bootstrapped estimates.
Person-group fit and performance. First, I tested person-group fit as a potential
mediator to the social network characteristics - performance relationships. Hypothesis 7a
proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the degree centrality - performance
relationship. The number of ties (i.e., degree centrality) did not relate to person-group fit
(b = .01, p = 0.71). However, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance (b =
0.47, p = 0.01). As such, Hypotheses 7a was not supported. This mediation model is
presented in its entirety in Table 12.
Second, to test Hypothesis 7b that proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the
strong ties - performance relationships, I ran three mediation models, one for each
dimension of tie strength (i.e., closeness, duration, frequency). The number of strong
close ties did relate to person-group fit (b = .17, p = 0.01). Also, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance (b = 0.53, p = 0.01), which yielded a significant
indirect effect (.09, 95% CI = 0.03 to 0.20). Moreover, the direct relationship between the
number of strong close ties and satisfaction was not significant (b = -0.14, p = 0.08),
suggesting full mediation for the closeness dimension of tie strength.
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The number of strong duration ties did not relate to person-group fit (b = .11, p =
0.21) but person-group fit did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.53, p = 0.01) in
this model. Moreover, the number of strong frequency ties did relate to person-group fit
(b = .09, p = 0.02). Then, because person-group fit did significantly relate to performance
(b = 0.49, p = 0.01), and a significant indirect effect (.04, 95% CI = 0.01 to 0.10) was
yielded, mediation was confirmed in this model. Moreover, the direct relationship
between the number of strong close ties and satisfaction was not significant (b = -0.03, p
= 0.50), suggesting full mediation for the frequency dimension of tie strength. As such,
Hypothesis 7b was partially supported, as the closeness and frequency models, but not
the duration model, were mediated by person-group fit. These mediation models are
presented together in Table 13.
Third, I tested Hypothesis 7c that proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the
weak ties - performance relationships. The number of weak close ties did not relate to
person-group fit (b = -0.04, p = 0.28), but person-group fit did relate to performance
significantly (b = 0.49, p = 0.01). Then, the number of weak duration ties did not relate to
person-group fit (b = -0.01, p = 0.88) but person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance (b = 0.46, p = 0.01). Further, the number of weak frequency ties did relate to
person-group fit (b = -0.16, p = 0.01) and person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance (b = 0.41, p = 0.01), which yielded a significant indirect effect (-.07, 95% CI
= -0.14 to -0.02). Moreover, the direct relationship between the number of weak close ties
and satisfaction was not significant (b = -0.09, p = 0.18), suggesting full mediation for the
frequency dimension. In sum, there was partial support for Hypothesis 7c, as shown in
Table 14.
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Person-group fit and satisfaction. In this section I present the results of the tests
for person-group fit as a potential mediator to the social network characteristics –
satisfaction relationships. Hypothesis 8a proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the
degree centrality - satisfaction relationship. First, the number of ties (i.e., degree
centrality) did not relate to person-group fit (b = .01, p = 0.44). Second, person-group fit
did significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.50, p = 0.04). In sum, the first stage of
mediation (the relationship between the independent variable and mediator) was not
supportive of mediation, though the second stage of mediation (the relationship between
the mediator and the dependent variable) related significantly to satisfaction. As such,
Hypotheses 8a was not supported, as shown in more detail in Table 13.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 8b that proposed person-group fit as a mediator of the
tie strength - satisfaction relationships. First, the number of strong close ties (Hypothesis
8b) did relate to person-group fit (b = .09, p = 0.01). Also, person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), which yielded a significant indirect
effect (.04, 95% CI = 0.03 to 0.06). Furthermore, the direct relationship between the
number of strong close ties and satisfaction was not significant (b = 0.01, p = 0.73),
suggesting full mediation for the closeness dimension of tie strength. Second, the number
of strong duration ties did not relate to person-group fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.11) though
person-group fit did relate to satisfaction significantly (b = 0.50, p = 0.01). Third, the
number of strong frequency ties did relate to person-group fit (b = .02, p = 0.01) and
person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), which yielded
a significant indirect effect (.01, 95% CI = 0.01 to 0.02). Additionally, the direct
relationship between the number of strong frequency ties and satisfaction was not
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significant (b = -0.01, p = 0.22), suggesting full mediation in the frequency tie strength
model. These mediation models are presented together in Table 11. In sum, Hypothesis
8b was partially supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 8c that projected person-group fit as a mediator of the
weak ties - performance relationships. The tests of these mediation models are presented
in Table 14. First, the number of weak close ties did relate to person-group fit (b = -.01, p
= 0.05). Also, person-group fit did relate to satisfaction significantly (b = 0.50, p = 0.01),
which yielded significant indirect effects (-.01, 95% CI = -0.01 to -0.00). Moreover, the
direct relationship between the number of weak close ties and satisfaction was not
significant (b = -0.01, p = 0.42), suggesting full mediation for the weak closeness tie
model. Second, the number of weak duration ties did not relate to person-group fit (b =
0.01, p = 0.91) though person-group fit did relate to satisfaction significantly (b = 0.50, p
= 0.01). Third, the number of weak frequency ties did not relate to person-group fit
significantly (b = -.02, p = 0.06). Further, person-group fit did relate to satisfaction
significantly (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). Therefore, Hypotheses 8c was partially supported.
Person-organization fit and performance. Then, I tested person-organization fit as
a potential mediator to the social network characteristics – performance relationships.
First, Hypothesis 9a proposed that person-organization fit was a mediator of the degree
centrality - performance relationship. I found that the number of ties did not relate to
person-organization fit (b = 0.04, p = 0.37). Moreover, person-organization fit did not
significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.92). Thus, in the case of perceivedorganization fit mediating the relationship between strong ties and performance,
Hypotheses 9a was not supported. The results from this analysis are shown in Table 15.
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Second, in testing Hypothesis 9b that proposed person-organization fit as a
mediator of the strong ties - performance relationships, I found that the number of strong
ties did not relate to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = .08, p = 0.30), duration,
(b = 0.07, p = 0.90), or frequency (b = 0.04, p = 0.41) models. Further, personorganization fit did not relate to performance significantly in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
0.96), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.86), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.96) models. Thus, as
shown in Table 16, in the case of perceived-organization fit mediating the relationship
between strong ties and performance, Hypotheses 9b was not supported.
Third, I tested Hypothesis 9c that proposed person-organization fit as a mediator
of the weak ties - performance relationships. These mediation models are presented in
Table 17. To elaborate, the number of weak close ties did not relate to personorganization fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.74) and person-organization fit did not significantly
relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.99). Likewise, the number of weak duration ties did
not relate to person-organization fit (b = 0.03, p = 0.53) and person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance (b = -0.01, p = 0.98). Then, the number of weak
frequency ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = 0.01, p = 0.87) and similarly,
person-organization fit did relate to performance significantly (b = 0.01, p = 0.98).
Accordingly, Hypotheses 9c was not supported, as perceived-organization fit did not
mediate the relationship between weak ties and performance.
Person-organization fit and satisfaction. Next, I tested person-organization fit as a
potential mediator to the degree centrality – satisfaction relationships (Hypothesis 10a).
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 15. I found that the number of ties did
not relate to person-organization fit (b = -0.01, p = 0.70). Moreover, person-organization
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fit did predict satisfaction significantly (b = 0.49, p = 0.01). Thus, Hypotheses 10a was
not supported.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 10b that purported person-organization fit as a mediator
of the tie strength - satisfaction relationships. First, the number of strong close ties did not
relate to person-group fit (b = .03, p = 0.08). Also, person-organization fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.49, p = 0.01). Second, the number of strong
duration ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.23) though personorganization fit did relate to satisfaction significantly (b = 0.50, p = 0.01). Third, the
number of strong frequency ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = -.01, p =
0.63) and person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.50, p =
0.01). As such, Hypotheses 10b was not supported; this is demonstrated in Table 16.
Lastly, I tested Hypothesis 10c that proposed person-organization fit as a mediator
of the weak ties and satisfaction. First, the number of weak close ties did not relate to
person-group fit (b = -.01, p = 0.19) significantly. Second, the number of weak duration
ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = -0.01, p = 0.30). Third, the number of
weak frequency ties did not relate to person-organization fit (b = -.01, p = 0.97).
However, person-organization fit did relate to satisfaction significantly (b = 0.50, p =
0.01) in all three models. Nevertheless, Hypotheses 10c was not supported; see Table 17.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Relational Dissimilarity as the Moderator
Again, I used the Hayes (2011) SPSS macro (i.e., PROCESS, model 7, as
depicted in Figure 5) that allows for statistical control of covariates to test the proposed
moderated mediation models. Because of the nature of the model (e.g., there are multiple
intervening variables), I chose not to use the macro provided by Edwards and Lambert
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(2007) because it allows for only one variable at a time to be entered as a mediator.
Nevertheless, the PROCESS macro follows the procedures outlined by Edwards and
Lambert to a large extent but it is advantageous in the current analyses because it allows
for multiple intervening variables simultaneously. Further, I used age and performancerating source as covariates in all analyses performed that tested hypotheses with
performance as the dependent variable. Age was included as a control variable in all
analyses performed that tested hypotheses with satisfaction as the dependent variable.
Sample size was 80 for the performance models and 828 for the satisfaction models.
Degree centrality and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 11a that proposed
sex homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-group
fit – performance relationship. To begin, I attempted to establish that the degree centrality
x sex homophily interaction related to person-group fit (b = -0.03, p = 0.85). However,
first stage moderation did not occur. Person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance (b = 0.38, p = 0.01) models. Yet, Hypothesis 11a was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 11b that proposed racioethnic homophily as a potential
first stage moderator of the degree centrality– person-group fit – performance
relationship. Results showed that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did
not relate to person-group fit significantly (b = 0.04, p = 0.71). Further, person-group fit
did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.38, p = 0.01). In sum, Hypothesis 11b was
not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 11c that proposed sex homophily as a potential first
stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-organization fit – performance
relationship. To begin, I attempted to establish that the degree centrality x sex homophily
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interaction related to person-organization fit (b = 0.12, p = 0.46) but it did not. Personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.91) either.
Thus, Hypothesis 11c was not supported. Successively, I tested Hypothesis 11d that
proposed racioethnic homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the degree
centrality– person-organization fit – performance relationship. Results showed that the
strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did not relate to person-organization fit (b
= 0.17, p = 0.20) and that person-organization fit did not significantly relate to
performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.91). Thus, Hypothesis 11d was not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Next, I tested Hypothesis 12a that anticipated
sex homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-group
fit – performance relationship. I attempted to establish that the degree centrality x sex
homophily interaction related to person-group fit (b = 0.01, p = 0.95). However, first
stage moderation did not occur. Person-group fit did significantly relate to performance
(b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models, though. Yet, Hypothesis 12a was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 12b that proposed racioethnic homophily as a potential
first stage moderator of the degree centrality– person-group fit – performance
relationship. Results showed that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did
not relate to person-group fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.28), suggesting that first stage moderation
did not occur. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.51,
p = 0.01). However, Hypothesis 12b was not supported.
Hypothesis 12c proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the
degree centrality – person-organization fit – performance relationship. To test this
hypothesis, I attempted to establish that the degree centrality x sex homophily interaction
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related to person-organization fit (b = -0.03, p = 0.39). However, it could not be
established. Again, person-organization fit did significantly relate to performance (b =
0.51, p = 0.01) models. As such, Hypothesis 12c was not supported. Afterward, I tested
Hypothesis 12d that examined racioethnic homophily as a potential first stage moderator
of the degree centrality– person-organization fit – performance relationship. Results
showed that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did not relate to personorganization fit significantly (b = 0.02, p = 0.45), though person-organization fit did
significantly relate to performance (b = 0.50, p = 0.01). Overall, Hypothesis 12d was not
supported, as neither moderation nor mediation was established.
Strong ties and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 13a that proposed sex
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit –
performance relationship. The strong ties x sex homophily interaction did not relate to
person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.04, p = 0.84), duration (b = -0.02, p = 0.96), and
frequency (b = -0.16, p = 0.17) models. Person-group fit did relate significantly to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.45, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.44, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models. Yet, Hypothesis 13a was not supported.
Successively, I tested Hypothesis 13b that propositioned racioethnic homophily as
a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – performance
relationship. Results showed that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did
not relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.94), duration (b = -0.22, p
= 0.29), or frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.52) models. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.45, p = 0.01), duration (b =
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0.44, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 13b was not
supported.
Then, to test Hypothesis 13c (proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage
moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationship), I
hoped to establish that the strong ties x sex homophily interaction related to personorganization fit. This interaction did not relate significantly to person-organization fit in
the closeness (b = 0.30, p = 0.25), duration (b = 0.41, p = 0.23), or frequency (b = -0.01, p
= 0.97) models. In sum, first stage moderation was not established. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
0.98), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.89), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.93) models.
Therefore, Hypothesis 13c was not supported.
Hypothesis 13d proposed that racioethnic homophily would act as a first stage
moderator in the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance relationship. I tested
this hypothesis and found that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did not
relate significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.99),
duration (b = -0.28, p = 0.28), or frequency (b = 0.23, p = 0.10) models. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
0.99), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.89), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.93) models.
Therefore, Hypothesis 13d was not supported, as there was not support for mediation or
moderation.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Next, I tested Hypothesis 14a that proposed sex
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship. To begin, I aimed to establish that the strong ties x sex
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homophily interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.13, p = 0.03)
and person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p =
0.01) model. Further, the direct effect of the strong close ties x sex homophily on
satisfaction was not significant (b = 0.01, p = 0.62), suggesting full mediation in addition
to the established moderation. To further explore the moderation effects, I plotted the
strong close ties – person-group fit relationship at two levels of sex homophily
dissimilarity: (a) +1 standard deviation from the mean (high sex dissimilarity) and (b) -1
standard deviation from the mean (low sex dissimilarity). The graphic illustration of this
interaction (see Figure 8) revealed that the relationship between the number of strong
close network ties a person-group fit was positive and was enhanced by sex homophily
within one’s network. Then, first stage moderation could not be established in the
duration (b = -0.08, p = 0.17), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.54) models even though
person-group fit did relate significantly to performance in the duration (b = 0.51, p =
0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. Consequently, Hypothesis 14a received
only partial support, as shown in Table 18.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 14b that proposed racioethnic homophily as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationship. Results showed that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did
not relate to person-group fit significantly in the closeness (b = -0.02, p = 0.68), duration
(b = -0.01, p = 0.91), or frequency (b = 0.03, p = 0.24) models. Further, person-group fit
did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. However, Hypothesis 14b was
not supported.
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Then, to test Hypothesis 14c (proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage
moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship), I hoped
to establish that the strong ties x sex homophily interaction related to person-organization
fit. This interaction did not relate to person-organization fit significantly in the closeness
(b = -0.03, p = 0.66), duration (b = -0.02, p = 0.83), and frequency (b = -0.05, p = 0.18)
models. In sum, first stage moderation was not established. Further, person-organization
fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p = .01), duration (b =
0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 14c was not
supported.
Hypothesis 14d purported that racioethnic homophily would act as a first stage
moderator in the strong ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship. I tested
this hypothesis and found that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction did not
relate to person-organization fit significantly in the closeness (b = -0.02, p = 0.74),
duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.93), or frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.81) models. Expectedly,
person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p
= 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models.
Therefore, Hypothesis 14d was not supported.
Weak ties and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 15a that proposed sex
homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit –
performance relationship. To begin, I attempted to establish that the weak ties x sex
homophily interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.12, p = 0.43),
duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.95), and frequency (b = 0.25, p = 0.16) models but was
unsuccessful. Then, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance in the three
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tie strength models: closeness (b = 0.37, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.38, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.03). Hence, Hypothesis 15a was not supported.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 15b that proposed racioethnic homophily as a potential
first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – performance relationship. The
weak ties x racioethnic homophily interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness
(b = 0.11, p = 0.30), duration (b = 0.10, p = 0.33), and frequency (b = -0.15, p = 0.41)
models. As these results demonstrate, first stage moderation did not occur. Then, persongroup fit did significantly relate to performance in the three tie strength models: closeness
(b = 0.37, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.38, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.03).
But, Hypothesis 15b was not supported.
Subsequently, I performed analyses to see if the weak ties x sex homophily
interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.10, p = 0.61),
duration (b = 0.05, p = 0.75), or frequency (b = 0.27, p = 0.25) models. This was the first
step to formally test Hypothesis 15c that proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage
moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – performance relationship. The
results suggested that first stage moderation was not established. Additionally, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = -0.01, p =
0.96), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.95), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.96) models. Thus,
Hypothesis 15c was not supported.
In testing the final part of Hypothesis 15 (i.e., tested Hypothesis 15d) I examined
three moderated mediation models to determine if racioethnic homophily acted as a
potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationship. I was not able to establish that the weak ties x racioethnic homophily
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interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.19, p = 0.16),
duration (b = 0.24, p = 0.06), or frequency (b = -0.17, p = 0.47) models. Thus, the number
of weak ties did not interact with racioethnic homophily to relate significantly to personorganization fit. Further, person-organization fit did not significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.96), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.95), and
frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.96) models. As such, Hypothesis 15d was not supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 16a that proposed
sex homophily as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship. To begin, the weak ties x sex homophily interaction did not
relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.24), duration (b = 0.02, p =
0.42), and frequency (b = 0.07, p = 0.12) models even though person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the three tie strength models: closeness (b = 0.51, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). Hence,
Hypothesis 16a was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 16b that proposed racioethnic homophily as a potential
first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. To
begin, I attempted to establish that the weak ties x racioethnic homophily interaction
related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.28), duration (b = 0.04, p =
0.16), and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.62) models. As these results demonstrate, first stage
moderation was not established. Furthermore, person-group fit did significantly relate to
satisfaction in the three tie strength models: closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). However, overall, Hypothesis 16b
was not supported.
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Then, I performed analyses to see if the weak ties x sex homophily interaction
related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.03, p = 0.50), duration (b = 0.03, p = 0.47), or frequency (b = 0.04, p = 0.51) models. This was the first step to
formally test Hypothesis 16c that proposed sex homophily as a potential first stage
moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship. The
results suggested that first stage moderation was not established in these models.
Additionally, person-organization fit did relate to satisfaction significantly in the
closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p =
0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 16c was not supported.
In testing the final part of Hypothesis 16 (i.e., tested Hypothesis 16d) I examined
three moderated mediation models to determine if racioethnic homophily acted as a
potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction
relationship. I was not able to establish that the weak ties x racioethnic homophily
interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.34),
duration (b = 0.03, p = 0.30), or frequency (b = 0.03, p = 0.44) models. Thus, the number
of weak ties did not interact with racioethnic homophily to relate significantly to personorganization fit. Further, person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in
the closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51,
p = 0.01) models. However, Hypothesis 16d was not supported.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Prototype Dissimilarity as the Moderator
Degree centrality and performance. First, to explore the impact of prototypical
dissimilarity in the study model, I began by testing Hypothesis 17a that proposed sex
prototypical dissimilarity as a potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality –
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person-group fit – performance relationships. The degree centrality x sex prototypical
dissimilarity interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit (b = -0.08, p =
0.27) model. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.47, p
= 0.01). In sum, it appears that there were not significant levels of mediation or
moderation in the duration model, and thus the hypothesis was not fully supported.
Second, I tested Hypothesis 17b that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-group fit – performance
relationships. I wanted to establish that the degree centrality x race prototype
dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit (b = -0.02, p = 0.81) to prove that first
stage moderation occurred in this models – it did not, however. Further, person-group fit
did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.47, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 17b
was not supported.
Hypothesis 17c proposed sex prototype dissimilarity as a potential first stage
moderator of the degree centrality – person-organization fit – performance relationships.
In testing this hypothesis, I found that the degree centrality x sex prototype dissimilarity
interaction did not relate significantly to person-organization fit (b = -0.11, p = 0.21),
suggesting that first stage moderation could not be established. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.92). As such,
Hypothesis 17c was not supported.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 17d that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-organization fit –
performance relationships. I was unable to establish that the degree centrality x race
prototype dissimilarity interaction related to person-organization fit significantly (b =
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0.11, p = 0.24), suggesting that first stage moderation did not occur. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.92). Thus,
Hypothesis 17d was not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. First, to explore the impact of prototypical
dissimilarity in the study model I began by testing Hypothesis 18a that proposed sex
prototypical dissimilarity as a potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality –
person-group fit – performance relationships. The degree centrality x sex prototypical
dissimilarity interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit (b = -0.01, p =
0.23). Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.51, p =
0.01). In sum, it appears that there was not mediation or moderation in the degree
centrality model, and thus the hypothesis was not supported.
Moreover, I tested Hypothesis 18b that projected race prototype dissimilarity as a
possible first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-group fit – performance
relationships. I first wanted to establish that the degree centrality x race prototype
dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit (b = -0.01, p = 0.45) to prove that first
stage moderation occurred in this models, but it did not. Further, person-group fit did
relate to performance significantly (b = 0.50, p = 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 18b was not
supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 18c that proposed sex prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – person-organization fit –
performance relationships. The degree centrality x sex prototype dissimilarity interaction
did not relate significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.02, p =
0.27), suggesting that first stage moderation was not established, even though person-
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organization fit did significantly relate to performance (b = 0.49, p = 0.01). Overall,
Hypothesis 18c was not supported.
Then, I tested Hypothesis 18d, which suggested that race prototype dissimilarity
would act as a potential first stage moderator of the degree centrality – personorganization fit – performance relationships. I was unable to establish that the degree
centrality x race prototype dissimilarity interaction related to person-organization fit (b =
-0.03, p = 0.06) significantly. Further, person-organization fit did relate significantly to
performance (b = 0.49, p = 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 18d was not supported.
Strong ties and performance. To explore the impact of prototypical dissimilarity
in the study model, I first tested Hypothesis 19a that examined sex prototypical
dissimilarity as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit –
performance relationships. The strong ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity interaction did
not relate to person-group fit significantly in the closeness (b = -0.12, p = 0.35), duration
(b = 0.06, p = 0.74), or frequency (b = -0.12, p = 0.09) models. Further, person-group fit
did significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.53, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.53, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models. In sum, it appears that there
was no mediation or moderation; thus the models hypothesis was not supported.
Second, I tested Hypothesis 19b that suggested race prototype dissimilarity would
act as a first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – performance
relationships. I first wanted to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity
interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.59), duration (b = 0.04, p = 0.82), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.93) models to prove that first stage
moderation occurred in these models, but it did not. Further, person-group fit did relate to
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performance at significant levels in the closeness (b = 0.53, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.53,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 19b was not
supported.
Third, I tested Hypothesis 19c that proposed sex prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. The strong ties x sex prototype dissimilarity interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.15, p = 0.36), duration (b
= 0.03, p = 0.88), and frequency (b = -0.12, p = 0.21) models, suggesting that first stage
moderation could not be established in these models. Further, person-organization fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.96), duration (b =
0.02, p = 0.86), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.96) models. Thus, Hypothesis 19c was
not supported.
Fourth, I tested Hypothesis 19d that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. I was unable to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity
interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.23, p = 0.17),
duration (b = -0.02, p = 0.94), and frequency (b = 0.06, p = 0.53) models, suggesting that
first stage moderation did not occur. Further, person-organization fit did not significantly
relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.96), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.86),
and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.96) models. As such, Hypothesis 19d was not supported.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Next, to explore the impact of prototypical
dissimilarity in the study model, I first tested Hypothesis 20a that proposed sex
prototypical dissimilarity as a potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-
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group fit – satisfaction relationships. The strong ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity
interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -.00, p =
0.87) and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.22) models but did relate significantly to persongroup fit in the duration (b = -0.06, p = 0.04) model. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. In sum, it appears that there was
mediation and moderation in the duration model. The significant moderated mediation
model is presented in Table 19.
To further explore the moderation effects of the duration model, I plotted the
strong duration ties – person-group fit relationship at two levels of sex prototypical
dissimilarity: (a) sex similarity (men) and (b) sex dissimilarity (women). This plot is
presented in Figure 9 and suggests that there is a negative relationship between the
number of strong duration ties and person-group fit. Further, this relationship is
strengthened as the level of sex prototypical dissimilarity increases. Thus, Hypothesis 20a
was partially confirmed.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 20b that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships. I first wanted to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity
interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.02, p = 0.46), duration (b =
-0.06, p = 0.04), and frequency (b = 0.03, p = 0.06) models to prove that first stage
moderation occurred in these models – it did in the duration model. Further, person-group
fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), duration (b
= 0.50, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models.
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To further explore the moderation effects in this model, I plotted the strong
duration ties – person-group fit relationship at two levels of race prototype dissimilarity:
(a) racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites; see
Figure 10). The graphic illustration of this interaction revealed the relationship between
strong duration ties and person-group fit was negative, and strengthened when racioethnic
dissimilarity was high, as compared to low (i.e., when similarity existed). Thus,
Hypothesis 20b was partially supported, as demonstrated in Table 20.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 20c that proposed sex prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction
relationships. The strong ties x sex prototype dissimilarity interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.75), duration (b
= 0.01, p = 0.87), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.45) models, suggesting that first stage
moderation does not exist. Further, person-organization fit did significantly relate to
satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models. Thus, Hypothesis 20c was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 20d that proposed race prototype dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the strong ties – person-organization fit – satisfaction
relationships. I was unable to establish that the strong ties x race prototype dissimilarity
interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.03, p = 0.47),
duration (b = -0.08, p = 0.04), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.37) models, suggesting that
first stage moderation does exist in the duration model. Further, person-organization fit
did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.49, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models.
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To further explore the moderation effects in this model, I plotted the strong
duration ties – person-organization fit relationship at two levels of race prototype
dissimilarity: (a) racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (nonWhites; see Figure 11). The graphic illustration of this interaction revealed the
relationship between strong duration ties and person-organization fit was negative, and
strengthened when racioethnic similarity was high, as compared to low (i.e., when
similarity was present). Thus, Hypothesis 20d was partially supported, as demonstrated in
Table 21.
Weak ties and performance. In this next set of analyses the effect of weak ties on
fit and then performance were examined when accounting for the moderating role of
prototypical dissimilarity. Hypothesis 21a proposed sex prototypical dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – performance
relationship. To formally test this hypothesis I sought to establish that the weak ties x sex
prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.07, p = 0.29), duration (b = -0.11, p = 0.13), and frequency (b = 0.10, p = 0.35) models
but did not find support. Further, person-group fit did relate to performance significantly
in the closeness (b = 0.46, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b =
0.41, p = 0.01) models.
Next, Hypothesis 21b proposed that race prototypical dissimilarity would serve as
a first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – performance relationships.
To test this hypothesis I examined the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity
interaction to see if it related significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.09,
p = 0.33), duration (b = -0.04, p = 0.62), and frequency (b = 0.11, p = 0.31) models.
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However, I was not able to establish first stage moderation. Person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in all three models, though exactly as would be
expected given the relationships reported in the previous paragraph. [closeness (b = 0.46,
p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01)]. Overall,
Hypothesis 21b was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 21c, that proposed sex prototypical
dissimilarity is a first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit –
performance relationship. The weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity interaction did
not relate significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.09, p = 0.33),
duration (b = -0.13, p = 0.13), or frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.97) models; therefore,
moderation was not present. Additionally, person-organization fit did not significantly
relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.99), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.99),
and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.98) models. As such, Hypothesis 21c was not supported.
Hypothesis 21d was tested next. This hypothesis proposed that race prototypical
dissimilarity was a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization
fit – performance relationship. Unfortunately, I tested the first part of the model, that the
weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person-organization fit,
but found that it did not in the closeness (b = 0.05, p = 0.66), duration (b = 0.14, p =
0.18), and frequency (b = 0.13, p = 0.37) models. Moreover, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.99), duration (b =
-0.01, p = 0.99), and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.98) models. Thus, Hypothesis 21d was
not supported.
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Weak ties and satisfaction. In this next set of analyses, the effect of weak ties on
fit and then satisfaction were examined when accounting for the moderating role of
prototypical dissimilarity. Hypothesis 22a proposed sex prototypical dissimilarity as a
potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationship. To formally test this hypothesis I sought to establish that the weak ties x sex
prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.02, p = 0.17), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.38), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.32)
models. Unfortunately, first stage moderation did not occur in these three models.
Further, person-group fit did relate to satisfaction significantly in the closeness (b = 0.50,
p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models.
However, because the moderation and the first stage of mediation were not established,
Hypothesis 22a was not supported.
Next, Hypothesis 22b proposed that race prototypical dissimilarity would serve as
a first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-group fit – satisfaction relationships. To
test this hypothesis I examined the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity interaction
to see if it related significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.00, p = 0.81),
duration (b = 0.00, p = 0.91), and frequency (b = -0.04, p = 0.02) models. I was only able
to establish first stage moderation in the frequency model. Person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in all three models, though exactly as one would expect
given the relationships reported in the previous paragraph. [closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01),
duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01)].
To further explore the moderation effects in this model, I plotted the weak
frequency ties – person-group fit relationship at two levels of race prototype dissimilarity:
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(a) racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites; see
Figure 12). The graphic illustration of this interaction revealed that the relationship
between weak frequency ties and person-group fit was negative, and strengthened when
racioethnic dissimilarity was high, as compared to low (i.e., when there was similarity).
Overall, Hypothesis 22b was partially supported, as demonstrated in Table 22.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 22c that proposed sex prototypical dissimilarity
as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization fit –
satisfaction relationship. The weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity interaction did not
relate significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.02, p = 0.29),
duration (b = -0.03, p = 0.10), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.48) models; therefore,
moderation was not present. Additionally, person-organization fit did significantly relate
to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models. However, Hypothesis 22c was not supported.
Hypothesis 22d was tested next. This hypothesis proposed that race prototypical
dissimilarity was a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties – person-organization
fit – satisfaction relationship. Unfortunately, I tested the first part of the model, that the
weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity interaction related to person-organization fit,
but found that it did not in the closeness (b = -0.03, p = 0.07), duration (b = -0.03, p =
0.17), and frequency (b = -0.04, p = 0.17) models. Moreover, person-organization fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.49, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.49,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models. In sum, Hypothesis 22d was not
supported.
Tests of Diversity Climate as a First Stage Moderator
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Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Diversity Climate and Relational
Dissimilarity as Moderators
This next set of hypotheses tests three way interactions between the social
network characteristics, a dissimilarity moderator, and diversity climate and this
interactions’ effect on a type of fit and a subsequent outcome (i.e., satisfaction,
performance). Essentially, this next section duplicates all of the analyses that tested and
reported on moderated mediation models but adds the component of diversity climate as
an additional moderating influence at Stage 1 of the mediation. Again, I used the Hayes
(2011) SPSS macro (i.e., PROCESS, model 11, as depicted in Figure 5) that allows for
statistical control of covariates to test the proposed moderated mediation models. Age
and performance rating source were used as covariates in all analyses performed that
tested mediation hypotheses with performance as the dependent variable. Age was
included as a control variable in all analyses performed that tested mediation hypotheses
with satisfaction as the dependent variable. The sample size for the performance
mediation models was 86 and 828 for the satisfaction models presented. All models were
run with 1000 bootstrapped estimates.
Degree centrality and performance. Hypothesis 23a proposed that diversity
climate is a first stage moderator of the degree centrality x sex homophily – person-group
fit – performance relationship. Findings demonstrate that the degree centrality x sex
homophily x diversity climate interaction did relate significantly to person-group fit (b =
0.28, p = 0.16). Further, it should not be a surprise that person-group fit did significantly
relate to performance (b = 0.38, p = 0.01). Results from the second part of these models
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have been presented before, as the second parts of the models have not changed from the
previous section. Overall, Hypothesis 23a was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 23b that proposed diversity climate as a first stage
moderator of the degree centrality x racioethnic homophily – person-group fit –
performance relationship. I tried to establish that the degree centrality x racioethnic
homophily x diversity climate interaction related to person-group fit (b = -0.14, p = 0.39),
and was unable to do so. Further, person-group fit did relate significantly to performance
(b = 0.38, p = 0.01), indicating that Hypothesis 23b was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 23c to see if diversity climate acted as a first
stage moderator of the degree centrality x sex homophily – person-organization fit –
performance relationship. The degree centrality x sex homophily x diversity climate
interaction did not relate significantly to person-organization fit (b = 0.20, p = 0.45).
Further, as I have reported previously, person-organization fit does not significantly
relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.91). As such, Hypothesis 23c was not supported.
Investigating the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the degree
centrality x racioethnic homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship
was the idea behind Hypothesis 23d. I first wanted to establish that the degree centrality x
racioethnic homophily x diversity climate interaction related to person-organization fit (b
= -0.09, p = 0.64), indicating first-stage moderation. However, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.91). Thus, Hypothesis 23d was not
supported because mediation could not be established in this moderated mediation model.
Strong ties and performance. Hypothesis 24a proposed that diversity climate is a
first stage moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-group fit – performance
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relationship. Findings demonstrate that the strong ties x sex homophily x diversity
climate interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b =
0.49, p = 0.12), duration (b = -0.17, p = 0.67), or frequency (b = 0.32, p = 0.11) models.
Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b =
0.45, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.44, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 24b that proposed diversity climate as a first stage
moderator of the strong ties x racioethnic homophily – person-group fit – performance
relationship. I tried to establish that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily x diversity
climate interaction related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.21, p = 0.47),
duration (b = 0.28, p = 0.44), and frequency (b = -0.31, p = 0.08) models, but was unable
to establish this. Further, as reported previously, person-group fit did relate significantly
to performance in the closeness (b = 0.45, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.44, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 24c to see if diversity climate acted as a first stage
moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – performance
relationship. The strong ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction did not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in any of the three tie strength models: closeness
(b = 0.08, p = 0.84), duration (b = -0.39, p = 0.46), or frequency (b = 0.24, p = 0.38).
Further, as I have reported previously, person-organization fit does not significantly
relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.90), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.89),
and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.93) models. As such, Hypothesis 24c was not supported.
Investigating the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the strong
ties x racioethnic homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship was the
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idea behind Hypothesis 24d. I first wanted to establish that the strong ties x racioethnic
homophily x diversity climate interaction related to person-organization fit in the
closeness (b = -0.45, p = 0.23), duration (b = -0.62, p = 0.18), and frequency (b = 0.05, p
= 0.83) models, but was unsuccessful. Further, as reported previously, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
0.99), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.89), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.92) models. Thus,
Hypothesis 24d was not supported.
Weak ties and performance. Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 25a that positioned
diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x sex homophily – persongroup fit – performance relationship. The weak tie x sex homophily x diversity climate
interaction was not related significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.04, p =
0.84), duration (b = 0.27, p = 0.25), and frequency (b = -0.60, p = 0.02) models,
suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist in the closeness and duration models
but does in the frequency model. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance in the closeness (b = 0.37, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.38, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.03) models, as reported previously.
To further explore the moderation effects in this model, I plotted the weak
frequency ties – person-group fit relationship at two levels of sex homophily: (a) high sex
homophily and (b) low sex homophily (see Figure 13). The graphic illustration of this
interaction revealed that person-group fit tended to be highest when diversity climate was
high, as opposed to low, or when there was low diversity climate combined with low
number of frequency ties. Further, for the most part, person-group fit was higher when
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there was low, as opposed to high, sex homophily. Overall, Hypothesis 25a was partially
supported, as demonstrated in Table 23.
Next, I tested the second part of Hypothesis 25, Hypothesis 25b, that proposed
diversity climate is a first stage moderator of the weak ties x racioethnic homophily –
person-group fit – performance relationships. The weak ties x racioethnic homophily x
diversity climate interaction did not relate significantly to person-group fit in the
closeness (b = -0.04, p = 0.80), duration (b = -0.14, p = 0.37), or frequency (b = -0.33, p =
0.34) models. Person-group fit did significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b
= 0.37, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.38, p = 0.01), or frequency (b = 0.29, p = 0.03) models.
Then, when investigating diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak
ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship (as proposed in
Hypothesis 25c), I was unable to show that the weak ties x sex homophily x diversity
climate interaction related to person-organization fit. To elaborate, the relationship was
not significant in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.99), duration (b = 0.41, p = 0.18), or
frequency (b = -0.21, p = 0.59) models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not
exist. Additionally, person-organization fit did not significantly relate to performance in
the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.97), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.98), or frequency (b = -0.01,
p = 0.97) models. Thus, Hypothesis 25c was not supported.
Hypothesis 25d proposed that diversity climate is a first stage moderator of the
weak ties x racioethnic homophily – person-organization fit – performance relationship.
To test this notion I first sought to confirm that the weak ties x racioethnic homophily x
diversity climate interaction related to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.05,
p = 0.81), duration (b = 0.09, p = 0.64), and frequency (b = -0.15, p = 0.74) models; I was
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unsuccessful in doing establishing these relationships. Further, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.96), duration (b =
-0.01, p = 0.95), or frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.97) models, as I have reported previously.
Thus, Hypothesis 25d was not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Hypothesis 26a proposed that diversity climate
is a first stage moderator of the degree centrality x sex homophily – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship. Findings demonstrate that the degree centrality x sex homophily
x diversity climate interaction did relate significantly to person-group fit (b = -0.03, p =
0.32). Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01).
Thus, Hypothesis 26a was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 26b that proposed diversity climate as a first stage
moderator of the degree centrality x racioethnic homophily – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship. I tried to establish that the degree centrality x racioethnic
homophily x diversity climate interaction related to person-group fit (b = 0.01, p = 0.93),
and was not able to establish this. Further, person-group fit does relate significantly to
satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). Overall, Hypothesis 26b was not supported.
Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 26c to see if diversity climate acted as a first
stage moderator of the degree centrality x sex homophily – person-organization fit –
satisfaction relationship. The degree centrality x sex homophily x diversity climate
interaction did not relate significantly to person-organization fit (b = 0.02, p = 0.53).
Further, as I have reported previously, person-organization fit does not significantly
relate to satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). As such, Hypothesis 26c was not supported.
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Investigating the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the degree
centrality x racioethnic homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship
was the idea behind Hypothesis 26d. I first wanted to establish that the degree centrality x
racioethnic homophily x diversity climate interaction related to person-organization fit (b
= -0.03, p = 0.36), indicating first-stage moderation. However, person-organization fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 26d was not
supported.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Hypothesis 27a proposed that diversity climate is a
first stage moderator of the strong ties x sex homophily – person-group fit – satisfaction
relationships. The strong ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction did not
relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.13, p = 0.07), duration (b = -0.06, p =
0.41), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.58) models, suggesting that first stage moderation
does not exist. Yet, the second part of the mediation was confirmed [person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models], Hypothesis 27a was not supported.
Second, I formally tested Hypothesis 27b that proposed diversity climate as a first
stage moderator of the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction – person-group fit
– satisfaction relationship. I already reported in the previous section of this chapter that
the strong ties x racioethnic homophily x diversity climate interaction did not relate
significantly to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.06, p = 0.21), duration (b = 0.06,
p = 0.20), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.94) models. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51,
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p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. However, mediation could not be
established in these models. Consequently, Hypothesis 27b was not supported.
Hypothesis 27c proposed that diversity climate is a first stage moderator of the
strong ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationships. The
strong ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction did not relate to personorganization fit in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.95), duration (b = 0.01, p = 0.95), and
frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.91) models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not
exist. Yet, the second part of the mediation was confirmed [person-organization fit did
significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51,
p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models], Hypothesis 27c was not supported.
Second, I formally tested Hypothesis 27d that proposed diversity climate as a first
stage moderator of the strong ties x racioethnic homophily interaction – personorganization fit – satisfaction relationship. I already reported in the previous section of
this chapter that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily x diversity climate interaction
did not relate significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.05, p =
0.45), duration (b = -0.06, p = 0.31), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.87) models. Further,
person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.50, p
= 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. In spite
of this, mediation could not be established in these models. Consequently, Hypothesis
27d was not supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Next, I tested the notion that diversity climate behaved
as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x sex homophily – person-group fit –
satisfaction relationship (i.e., Hypothesis 28a). In the weak ties and performance
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paragraph in the preceding section, I reported that the weak ties x sex homophily x
diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit in the closeness (b = -0.07,
p = 0.50), duration (b = -0.03, p = 0.41) and frequency (b = 0.04, p = 0.42) models.
Furthermore, person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b =
0.51, p = 0.00), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models.
Next, I tested the second part of Hypothesis 28, Hypothesis 28b, which explored
the role of diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the weak ties x racioethnic
homophily – person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. In the weak ties and
performance paragraph presented previously, I demonstrated that the weak ties x
racioethnic homophily x diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit in
the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.94), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.80), and frequency (b =
0.02, p = 0.61) models. Further, even though person-group fit did significantly relate to
satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and
frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models, Hypothesis 28b was not supported because only
part of the model (the latter half) was significant.
The next part of Hypothesis 28, part c, proposed that diversity climate is a first
stage moderator of the weak ties x sex homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction
relationship. The weak ties x sex homophily x diversity climate interaction does not relate
significantly to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.52), duration (b =
0.03, p = 0.37), and frequency (b = 0.12, p = 0.07) models. For the sake of completeness,
I will note that person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the
closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p =
0.01) models.
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Hypothesis 28d projected diversity climate as a first stage moderator of the strong
ties x racioethnic homophily – person-organization fit – satisfaction relationship. I tested
this notion but was unable to establish that the strong ties x racioethnic homophily x
diversity climate interaction related to person- organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.02,
p = 0.50), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.98), and frequency (b = -0.07, p = 0.13) models. In
addition, person-organization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b
= 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01)
models. However, that did not make it to where Hypothesis 28d was supported; it was in
fact not supported.
Tests of Moderated Mediation Hypotheses with Diversity Climate and Prototype
Dissimilarity as Moderators
Degree centrality and performance. Hypothesis 29a proposed that diversity
climate would be a first stage moderator of the degree centrality x prototypical
dissimilarity – person-group fit – performance relationship. However, first stage
moderation could not be established because the degree centrality x prototypical
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction did not relate to
person-group fit significantly in the sex model, but did in the race model (b = -0.07, p =
0.53; b = -0.37, p = 0.01). Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to
performance (b = 0.47, p = 0.01; b = 0.47, p = 0.01).
To further explore the moderation effects in this model, I plotted the degree
centrality – person-group fit relationship at two levels of race prototype dissimilarity: (a)
racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites; see Figure
14). The graphic illustration of this interaction revealed that person-group fit tended to be
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highest when diversity climate was high, as opposed to low, and this was regardless of
level of degree centrality. Further, for the most part, person-group fit was higher when
there was prototypical racioethnic dissimilarity, except for the case when there was high
degree centrality and a strong diversity climate; in that instance person-group fit was
highest and was achieved for Whites (i.e., those whom identified as similar to the
racioethnic prototype). Overall, Hypothesis 29a was partially supported, as demonstrated
in Table 24.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 29b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the degree centrality x prototype dissimilarity – person-organization
fit – performance relationships. To begin, I tested to establish that the degree centrality x
prototype dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction related
to person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.19, p = 0.19; b = -0.30, p = 0.04)
suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist. Further, person-organization fit did
not significantly relate to performance (b = 0.01, p = 0.92; b = 0.01, p = 0.92). In sum,
though the moderation in the race dissimilarity model was significant, no part of
Hypothesis 29b was supported because mediation was not established.
Strong ties and performance. Hypothesis 30a proposed that diversity climate
would be a first stage moderator of the strong ties x prototypical dissimilarity – persongroup fit – performance relationship. First stage moderation was established in both of
the strong duration ties x prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interactions, as
well as the strong frequency ties x prototypical racioethnic dissimilarity x diversity
climate interactions. Specifically, the results for the test of this hypothesis (sex and race
presented respectively) are as follows: closeness (b = -0.28, p = 0.09; b = -0.25, p = 0.22),
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duration (b = -0.48, p = 0.05; Table 25; b = -0.50, p = 0.05; Table 26), and frequency (b =
-0.07, p = 0.51; b = -0.32, p = 0.01; see Table 27) models. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.53, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.53, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.49, p = 0.01) models, as reported previously.
To further explore the moderation effects in the duration and sex dissimilarity
model, I plotted the strong duration ties x prototypical sex dissimilarity – person-group fit
relationship at two levels of diversity climate: (a) sex similarity (men) and (b) sex
dissimilarity (women). The graphic illustration of this three-way interaction in Figure 15
revealed the graphic illustration of this interaction revealed that the strong duration ties X
diversity climate interaction for the most part had a positive relationship with persongroup fit. To elaborate, the lowest levels of person-group fit occurred when both duration
ties and diversity climate were low, while the highest levels of person-group fit occurred
when both duration ties and diversity climate were high. Further, for the most part,
person-group fit was lower for males (those sex similar to the prototype), as opposed to
female (those sex dissimilar). The exception to this was when high numbers of strong
duration ties and high levels of diversity climate interacted with prototypical sex
similarity; in this case males reported the highest levels of person-group fit.
To further explore the moderation effects in the duration and racioethnic
dissimilarity model, I plotted the strong duration ties x prototypical racioethnic
dissimilarity – person-group fit relationship at two levels of diversity climate: (a)
racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites). The
graphic illustration of this three-way interaction in Figure 16 revealed that the
relationship between the strong duration ties and diversity climate interaction as it
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affected person-group fit was mostly positive, especially for those prototypically similar
in terms of racioethnicity. Moreover, when diversity climate was high, person-group fit
was at higher levels as compared to when diversity climate was at lower levels, across
levels of similarity and number of duration ties.
To further explore the moderation effects in the duration and racioethnic
dissimilarity model, I plotted the strong frequency ties x prototypical racioethnic
dissimilarity – person-group fit relationship at two levels of diversity climate: (a)
racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites). The
graphic illustration of this three-way interaction in Figure 17 revealed that for Whites
(those similar to the racioethnic prototype), person-group fit was higher when diversity
climate was also high, as compared to low, but was at its highest levels when the number
of weak duration ties were highest, as well. Then, for racioethnic minorities (those
dissimilar to the racioethnic prototype), person-group fit was highest when diversity
climate was also high, but the number of weak duration ties were low, as well. Overall,
Hypothesis 30a was partially supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 30b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the strong ties x prototype dissimilarity – person-organization fit –
performance relationships. To begin, I tested to establish that the strong ties x prototype
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.41, p = 0.07; b = -0.22, p = 0.42), duration
(b = -0.29, p = 0.39; b = -0.49, p = 0.13), and frequency (b = -0.26, p = 0.09; b = -0.23, p
= 0.17) models, suggesting that first stage moderation did not occur. Further, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
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0.96), duration (b = 0.02, p = 0.86), and frequency (b = -0.01, p = 0.78) models. In sum,
Hypothesis 30b was not supported.
Weak ties and performance. Next, I tested Hypothesis 31a that proposed diversity
climate as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties x sex prototypical
dissimilarity – person-group fit – performance relationships. To begin, I sought to
establish that the weak ties x sex prototypical dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction
related to person-group fit in the closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.80), duration (b = 0.03, p =
0.76), and frequency (b = 0.18, p = 0.29) models. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.46, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models.
Moreover, I tested to see if diversity climate was a potential first stage moderator
of the weak ties x race prototypical dissimilarity – person-group fit – performance
relationship. It was in the closeness model, as the weak ties x race prototypical
dissimilarity x diversity climate interaction did relate to person-group fit in the closeness
(b = -0.29, p = 0.01; see Table 28) and duration (b = -0.29, p = 0.01; see Table 29), but
not in the frequency (b = -0.14, p = 0.41), model. Further, person-group fit did
significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.46, p = 0.01), duration (b =
0.47, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.41, p = 0.01) models.
To further explore the moderation effects in the closeness and racioethnic
dissimilarity model, I plotted the weak closeness ties x prototypical racioethnic
dissimilarity – person-group fit relationship at two levels of diversity climate: (a)
racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites). The
graphic illustration of this three-way interaction in Figure 18 revealed for Whites (those
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similar to the racioethnic prototype), person-group fit was highest when diversity climate
and the number of weak duration ties were highest, as well. Then, for racioethnic
minorities (those dissimilar to the racioethnic prototype), person-group fit was highest
when diversity climate was high but the number of weak duration ties were low.
To further explore the moderation effects in the closeness and racioethnic
dissimilarity model, I plotted the strong duration ties x prototypical racioethnic
dissimilarity – person-group fit relationship at two levels of diversity climate: (a)
racioethnic similarity (Whites) and (b) racioethnic dissimilarity (non-Whites). The
graphic illustration of this three-way interaction in Figure 19 revealed for Whites and
racial minorities, that person-group fit was highest when diversity climate was high and
the number of strong duration ties were low. The graphic illustration of these interactions
revealed that Hypothesis 31a was partially supported, as moderated mediation was found
in two of the six models tested.
Hypothesis 31b proposed diversity climate as a potential first stage moderator of
the weak ties x prototypical dissimilarity – person-organization fit – performance
relationships. To test this hypothesis, I tested to see if the weak ties x prototypical
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interactions related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = -0.01, p = 0.99; b = -0.24, p = 0.19), duration
(b = -0.17, p = 0.22; b = -0.20, p = 0.19), and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.97; b = -0.08, p
= 0.75) models. However, first stage moderation did not occur. Additionally, personorganization fit did not significantly relate to performance in the closeness (b = 0.01, p =
0.99; b = 0.01, p = 0.99), duration (b = -0.01, p = 0.98; b = -0.01, p = 0.98), and
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frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.98; b = 0.01, p = 0.98) models. As such, Hypothesis 31b was
not supported.
Degree centrality and satisfaction. Hypothesis 32a proposed that diversity climate
would be a first stage moderator of the degree centrality x prototypical dissimilarity –
person-group fit – satisfaction relationship. However, first stage moderation could not be
established because the degree centrality x prototypical dissimilarity (sex, then race,
respectively) x diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit significantly
(b = -0.01, p = 0.45; b = -0.01, p = 0.61). Further, person-group fit did significantly relate
to satisfaction (b = 0.51, p = 0.01; b = 0.51, p = 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 32a was not
supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 32b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the degree centrality x prototype dissimilarity – person-organization
fit – satisfaction relationships. To begin, I tested to establish that the degree centrality x
prototype dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction related
to person-organization fit (b = -0.01, p = 0.76; b = -0.01, p = 0.48) suggesting that first
stage moderation did not occur. Further, person-organization fit did not significantly
relate to satisfaction (b = 0.49, p = 0.01; b = 0.49, p = 0.01). In sum, no part of
Hypothesis 32b was supported.
Strong ties and satisfaction. Hypothesis 33a proposed that diversity climate would
be a first stage moderator of the strong ties x prototypical dissimilarity – person-group fit
– satisfaction relationship. However, first stage moderation could not be established
because the strong ties x prototypical dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x
diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-group fit significantly. Specifically,
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this was the case in the closeness (b = 0.13, p = 0.06; b = -0.06, p = 0.21), duration (b = 0.06, p = 0.41; b = 0.06, p = 0.20), and frequency (b = -0.02, p = 0.57; b = -0.01, p =
0.44) models. Further, person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the
closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p =
0.01) models, as reported previously. Thus, Hypothesis 33a was not supported.
Next, I tested Hypothesis 33b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the strong ties x prototype dissimilarity – person-organization fit –
satisfaction relationships. To begin, I tested to establish that the strong ties x prototype
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction related to
person-organization fit in the closeness (b = 0.01, p = 0.95; b = -0.05, p = 0.45), duration
(b = 0.01, p = 0.95; b = -0.06, p = 0.31), and frequency (b = 0.01, p = 0.91; b = -0.01, p =
0.87) models, suggesting that first stage moderation does not exist. Further, personorganization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in the closeness (b = 0.51, p =
0.01), duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. In sum,
Hypothesis 33b was not supported.
Weak ties and satisfaction. Subsequently, I tested Hypothesis 34a that proposed
diversity climate as a potential first stage moderator of the weak ties x prototypical
dissimilarity – person-group fit – satisfaction relationships. The weak ties x prototypical
dissimilarity (sex, then race, respectively) x diversity climate interaction did not relate to
person-group fit [closeness (b = -0.07, p = 0.06; b = -0.01, p = 0.94), duration (b = -0.03,
p = 0.95; b = -0.01, p = 0.79), frequency (b = 0.04, p = 0.42; b = 0.01, p = 0.56)]. Further,
person-group fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01),
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duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. Thus,
Hypothesis 34a received no support.
Lastly, I tested Hypothesis 34b that proposed diversity climate as a potential first
stage moderator of the weak ties x prototypical dissimilarity – person-organization fit –
satisfaction relationships. The weak ties x prototypical dissimilarity (sex, then race,
respectively) x diversity climate interaction did not relate to person-organization fit in the
closeness (b = 0.03, p = 0.52; b = -0.01, p = 0.16), duration (b = 0.03, p = 0.37; b = -0.01,
p = 0.98), and frequency (b = 0.12, p = 0.07; b = -0.07, p = 0.13) models. Further, personorganization fit did significantly relate to satisfaction in closeness (b = 0.51, p = 0.01),
duration (b = 0.51, p = 0.01), and frequency (b = 0.51, p = 0.01) models. Hence,
Hypothesis 34b was not supported.
Diversity Climate as a Second Stage Moderator
Age and performance rating source were used as covariates in all analyses
performed that tested diversity climate as a second stage moderator with performance as
the dependent variable. Age was included as a control variable in all analyses performed
that tested diversity climate as a second stage moderator with satisfaction as the
dependent variable. To test the remaining hypotheses (i.e., Hypotheses 35-38), I used
Hays’ (2011) macro (i.e., model 1).
Diversity climate and performance. First, Hypothesis 35 proposed that diversity
climate moderated the relationship between person-group fit and performance. The
person-group fit x diversity climate interaction on performance was not statistically
significant (b = -0.03, p = .86, Table 30). Thus, Hypothesis 35 did not receive support.
Second, Hypothesis 36 proposed that diversity climate moderated the relationship
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between person-organization fit and performance. The person-organization fit x diversity
climate interaction on performance was not statistically significant (b = 0.01, p = .95).
Thus, Hypothesis 36 did not receive support.
Diversity climate and satisfaction. Third, Hypothesis 37 proposed that diversity
climate moderated the relationship between person-group fit and satisfaction. The persongroup fit x diversity climate interaction on satisfaction was not statistically significant (b
= -0.06 p = .21; see Table 30). Thus, Hypothesis 37 did not receive support.
Fourth, Hypothesis 38 proposed that diversity climate moderated the relationship
between person-organization fit and satisfaction. The person-organization fit x diversity
climate interaction on satisfaction was statistically significant (b = -0.11, p = .01; Table
30). To further explore the moderation effects, I plotted the person-organization fit satisfaction relationship at two levels of sex diversity climate: (a) +1 standard deviation
from the mean (high) and (b) -1 standard deviation from the mean (low). The graphic
illustration of this interaction, presented in Figure 20, revealed that the personorganization fit – satisfaction relationship is enhanced more when diversity climate is
high than when it is low. Simple slopes (Aiken & West, 1991) were also calculated and
are presented in Figure 20. Thus, Hypothesis 38 did not receive support because though
the interaction was significant, it was not in the direction expected.
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CHAPTER 17
DISCUSSION
Social networks represent the building blocks of all social entities, including
organizations (Zhang, 2010). This premise provided the impetus for building the study
model around the outcomes and process associated with various social network
characteristics. In this manuscript, I proposed a moderated mediation model that I
explored and tested using both qualitative and quantitative analyses. Moreover, the study
model was tested using two samples, both of which had their methodological advantages
and shortcomings, but overall worked together to strengthen the generalizability of the
results presented. Overall, the findings from this study advance social network and
diversity research in a number of ways. Specifically, I identified four general sets of
findings and subsequently discuss how each of these sets of findings fits with, and
contributes to, current research in both the social network and diversity literatures.
First, the results showed how various social network characteristics (i.e.,
centrality, tie strength) affect employee performance and satisfaction. Interestingly, the
results surrounding degree centrality were not fruitful in affecting performance or
satisfaction within the tests of the study hypotheses; there was one exception. When
testing the model that proposed a three-way interaction among degree centrality,
racioethnic prototypical dissimilarity, and diversity climate that would affect persongroup fit and then performance I found statistical significance. To elaborate, the
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relationship between degree centrality and person-group fit was strengthened by the
presence of racioethnic prototypical similarity (as compared to dissimilarity), and high
(as compared to low) levels of diversity climate. This finding suggests that integrating
social network and diversity literatures is important to ultimately affect employee
performance and satisfaction.
The fact that only one model involving degree centrality was statistically
significant was surprising, given the established link made by previous research
suggesting that network degree centrality is a social position that works to influence
behavior (Gest, Graham-Bermann, & Hartup, 2001), specifically, performance (e.g.,
Bowler et al., 2009; Ferriani, Cattani, & Baden-Fuller, 2009; Lee, Yang, Wan, & Chen,
2010; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010) and attitudes, specifically satisfaction (Feeley,
2000; Hartman & Johnson, 1989; Marshall & Stohl, 1993; Monge, Edwards, & Kirste,
1983). The reason for the discrepancy between previous research that found these
relationships with centrality and the lack of significant results in the present study may be
due to the fact that in the present study I used a measure of degree centrality. Degree
centrality is the most basic form of centrality (Chen & Yang, 2010), as opposed to
betweenness or closeness centrality, which are more complex (Chen & Yang, 2010;
Zhang, 2010). Perhaps past researchers used one of these more nuanced measures of
centrality (i.e., betweeness or closeness) and these forms of the measure have stronger
relationships to fit, performance, and satisfaction variables, thus creating the discrepancy
between previous and current research findings.
Then, strong ties had the most consistent impact on both outcomes of interest as
compared to models involving degree centrality or weak ties. Specifically, strong
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closeness ties were important in a number of main effects, mediation, and moderated
mediation models. This is consistent with previous research that has established a link
between the number of strong network ties and employee outcomes such as performance
(e.g., Borgatti, Jones, & Everett, 1998; Hossain, Wu, & Chung, 2006; Mehra, Kilduff, &
Brass, 2001; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Sparrowe et al., 2001). Further, the number of
weak ties also was important to consider in the study model, as they affected outcomes in
a handful of moderated mediation models. The importance of examining weak ties in
social network models was consistent with previous research, as well (Granovetter, 1973;
Krackhardt, 1990). Specifically, the strength of weak ties theory is one of the most cited
social network theories and states that both strong and weak ties are of value, and that
networks should include a balance of both (Brass, 1992; Giuffre, 1999; Granovetter,
1982; Pavlovich, 2003; Uzzi, 1996). Therefore, the fact that the results of this study
supported the importance of both strong and weak ties was consistent with previous
research findings and established social network theory. When comparing the
inconsistent findings involving degree centrality with the more consistent findings
involving tie strength, this suggests that the quality of relationships (as measured by tie
strength) was more important than the quantity of relationships (as measured by degree
centrality) when exploring the role of fit and diversity-related variables in models linking
social network characteristics and employee outcomes.
Interestingly, in the models where weak ties did have a statistically significant
impact, it was sometimes in the direction opposite of what was proposed. Therefore,
some of the findings in the present study contradicted the strength of weak ties theory
that led me to propose that weak ties would have a positive affect on the relationships in

227

the study model. Perhaps the reasoning for these counterintuitive findings is that weak
ties and diversity-related variables are having surprising relationships with each other. To
elaborate, weak ties represent access to a wide array of people and ideas (Granovetter,
1973). When actors have a higher number of weak network ties, they have access to a
large range of information and innovative ideas. This also is true when employees are a
part of more diverse networks or organizations. In fact, research shows that increased
levels of diversity is related to variables such as increased creativity. The resulting effect
may be that employees are increasingly being exposed to work environments that are
more diverse and because these environments already have a larger range of different
ideas and information naturally occurring in them, that employees are less likely to
develop and rely on weak ties in their networks. Essentially, these needs are being met by
the workplace environment rather than their social network. Therefore, weak ties are
having different relationships with outcomes such as performance and satisfaction than
the relationships we have seen in previous literature due to the societal trend of having
increasingly diverse workforces. This notion, the possible changing role of weak ties as
time has progressed in the last few decades, is one that has not been, but should be, tested
empirically. Overall, of the social networking variables examined in the present study,
strong ties had the most consistent relationships in study models while degree centrality
had the least consistent results.
Second, the results from this study demonstrated that perceptions of fit (i.e.,
person-group fit, person-organization fit) mediated the relationships between (a) social
network characteristics and employee performance and (b) social network characteristics
and employee satisfaction. The establishment of person-group fit as a mediator in a
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number of tested models is especially noteworthy, considering that only a handful of
studies before this one have studied person-group fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).
Therefore, in this study I was able to investigate the effect of this relatively new
construct, integrate it with social network and diversity literatures, and also extend the
conceptualization of the variable by positioning person-group fit as the perceived fit
between an individual and their network (as opposed to a group or team as other research
has done).
The fact that findings in the current study supported the notion that both
person-group and person-organization fit were noteworthy mediators was important, as
this is the first study that I am aware of that examined fit and its relationship to social
networking variables. As such, I was able to add to scholarly knowledge describing how,
when, and to what extent, different types of fit perceptions related to performance and
satisfaction. Interestingly, the findings from the current study show that the two types of
fit functioned differently is various models. For example, person-group fit had a more
consistent relationship with performance and satisfaction while person-organization fit
demonstrated a stronger relationship with satisfaction, but rarely performance. Further, in
general, person-group fit was a more reliable and consistent mediator (as compared to
person-organization fit) in the models tested with Samples 2 and 3. This supports past
research in other areas of management and organizational behavior that have established
fit as a multidimensional concept (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Jansen & Kristof-Brown, 2006;
Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Schwab, 1999). These results are logical, as a stronger
relationship between more proximal constructs (i.e., characteristics of employees’ social
networks, fit with the same network) may be expected as compared to a relationship
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between less proximal constructs (i.e., characteristics of employees’ social networks, fit
with the larger organization). In the later situation, a larger number of variables may be
working to affect employees’ fit with their organization, making the relationship between
a specific (i.e., a network) entity and characteristics of that entity stronger than the
relationship between those characteristics and a larger entity (i.e., organization).
Together, the findings from the current and past studies suggest that fit be incorporated
into social network research and theories and that multiple types of fit should be
considered (e.g., person-job, person-supervisor, etc.; Kristof Brown et al., 2005).
Moreover, considering that a specific network-related variable proved a more consistent
mediator as compared to a broader organization-related one, it may be fruitful for
researchers to focus on mediators related to the network (e.g., trust with others in the
network) in future research models.
Third, the results of this study demonstrated that individual factors acted as firststage moderators to the mediated relationships proposed. Overall, the findings from the
present study surrounding dissimilarity suggest that the extent that employees beneﬁt
from their network characteristics depends on if their demographic characteristics make
them similar or dissimilar to others. Specifically, in the present study, I explored the role
that employees’ demographic dissimilarity (relational and prototypical dissimilarity)
played and found that both types of dissimilarity had noteworthy effects as moderators,
especially when person-group fit served as the mediator. These findings corroborate
established diversity theories (e.g., relational demography theory, social categorization
theory, similarity attraction paradigm; Tsui & Gutek, 1999).
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Interestingly, results showed that both the sex and racioethnic versions of both
types of dissimilarity were needed to understand fully the study model in multiple
contexts. I will note that, the hypotheses involving prototypical dissimilarity, particularly
racioethnic prototypical dissimilarity, were most supported in the current study. This set
of findings is exciting, as prototypical dissimilarity is a construct that has yet to be
considered fully in management and organizational behavior literature, even in
manuscripts with a diversity focus. This set of findings suggests that it may be more
pertinent to focus on the exploration of certain subsets of diversity research (e.g.,
stigmatization) rather than other diversity-related theories (e.g., relational demography) in
the quest to determine how and why social network characteristics affect fit. To
elaborate, stigma research helps explain why being differnt from the Corporate America
White male prototype affects the network characteristics – fit relationship more
consistently than homophily. The general societal stigma associated with being a member
of a minority group explains why prototypically dissimilar employees experience
differential returns from their network relationships than employees whom are
prototypically similar. By incorporating more nuanced findings from the depth of
research on stigmatization, researchers can begin to integrate more specific and tailored
parts of stigmatization theory to develop the construct of prototypical dissimilarity and
ultimately develop new theory as to why and how prototypical dissimilarity works to
affect the relationships between network characteristics and fit.
However, overall, the results showed that multiple types of surface-level
similarity triggered reactions based on perceived network dissimilarity. In sum, two
forms of two types of dissimilarity served as a moderator of various social network – fit
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relationships. It is possible that deep-level similarities (as well as other forms of surfacelevel similarities) also may act as moderators in the model. This notion was inplied in the
content analysis, where the results showed that a recurring theme mentioned by
participants was the importance of age dissimilarity in the development and maintenance
of social networks at work. However, these notions were not tested in the current study.
Moreover, the findings from the present study also extend the aforementioned
diversity theories by integrating social network research, which has rarely been
accomplished in past literature. Specifically, individuals’ demographics have been
investigated in only a handful of social network studies (e.g., Ibarra, 1992, 1993; Mollica
et al., 2003; Reagans, 2005, 2011). As such, the results from the present study help to
integrate social network and diversity literatures while also answering a call for research,
that future social network research include multiple minority groups (Ibarra, 1993) - a
call that has remained largely unanswered for 20 years. The need for these two bodies of
research (i.e., diversity and social networks) to come together is more pertinent now than
ever. Workforces, especially in the United States, are becoming increasingly diverse in
terms of their demographic characteristics (Toossi, 2006; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).
Specifically, estimates suggest that by 2050, over half of U.S. workers (i.e., 55%) will
identify as Hispanic (Nevaer & Ekstein, 2007; Mallol, Holtom, & Lee, 2007). This trend
demonstrates that minority employees are establishing an undeniable presence that cannot
and should not be ignored in the workplace. Unfortunately, despite minority employees’
substantial and increasing presence in society and the workforce, these groups are largely
under-investigated (DelCampo, Rogers, & Jacobson, 2010; Stone, Johnson, StoneRomero, & Hartman, 2006). Until social network research integrates theory and research
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that can speak to the experiences of these minority groups, social network theories will
never truly describe even the most basic of network phenomena, as research findings and
theory may generalize at best to half of organizationsal workforces.
Fourth, many complex systems cannot be understood without their surroundings,
contexts or boundaries, together with the interactions between these boundaries and the
system itself (Szell & Thurner, 2010). The results of this study confirm this by
demonstrating that organizational factors (i.e., diversity climate) acted as both a first and
second stage boundary condition in the study model. To begin, this notion was identified
by a number of participants that participated in the qualitative portion of the study. Then,
in many cases in Samples 2 and 3, a strong diversity climate helped attenuate the negative
effects of network dissimilarity for minority employees so that fit (and ultimately
performance and satisfaction) was affected positively (as compared to environments with
weak diversity climates). As such, these results suggest that the organizational context in
which social networks form and develop is something that should be given additional
attention, as the organizational context can impact the relationships between social
network and both proximal (i.e., fit) and distal (i.e., performance, satisfaction) outcomes.
These types of boundary conditions are especially important to examine, considering that
surroundings and environment have not been given much consideration in the social
network literature thus far (Ibarra, 1993). I now discuss the implications of these four
general sets of findings.
Implications
Theoretical. This study contributes to various literatures within the management
discipline, especially the social network literature. Overall, the findings contribute to the
social network literature, as networks are rarely considered in social science research
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(Aggarwal, 2011; Agnew et al., 2001; Freeman, 2004; Kilduff & Brass, 2010; Knoke &
Yang, 2008). In the current study I was able to examine the impact of social networks on
organizational outcomes such as performance and satisfaction. Generally, the findings
from this study meet the demands of researchers whom highlight the crucial need for
researchers to account for the impact that social networks have in affecting outcomes
such as behaviors in environments such as organizations (e.g., Knoke & Yang, 2008).
More specifically, current social network literature suffers from significant gaps.
There is a lack of theoretical foundation in many social network studies, an absence of
research that integrates individualist approaches (e.g., demographics), and virtually no
examinations of boundary conditions that explain the relationship between social network
characteristics and relevant outcomes. In the current study I was able to add to theory that
does exist in the social network area by showing when and how the individual is
important when examining employees’ social networks. Particularly, these findings show
that employees’ level of sex and racioethnic dissimilarity (homophily, prototypical) does
affect the relationship between their social network characteristics and fit perceptions.
Moreover, in many instances more distal outcomes (performance, satisfaction) are
impacted, as well. Seeing how models involving prototypical dissimilarity (particularly
racioethnic prototypical dissimilarity) were most consistent in this study, it is apparent
that these findings build on existing theories such as social categorization theory by
showing how individuals organize themselves and others within their networks. As such,
I suggest that this variable be incorporated into future research models that investigate
social network models.
Moreover, the findings from this study also contribute to the social network
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research by uncovering that fit perceptions (e.g., person-group fit, person-organization
fit) act as mediating mechanisms that underlie the relationships between social network
characteristics and performance/satisfaction. To elaborate, social network characteristics
appear to be transmitted at least partially through fit, especially person-group fit. Because
of the consistent results involving person-group fit in the study model, it seems prudent
that future theory consider this type of fit in addition to more commonly researched types
such as person-organization fit. Additionally, the study results are some of the first that
examines the relationship between social networking variables and person-group fit.
Based on the study results, I would suggest that existing theory be augmented to account
for this previously unidentified explanatory mechanism in the social network-outcome
relationships.
Then, few researchers have considered the influence that the surroundings (e.g.,
environment) have on social network outcomes (Ibarra, 1993). This call for research
remains unanswered until this study. Current social network research does not offer many
ideas on how the environment that surrounds individuals or their networks affects the
formation of, processes within, or consequences of, social network dynamics. The results
from this study show the important impact that diversity climate can have in enhancing
relationships between social networks and outcomes such as performance and
satisfaction. In particular, across a number of models examining various network
characteristics, fit perceptions, and outcomes, diversity climate consistently bolstered
interaction effects so that fit perceptions were ultimately enhanced for employees. These
results suggest that existing theory be supplemented so that the role of workplace context
(e.g., organizational diversity climate) is considered in social network research.
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Practical. This manuscript suggests important implications for the field of human
resource management and its practitioners. As previously discussed in Chapter 2,
applying social network analysis to business phenomena can benefit organizations and
employees in a number of ways. This includes job attainment and promotion
opportunities for job applicants (Degenne & Forse, 1999; Fernandez & Weinberg, 1997),
project success for those supervising groups of employees (Tenkasi & Chesmore, 2003;
Thilagam, 2010; White et al., 2004), and the understanding of customer behavior for
customer service organizations (Thilagam, 2010). Based on the results of the present
study, I concur with this previous research and emphasize that managers should be
cognizant of the influence that social networks have in organizational environments.
Managers can act on this knowledge by structuring assignments so that employees with
different backgrounds, perspectives, or knowledge sets work together (Kilduff & Brass,
2010). This will support the development of new network connections among employees.
Additionally, organizations can sponsor activities that take place after work (e.g.,
organizationally sponsored team sports) to enhance the strength of employees’ social
network ties (Kilduff & Brass, 2010).
Managers also can affect work outcomes positively by emphasizing the
importance of social networking. For example, by including key results from social
network research in training programs, managers can increase employee awareness and
motivation to develop their social networks (Kilduff & Brass, 2010). Research shows that
these initiatives are successful, as top performing organizations are 57% more likely than
other companies to provide teams with collaborative and social networking tools (IBM,
2010). Further, managers can also work with their employees to develop strategies on
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how they are going to develop their social networks. In Figure 21, I present information
that may help employees develop an interest in, and an understanding of, their own social
networks. Overall, supporting the strategic development of employees’ social networks is
in organizations’ best interest. As demonstrated by the results from Samples 1, 2, and 3,
many positive relationships exist between social network characteristics and desired
organizational outcomes. As such, both employees and organizations benefit as a result of
employees’ developed social networks.
Moreover, in the present manuscript, I discuss fit perceptions (e.g., person-group
fit, person-organization fit) as mediating mechanisms that underlie the relationships
between social network characteristics and performance/satisfaction. The results show
that it is logical that managers should monitor employees’ perceptions of fit, not only
within the immediate work group that they supervise or within the organization (as
suggested by past research), but employees’ fit within their network group, as well.
Beyond fit perceptions, it is possible that other processes are at play that could explain
the relationship between social network characteristics and employee performance. This
is because each organization has a distinct workforce, unique environment, and
specialized mission. As such, managers should reflect upon the processes at play in the
work environment and contemplate how these processes could affect the relationship
between social network characteristics and employee performance. Research has
identified examples of such phenomena, including, but not limited to, communication
efficiency, knowledge acquisition, and trust.
Additionally, the results from this study show that human resource management
should acknowledge that traditional networking strategies may not prove successful for
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all employees (Ibarra, 1993). Thus, practitioners should continue to focus on
racioethnicity and sex as variables that can affect social networking outcomes such as
performance. On this note, organizations and managers should prioritize efforts to create
and maintain a supportive diversity climate. Doing so should influence feelings of
inclusion among all employees, regardless of their racioethnicity or sex. These
psychological processes can affect a variety of organizational outcomes positively,
including performance. Overall, the business case for diversity suggests that diversity
climate should relate to positive financial outcomes for organizations (Cox, 1994; HicksClarke & Iles, 2000). Therefore, creating and maintaining a supportive diversity climate
should benefit organizations and their employees.
Limitations
Although the consistency of our results across different samples is highly
supportive of certain aspects of the study model, limitations of the studies should be
acknowledged. In the first sample that I used, range restriction may have affected the
results because only participants active on Mechanical Turk were recruited. Further,
participants self-selected into the study, suggesting that generalizability may be limited
when interpreting the results of the content analysis.
In the second sample, the data were self-reported. Because both the predictors and
dependent variables were measured via self-report, common method variance may have
artificially inflated the relationships between predictors and performance. However, it
should be noted that although common method variance can affect self-reported data, it
cannot produce interactions (Evans, 1985). Further, the schools where I recruited
participants from were located in two distinctive geographic regions (i.e., Texas,
Pennsylvania); this limits generalizability. Also, the choice to restrict this sample to only
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international students limits generalizability. Moreover, a self-reported measure of
performance was used. Due to social desirability and ego inflation, it is possible that the
results of the performance models tested with Sample 2 should be interpreted with
caution. Lastly, there was a relatively low response rate of participants during Time 2.
In the third sample the research design of the current study did not allow for
causal conclusions. This is a limitation because our measurement strategy did not allow
us to tease out the causal order of study variables. Further, the response rate of co-worker
and supervisor ratings was quite low. This severely limited the sample size in the
performance sample, which reduced the power available to detect significant
relationships. Moreover, the low response rate of supervisors and co-workers prevented
me from testing the sample using data from triads. If I had been able to incorporate more
data from participants other than the ego, results from the tests of Sample 3 would have
been more reliable. Not only does this apply to the performance variable, but to the
diversity climate variable, as well. Then, participants self-selected into the study,
suggesting that when interpreting the results of this study, generalizability may be
limited.
Future Research
There is a bounty of opportunity for researchers to incorporate social networks in
future research studies. For example, future research should attempt to explore additional
variables not assessed in the present manuscript. Trust, communication, and knowledge
sharing could be examined as mediating mechanisms that explain the relationship
between social network characteristics and performance. Additionally, it may be
interesting to examine employees’ psychological contract perceptions (the individual’s
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beliefs about mutual obligations between the employee and employer) as a mediating
mechanism in the present model (Rousseau, 1995). Of great interest would be to
incorporate other variables identified by the qualitative analysis into future models (i.e.,
ostracism, isolation, age).
Next, future research could examine potential interactions between (or among)
variables presented in the manuscript. For example, it is possible that interactions exist
among the social network characteristics (e.g., between centrality and tie strength).
Further, it is possible that an interaction among the dissimilarity moderators exists (e.g.,
between racioethnicity dissimilarity and sex dissimilarity, among racioethnicity
dissimilarity, sex dissimilarity and diversity climate). Overall, research would benefit
from exploring potential interactions among variables presented in the model.
Then, researchers should examine the study model in a complete network, as
opposed to using ego-centered networks, as done in the present study. Doing so in an intact network may help to isolate the effects of certain organizational characteristics (e.g.,
diversity climate) on various employee groups (e.g., minorities) because such
environmental conditions should be more stable in a single environment. Moreover,
studying a complete network will give researchers more reliable data, as variables like
diversity climate and relationships between employees can more easly be verified and
confirmed by at least two, if not more, employees. This overcomes self-report biases
associated with some measures in the current study.
Additionally, an important consideration for future research involves the
expansion of research designs. For instance, most social network research has relied too
heavily on cross-sectional studies. Consequently, I recommend that scholars consider
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longitudinal designs when examining research models that include social network
characteristics. Though I used a time-lagged model in Sample 2, a true longitudinal
model would have provided a more reliable test of the causal order of variables in the
study model.
Conclusions
To conclude, given the influence of social networks in our daily lives, it is not
logical for organizations to ignore the presence of social networks in the workforce. As
demonstrated throughout the qualitative and quantitative results of three distinct samples,
social networks affect the attitudes and behaviors of employees. Further, results show that
recognizing and analyzing employees’ social networks can help practitioners recognize
opportunities to increase important organizational outcomes (e.g., employee performance,
satisfaction). Therefore, it is crucial that we study social networks to determine how they
create the backbone of our social interactions at work.
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FOOTNOTES
1

In 2011, this journal reported an impact factor of 3.69 and is still considered a top-tier

journal in the field of sociology.
2

This study used a random sample (n = 1500) of Twitter users.

3

Currently, there is a debate in the fit literature as to whether or not increased fit is

always desirable (e.g., because of the detrimental effects of groupthink; Schneider, 2001).
4

It should be noted that centrality and power are not perfectly correlated (Bonacich 1987;

Cook, Emerson, & Gillmore, 1983).
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TABLES
Table 1. Sample 2: Correlation Matrix with Descriptives, Correlations, and Internal
Consistency Statistics.
M
1. Number of Strong Ties –
Closeness (C)
2. Number of Strong Ties –
Duration (D)
3. Number of Strong Ties –
Frequency (F)
4. Number of Weak Ties - C

SD

1

3.95 1.48

---

1.90 1.57 0.38**

2

3

4

5

---

2.89 1.64 0.42** -0.06

---

0.43 0.97 -0.58** -0.16* -0.09

---

5. Number of Weak Ties - D

2.52 1.55

0.00 -0.76

6. Number of Weak Ties - F

1.54 1.54

0.09 0.34** -0.73** 0.13 -0.18**

7. Network Dissimilarity - Sex 0.32
8. Network Dissimilarity 0.13
Race
9. Prototypical Dissimilarity 0.39
Sex
10. Prototypical Dissimilarity 0.94
Race
11. Person-Group Fit
3.35
12. Person-Organization Fit
3.43

6

**

0.30

0.04

0.21**
0.05

--0.11

---

0.31

0.05

0.24

0.07 -0.14* 0.10

0.11 0.22** 0.03

0.49

0.07

-0.04

0.04

0.02

0.16*

0.25 -0.12

0.07

-0.01

0.04

-0.14 -0.06

0.97

-0.11

0.16

-0.08

0.18

0.63 -0.18 -0.12 -0.03

0.04

-0.01 -0.13

0.12

-0.06

**

0.02

0.01

-0.12

13. Diversity Climate

3.64 0.91

0.04

-0.16

0.13

0.05

0.15

-0.14

14. Performance

3.52 1.58

0.01

-0.03 -0.01

0.07

0.11

0.07

15. GPA

3.39 0.67

0.07 -0.32* 0.21

-0.05 0.40** -0.22

16. Satisfaction

3.86 0.82

0.10

-0.21

0.10

-0.06 0.24* -0.08

17. Location

1.32 0.47

0.10

0.03

0.02

-0.04 -0.01

18. Age

23.59 4.33

0.02 0.30** -0.23** 0.11 -0.24** 0.32**

19. English Comprehension

4.23 0.63 0.25*

Note. N = 102. * p < 0.05.
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0.04

0.22

-0.13

0.09

0.04
-0.13

Table 1 Continued.
7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

---

8.
9.

0.14*

---

0.05

0.06

---

**
10. -0.03 -0.26 -0.04 --*
**
11. 0.22 0.24 0.13 -0.34 0.76

12. 0.05 -0.05 0.17 -0.13

0.08

0.88

13. 0.08 0.08 0.01 -0.04 0.18 0.13
*
**
0.02
14. 0.09 0.22 0.08 0.03 0.41

0.93
0.11

0.88

15. 0.08

-0.05

0.17

0.24

0.11 -0.15
**

0.12

0.10

19. 0.14

0.08 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02
0.19 -0.05 -0.21

0.10

**

---

**
0.84
16. 0.12 -0.02 0.37 -0.21 0.29 0.31 -0.03 0.20 0.30
**
17. 0.05 0.11 -0.04 -0.21 0.03 -0.07 -0.01 0.16 0.13 0.03

18. 0.00

**

0.12

*

-0.10

0.04

*

0.08

-0.15 -0.07

-0.06 -0.13 -0.35

0.11

Note. N = 102.
* p < 0.05.
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0.05

0.25

*

---

**

0.26

---

Table 2. Comparative Fit Indices for Study Measurement Models

χ2

df

CFI

RMSR

RMSEA

235.27

159

.94

.06

.07

293.80

163

.90

.11

.09

Study 2
Five-factor model (P-G fit, P-O fit,
diversity climate, satisfaction,
performance)
Four-factor model (P-G and P-O fit,
diversity climate, satisfaction,
performance)
∆χ2 = 58.53 (df = 4), p < .01
Study 3 - Performance
Three-factor model (P-G fit, P-O fit,
diversity climate)
Two-factor model (P-G and P-O fit,
diversity climate)

243.86

115

.81

.09

.11

299.01

117

.74

.11

.13

∆χ2 = 55.15 (df = 2), p < .01
Study 3 - Satisfaction
Four-factor model (P-G fit, P-O fit,
diversity climate, satisfaction)
Three-factor model (P-G and P-O fit,
diversity climate, satisfaction)

1068.45 164

.92

.06

.08

1840.40 167

.85

.09

.10

∆χ2 = 771.95 (df = 3), p < .01
Note. The chi squared difference tests compare the fit of each alternative model to that of
the expected model.
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Table 3. Sample 2: The Effects of Strong Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Group Fit
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness1
b
SE
t
-1.78 1.14 -1.56
0.04
.08
0.47
0.17
.38
0.46
-0.01 .02 -0.32
0.42* .18
2.33

Duration3
b
SE
-1.97 1.13
-0.06
.09
0.09
.40
0.00
.03
0.44*
.18

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-1.02 .81 -1.26
0.25* .09 2.86
-0.01 .05 -0.26
0.19 .26 0.71
0.02 .02 1.02
0.23 .13 1.72

Duration4
b
SE
-1.12
.79
0.23*
.09
-0.09
.06
0.03
.28
0.03
.02
0.22
.13

t
-1.74
-0.66
0.24
0.06
2.48

t
-1.42
2.72
-1.58
0.12
1.64
1.73

Frequency5
b
SE
t
-1.94
1.11 -1.75
0.07
.08
0.91
0.17
.38
0.46
0.00
.03
0.06
0.41*
.18
2.31
Frequency6
b
SE
t
-0.97
.80 -1.22
0.25** .09 2.83
-0.00
.06 -0.04
0.18
.26 0.69
0.02
.02 0.92
0.22
.13 1.69

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-2.02;0.07

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Effect
-0.01

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.07;0.03

Closeness7
b
SE
t
0.03 .99 0.03
0.29* .11 2.69
0.04 .07 0.64
-0.05 .32 -0.17
-0.02 .02 -0.87
0.10 .16 0.60

Duration8
b
SE
-0.15
.94
0.27*
.10
-0.10
.07
-0.22
.33
-0.00
.02
0.11
.15

Effect
0.02

t
-0.16
2.64
-1.40
-0.68
-0.13
0.73

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.02;0.08
Frequency9
b
SE
t
-0.10
.98 -0.11
0.29*
.11 2.69
0.01
.07 0.11
-0.04
.32 -0.13
-0.02
.02 -0.74
0.12
.16 0.73

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.03;0.07

Effect
-0.02

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.09;0.03

Effect
0.02

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.03;0.09

Note. 1 R2 = .09, F(4, 65)=1.70, p = .16; 2 R2 = .20, F(5, 64)=3.21, p = .01; 3 R2 = .10, F(4,
64)=1.72, p = .16; 4 R2 = .23, F(5, 63)=3.69, p = .01; 5 R2 = .10, F(4, 65)=1.87, p = .13; 6 R2 = .20,
F(5, 64)=3.19, p = .01; 7 R2 = .15, F(5, 64)=2.34, p = .05; 8 R2 = .18, F(5, 63)=2.72, p = .03; 9 R2 =
.15, F(5, 64)=2.25, p = .06; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 4. Sample 2: The Effects of Weak Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Group Fit
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness1
b
SE
t
-1.86 1.12 -1.66
-0.04 .11 -0.36
0.18
.38
0.48
-0.01 .02 -0.29
0.44* .18
2.45

Duration3
b
SE
-1.87 1.12
0.09
.09
0.04
.40
0.01
.03
0.41*
.18

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-1.01 .80 -1.27
0.25* .09 2.87
0.04 .07 0.52
0.19 .26 0.71
0.02 .02 1.00
0.23 .13 1.76

Duration4
b
SE
-0.96
.79
0.23*
.09
0.09
.06
0.03
.28
0.03
.02
0.19
.13

t
-1.68
1.01
0.10
0.19
2.30

t
-1.23
2.65
1.49
0.12
1.57
1.50

Frequency5
b
SE
t
-1.97
1.11 -1.77
-0.06
.08 -0.71
0.17
.38
0.45
-0.00
.03 -0.01
0.43*
.18
2.43
Frequency6
b
SE
t
-0.97
.80 -1.22
0.25*
.09 2.84
0.01
.06 0.09
0.18
.26 0.69
0.02
.02 0.90
0.22
.13 1.71

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.06;0.03

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Effect
0.02

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.02;0.07

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.09 .98 -0.09
0.29* .11 2.72
-0.01 .09 -0.08
-0.04 .32 -0.13
-0.02 .02 -0.83
0.12 .16 0.74

Duration8
b
SE
0.02
.93
0.27*
.10
0.11
.07
-0.24
.33
-0.00
.02
0.08
.15

Effect
-0.01

t
0.02
2.57
1.46
-0.72
-0.18
0.52

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.09;0.02
Frequency9
b
SE
t
-0.07
.98 -0.07
0.29*
.11 2.74
0.02
.07 0.28
-0.03
.32 -0.11
-0.02
.02 -0.88
0.12
.16 0.78

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.08;0.04

Effect
0.02

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.01;0.11

Effect
-0.02

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.09;0.03

Note. 1 R2 = .09, F(4, 65)=1.68, p = .17; 2 R2 = .20, F(5, 64)=3.26, p = .01; 3 R2 = .11, F(4,
64)=1.88, p = .13; 4 R2 = .22, F(5, 63)=3.63, p = .01; 5 R2 = .10, F(4, 65)=1.78, p = .14; 6 R2 = .20,
F(5, 64)=3.19, p = .01; 7 R2 = .15, F(5, 64)=2.25, p = .06; 8 R2 = .18, F(5, 63)=2.75, p = .03; 9 R2 =
.15, F(5, 64)=2.26, p = .06; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 5. Sample 2: The Effects of Strong Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Organization Fit
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness1
b
SE
t
-1.01 .81 -1.25
-0.09 .05 -1.67
-0.01 .27 -0.03
0.02
.02
1.07
0.12
.13
0.94

Duration3
b
SE
-0.88 0.80
-0.11
.06
-0.21
.28
0.03
.02
0.06
.13

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-1.39 .85 -1.63
0.07 .13 0.51
0.00 .06 0.01
0.23 .28 0.82
0.01 .02 0.78
0.32* .14 2.39

Duration4
b
SE
-1.57
.83
0.02
.13
-0.11
.06
0.06
.29
0.03
.02
0.32*
.13

t
-1.10
-1.71
-0.47
1.68
0.51

t
-1.90
0.12
-1.64
0.20
1.52
2.50

Frequency5
b
SE
t
-0.72
.80 -0.90
0.01
.06
0.13
-0.04
.27 -0.15
0.02
.02
0.94
0.07
.13
0.50
Frequency6
b
SE
t
-1.40
.83 -1.69
0.06
.13 0.51
0.02
.06 0.25
0.23
.28 0.81
0.02
.02 0.83
0.32
.13 2.39

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.04;0.02

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Effect
-0.01

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.03;0.04

Closeness7
b
SE
t
0.05 .95 0.05
0.51* .14 3.56
0.10 .07 1.53
-0.00 .31 -0.01
-0.03 .02 -1.47
0.16 .15 1.03

Duration8
b
SE
-0.31
.92
0.42*
.14
-0.07
.07
-0.11
.33
-0.02
.02
0.20
.14

Effect
0.00

t
-0.34
2.97
-0.99
-0.34
-0.72
1.41

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.01;0.02
Frequency9
b
SE
t
-0.32
.94 -0.34
0.47*
.14 3.26
0.03
.07 0.37
0.03
.32 0.09
-0.02
.02 -1.11
0.21
.15 1.36

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.05

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.11;0.00

Effect
-0.04

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.11;0.00

Effect
0.00

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.04;0.05

Note. 1 R2 = .06, F(4, 65)=1.01, p = .41; 2 R2 = .10, F(5, 64)=1.46, p = .21; 3 R2 = .06, F(4,
64)=1.04, p = .39; 4 R2 = .14, F(5, 63)=1.98, p = .09; 5 R2 = .02, F(4, 65)=0.31, p = .87; 6 R2 = .10,
F(5, 64)=1.47, p = .21; 7 R2 = .22, F(5, 65)=3.51, p = .01; 8 R2 = .20, F(5, 63)=3.11, p = .01; 9 R2 =
.19, F(5, 64)=2.96, p = .01; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 6. Sample 2: The Effects of Weak Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Organization Fit
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness1
b
SE
t
-0.74 .81 -0.92
0.02
.08
0.32
-0.04 .27 -0.14
0.02
.02
0.96
0.07
.13
0.58

Duration3
b
SE
-0.69 0.81
0.02
.06
-0.08
.29
0.02
.02
0.06
.13

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-1.42 .83 -1.71
0.06 .13 0.50
0.03 .08 0.35
0.23 .28 0.84
0.01 .02 0.78
0.33* .13 2.51

Duration4
b
SE
-1.36
.81
0.05
.13
0.11
.06
0.05
.29
0.03
.02
0.29*
.13

t
-0.85
0.32
-0.27
0.98
0.45

t
-1.67
0.41
1.73
0.16
1.49
2.18

Frequency5
b
SE
t
-0.83
.79 -1.05
-0.09
.06 -1.64
-0.07
.27 -0.26
0.03
.02
1.53
0.05
.13
0.36
Frequency6
b
SE
t
-1.40
.83 -1.68
0.06
.13 0.49
-0.00
.06 -0.05
0.23
.28 0.82
0.02
.02 0.74
0.32
.13 2.47

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.00

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.04

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Locationa
Age
English Comprehension

Effect
0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.03

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.28 .94 -0.29
0.47* .14 3.28
-0.03 .09 -0.33
0.03 .32 0.09
-0.03 .02 -1.33
0.21 .15 1.40

Duration8
b
SE
-0.17
.89
0.44*
.14
0.12
.07
-0.19
.32
-0.01
.02
0.16
.14

Effect
-0.01

t
-0.19
3.22
1.72
-0.60
-0.51
1.13

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.05;0.02
Frequency9
b
SE
t
-0.23
.94 -0.25
0.49*
.15 3.35
0.05
.07 0.70
0.05
.32 0.16
-0.03
.02 -1.51
0.23
.15 1.53

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.04
-0.05;0.10

Effect
0.01

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.05;0.06

Effect
-0.05

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.10;0.00

Note. 1 R2 = .02, F(4, 65)=0.33, p = .85; 2 R2 = .10, F(5, 64)=1.48, p = .21; 3 R2 = .02, F(4,
64)=0.32, p = .86; 4 R2 = .14, F(5, 63)=2.04, p = .08; 5 R2 = .06, F(4, 65)=0.99, p = .42; 6 R2 = .10,
F(5, 64)=1.46, p = .22; 7 R2 = .19, F(5, 64)=2.95, p = .02; 8 R2 = .22, F(5, 63)=3.59, p = .01; 9 R2 =
.19, F(5, 64)=3.05, p = .02; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000. * p < 0.05.
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Table 7. Sample 2: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Performance and Satisfaction,
as Mediated by Person-Group Fit (PGF) and Moderated by Sex Prototypical Dissimilarity
(SPD)
Outcome:
PGF
Constant
Duration
SPD
Duration*SPD
Locationa
Age
English
Comprehension (EC)

Duration 1
b
SE
-1.43 1.11
-0.05
.08
0.24
.22
-0.38* .15
0.08
.39
-0.01
.03

t
-1.28
-0.60
1.07
-2.56
0.21
-0.51

0.41*

2.34

.17

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Duration
Locationa
Age
EC

Duration 2
b
SE
t
-1.12 .79 -1.42
0.23* .09 2.72
-0.09 .06 -1.58
0.03 .28 0.12
0.03 .02 1.64
0.22* .13 1.73

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
SPD
0
1

Duration
Effect
Boot SE
0.02
.03
-0.07
.03

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Duration
Locationa
Age
EC

95% CI
-0.02;0.09
-0.15;-0.01

Duration3
b
SE
t
-0.15 .94 -0.16
0.27* .10 2.64
-0.10 .07 -1.40
-0.22 .33 -0.68
-0.00 .02 -0.13
0.11
.15 0.72

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF
SPD
0
1

Duration
Effect Boot SE
0.03
.03
-0.08
.05

95% CI
-0.03;0.10
-0.19;-0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .19, F(6, 62)=2.46, p = .04; 2 R2 = .23, F(5, 63)=3.69, p = .01; 3 R2 = .18, F(5,
63)=2.72, p = .03; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 8. Sample 2: The Effects of Weak Frequency Ties on Performance and
Satisfaction, as Mediated by Person-Group Fit (PGF) and Moderated by Sex Prototypical
Dissimilarity (SPD) and Diversity Climate (DC)
Outcome:
PGF
Constant
Frequency
SPD
Frequency*SPD
DC
Frequency*DC
SPD*DC
Frequency*SPD*DC
Locationa
Age
English
Comprehension (EC)

Frequency 1
b
SE
t
-1.83 1.12 -1.64
-0.03
.08 -0.34
0.09
.23 0.37
-0.25* .17 -1.46
0.17
.15 1.13
-0.01
.09 -0.12
0.76
.34 2.22
-0.46* .22 -2.12
0.35
.38 0.92
-0.01
.03 -0.74
0.45*

.17

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Frequency
Locationa
Age
EC

Frequency 2
b
SE
t
-0.97 .79 -1.21
0.25* .09 2.84
0.01 .06 0.09
0.18 .26 0.69
0.02 .02 0.89
0.22
.13 1.71

2.59

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of moderators:
Frequency
SPD
DC
Effect
Boot SE
95% CI
0
-0.88
-0.02
.03
-0.09;0.05
0
0.86
0.05
.05
-0.03;0.17
1
-0.88
0.02
.05
-0.08;0.14
1
0.86
-0.11
.08
-0.31;0.03
Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Frequency
Locationa
Age
EC

Frequency3
b
SE
t
-0.07 .97 -0.07
0.29* .11 2.74
0.02
.07 0.27
-0.03 .32 -0.11
-0.02 .02 -0.88
0.12
.16 0.78

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of the moderators:
Frequency
SPD
DC
Effect
Boot SE
95% CI
0
-0.88
-0.02
.04
-0.11;0.06
0
0.86
0.06
.06
-0.03;0.19
1
-0.88
0.02
.07
-0.12;0.16
1
0.86
-0.12
.10
-0.38;0.02
Note. 1 R2 = .25, F(10, 59)=1.95, p = .05; 2 R2 = .19, F(5, 64)=3.19, p = .01; 3 R2 = .15, F(5,
64)=2.26, p = .05; aLocation is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000. * p < 0.05.
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Table 9. Sample 2: The Moderating Effect of Diversity Climate on the Relationships
between Fit and Performance, Fit and Satisfaction
Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Diversity
Climate (DC)
PGF
PGF*DC
Locationa
Age
EC
Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Diversity
Climate (DC)
POF
POF*DC
Locationa
Age
EC

Person-Group Fit
(PGF) 1
b
SE
t
-0.86
.75
-1.14

Outcome:
Satisfaction

0.21*

.08

0.23*
-0.08
0.22
0.01
0.20

.08
.10
.25
.02
.12

PGF 2

Constant

b
0.15

SE
.97

t
0.15

2.52

DC

-0.02

.11

-0.22

2.92
-0.80
0.89
0.87
1.71

PGF
PGF*DC
Locationa
Age
EC

0.34*
-0.17
-0.05
-0.02
0.09

.10
.13
.32
.02
.15

3.34
-1.27
-0.15
-1.09
0.60

Person-Organization Fit
(POF) 3
b
SE
t
-1.43
.79
-1.82

Outcome:
Satisfaction

0.22*

.09

0.03
0.06
0.28
0.02
0.30*

.12
.17
.26
.02
.12

POF 4

Constant

b
-0.32

SE
.96

t
-0.34

2.39

DC

-0.03

.11

-0.26

0.26
0.33
1.07
1.08
2.42

POF
POF*DC
Locationa
Age
EC

0.48*
-0.10
0.07
-0.03
0.20

.15
.21
.32
.02
.15

3.25
-0.46
0.20
-1.25
1.33

Note. 1 R2 = .27, F(6, 67)=4.14, p = .01; 2 R2 = .18, F(6, 67)=2.43, p = .03; 3 R2 = .18, F(6,
67)=2.47, p = .03; 4 R2 = .17, F(6, 67)=2.28, p = .05; aLocation is dummy coded; Number
of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 10. Sample 3: Correlation Matrix with Descriptives, Correlations, and Internal
Consistency Statistics for Performance Sample.

1. Degree Centrality
2. Number of Strong Ties –
Closeness (C)
3. Number of Strong Ties –
Duration (D)
4. Number of Strong Ties –
Frequency (F)
5. Number of Weak Ties - C

M

SD

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

2.98

2.43

---

0.87

1.11

0.31**

---

0.51

1.12

0.33**

0.43**

---

2.16

2.10

0.82**

0.35**

.27*

---

2.11

2.34

0.89**

-0.16

0.13

0.69**

**

---

6. Number of Weak Ties - D

2.47

2.32

0.89

0.11

-0.14 0.73

0.87**

7. Number of Weak Ties - F

0.82

1.39

0.50**

0.01

0.17

-0.08

0.52**

8. Network Dissimilarity - Sex

0.42

0.37

0.34**

0.01

0.04

0.32** 0.34**

9. Network Dissimilarity - Race
10. Prototypical Dissimilarity Sex
11. Prototypical Dissimilarity Race
12. Person-Group Fit

0.44

0.41

0.03

-0.25*

-0.04

-0.10

0.15

0.54

0.50

-0.05

0.15

0.04

0.07

-0.12

0.37

0.49

-0.06

-0.10

0.05

-0.17

-0.02

3.79

0.67

0.07

0.26*

0.09

0.27*

-0.05

13. Person-Organization Fit

3.66

0.81

0.05

0.07

-0.03

0.05

0.02

14. Diversity Climate

3.04

0.69

0.03

0.21

-0.02

0.07

-0.07

15. Performance

2.92

0.80

-0.06

-0.06

-0.19

0.06

-0.04

0.04

*

-0.14

-0.09

*

**

0.24*

16. Age
17. Performance Rating Source

28.98
1.38

7.76

-0.07

0.49

**

Notes. N = 89.
* p < 0.05.
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0.32

0.20

0.24
0.25

0.29

**

Table 10 Continued.
6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

---

7.
8.

0.45**

9.

**

0.10

---

0.05

0.21

-0.19

---

10.

-0.07

-0.18

0.15

-0.22*

---

11.

-0.09

0.15

0.05

0.39**

-0.22*

---

12.

0.03

-0.28*

0.04

-0.16

0.02

0.01

(.73)

-0.25*

-0.07

0.10

0.48**
0.51

**

0.45**

(.85)

13.

0.33

---

0.06

0.00

*

0.23

(.89)

14.

0.04

-0.06

0.12

-0.03

-0.21*

0.14

15.

0.03

-0.20

0.03

0.06

0.12

-0.24*

0.35**

-0.03

0.18

16.

-0.17

0.11

-0.19

-0.06

0.16

-0.01

-0.21*

-0.07

-0.05 -0.05

17.

*

0.12

*

-0.15

*

-0.08

0.01

-0.17

-0.06

0.22

0.23

0.26

Notes. N = 89.
* p < 0.05.
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(.79)
0.06

---0.04

Table 11. Sample 3: Correlation Matrix with Descriptives, Correlations, and Internal
Consistency Statistics for Satisfaction Sample.

1. Degree Centrality
2. Number of Strong Ties –
Closeness (C)
3. Number of Strong Ties –
Duration (D)
4. Number of Strong Ties –
Frequency (F)
5. Number of Weak Ties - C

M

SD

1.

2.

2.53

3.78

---

0.75

1.44

0.61**

0.48

1.48

0.58** 0.50**

1.85

2.76

0.77** 0.53** 0.33**

1.78

3.12

0.93** 0.27** 0.47** 0.68**
**

3.

4.

5.

---

**

**

---

0.76

**

0.89**
0.67**

2.05

3.16

0.92

7. Number of Weak Ties - F
8. Network Dissimilarity –
Sex
9. Network Dissimilarity –
Race
10. Prototypical
Dissimilarity - Sex
11. Prototypical
Dissimilarity - Race
12. Person-Group Fit

0.67

2.43

0.69** 0.34** 0.53**

0.06*

0.44

0.36

0.18** 0.13**

0.08*

0.17** 0.15**

0.38

0.38

0.11**

0.04

0.09** 0.10**

0.51

0.37

0.18** 0.13**

0.08*

0.17** 0.15**

0.30

0.39

0.11**

0.06

0.04

0.09** 0.10**

3.60

0.72

0.03

0.20**

0.06

0.09**

-0.06

13. Person-Organization Fit

3.49

0.93

-0.01

0.05

0.05

-0.02

-0.04

14. Diversity Climate

3.62

0.79

0.01

0.07*

0.01

0.00

-0.03

0.01

*

*

0.01

-0.02

**

0.04

0.05

16. Age

3.63
29.23

1.02
8.87

Note. N = 1400.
* p < 0.05.
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0.04

0.06

0.07

-0.02

0.23

---

6. Number of Weak Ties - D

15. Satisfaction

0.49

---

0.06
0.24

Table 11 Continued.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

---

7. 0.57**

---

**

0.07*

---

**

0.06

-0.02

10. 0.16

**

0.07

*

0.85

**

-0.02

---

11. 0.11**

0.06

-0.02

0.73**

-0.02

---

12.

-0.06

0.02

-0.06

0.02

-0.06

-0.03

-0.07

*

-0.03

-0.07

*

0.45**

*

*

**

8. 0.16
9. 0.11

13.

0.00
-0.04

0.00

---

(.74)
(.93)
0.51**

14.

0.00

0.01

-0.03

0.07

-0.03

0.07

0.42

15.

-0.02

0.01

0.01

-0.04

0.01

-0.04

0.36** 0.44** 0.36**

16. -0.08*

0.00

-0.08*

-0.01

-0.08*

-0.01

Note. N = 1400.
* p < 0.05.
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0.01

0.05

(.90)
0.02

(.94)
0.10**

Table 12. Sample 3: The Effects of Degree Centrality on Performance and Satisfaction,
as Mediated by Person-Group Fit
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Degree Centrality1
b
SE
t
0.53
0.35 1.49
------0.01
.04 0.38
-0.02* .01 -1.95
-0.01
.15 -0.09

Outcome:
Performance

Degree Centrality 2
b
SE
t
-0.23 .40 -0.58
0.47* .12 3.81
-0.06 .04 -1.46
0.00 .01 0.23
0.12 .17 0.71

Outcome:
Satisfaction

Degree Centrality 2
b
SE
t
-0.33* .11 -3.00
0.50* .04 11.44
-0.00 .01 -0.54
0.01* .00 3.23

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Degree Centrality
Effect Boot SE
95% CI
0.01
.02
-0.04;0.05
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Degree Centrality1
b
SE
t
-0.03 0.08 -0.40
------0.01
.01 0.77
0.00
.00 0.34

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.00

Degree Centrality
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.00;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .05, F(3, 82)=1.35, p = .26; 2 R2 = .17, F(4, 81)=4.16, p = .01; 3 R2 = .00, F(2,
911)=0.36, p = .70; 4 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=1.35, p = .01; aRating source is dummy coded;
Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 13. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Group Fit
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness1
b
SE
t
0.65
.34 1.91
0.17* .06 2.68
-0.02* .01 -2.18
-0.08 .15 -0.54

Duration3
b
SE
0.66
0.37
0.11
.09
-0.02* .01
-0.04 -.15

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-0.30 .41 -0.75
0.53* .13 4.13
-0.14 .08 -1.79
0.01 .01 0.50
0.12 .17 0.72

Duration4
b
SE
-0.68
.40
0.52*
.12
-0.34* .09
0.01
.01
0.20
.16

t
1.80
1.26
-2.24
-0.28

t
-1.69
4.49
-3.72
1.34
1.22

Frequency5
b
SE
t
0.55
.34
1.62
0.09*
.04
2.36
-0.02
.01 -1.70
-0.08
.15 -0.56
Frequency6
b
SE
t
-0.18
.41 -0.44
0.49*
.13 3.77
-0.03
.04 -0.67
0.00
.01 0.24
0.09
.17 0.49

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.09

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.04
0.02;0.20

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age
Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Effect
0.06

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.05
-0.03;0.17

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.07 0.08 -0.89
0.09* .01
6.04
0.00
.00
0.53
Closeness8
b
SE
t
-0.34* .11 -3.05
0.50* .05 11.14
0.01
.02 0.35
0.01* .01 3.22

Effect
0.04

Duration9
b
SE
t
-0.00 0.08 -0.03
0.02
.01
1.60
-0.00
.00 -0.03
Duration10
b
SE
t
-0.32* .11 -2.87
0.50*
.04 11.39
0.01
.02 0.52
0.01*
.00 2.99

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
0.00;0.09
Frequency11
b
SE
t
-0.04
.08 -0.48
0.02*
.01
2.75
0.00
.00
0.25
Frequency12
b
SE
t
-0.33* .11 -2.98
0.51*
.04 11.50
-0.01
.01 -1.22
0.01*
.00 3.26

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.04

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
0.03;0.07

Effect
0.01

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.00;0.03

Effect
0.01

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
0.00;0.02

Note. 1 R2 = .12, F(3, 82)=3.80, p = .01; 2 R2 = .18, F(4, 81)=4.47, p = .01; 3 R2 = .06, F(3,
82)=1.85, p = .14; 4 R2 = .27, F(4, 81)=7.59, p = .01; 5 R2 = .10, F(3, 82)=3.24, p = .03; 6 R2 = .15,
F(4, 81)=3.66, p = .01; 7 R2 = .04, F(2, 911)=18.31, p = .01; 8 R2 = .14, F(3,910)=47.34, p = .01; 9
R2 = .01, F(2, 911)=1.35, p = .26; 10 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=47.40, p = .01; 11 R2 = .01, F(2,
911)=3.85, p = .02; 12 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=47.87, p = .01; a Rating source is dummy coded;
Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 14. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Ties on Performance and Satisfaction, as
Mediated by Person-Group Fit
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness1
b
SE
t
0.49
.35 1.41
-0.04 .04 -1.08
-0.02* .01 -2.07
0.03
.15 0.18

Duration3
b
SE
0.51
0.35
-0.01
.04
-0.02* .01
0.01
.15

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness2
b
SE
t
-0.16 .41 -0.39
0.49* .13 3.62
-0.02 .04 -0.54
0.00 .01 0.23
0.07 .17 0.42

Duration4
b
SE
-0.15
.41
0.47*
.13
-0.01
.04
0.00
.01
0.06
.17

Frequency5
b
SE
t
0.38
.34
1.13
-0.16*
.05 -3.04
-0.02
.01 -1.72
0.02
.14
0.15

t
1.45
-0.15
-1.97
0.04

t
-0.38
3.71
-0.00
0.29
0.33

Frequency6
b
SE
t
-0.19
.40 -0.49
0.41*
.13 3.12
-0.09
.07 -1.36
0.00
.01 0.36
0.07
.17 0.40

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.02

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.08;0.02

Effect
-0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.02
-0.05;0.04

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.03 0.08 -0.32
-0.01* .01 -1.96
0.00
.00
0.47

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Group Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness8
b
SE
t
-0.33* .11 -3.02
0.50* .04 11.36
-0.01 .01 -0.81
0.01* .00 3.25

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.03
-0.14;-0.02

Effect
-0.07

Duration9
b
SE
t
-0.03 0.08 -0.37
0.00
.01
0.12
0.00
.00
0.38
Duration10
b
SE
t
-0.32* .11 -2.86
0.50*
.04 11.44
-0.01
.01 -0.90
0.01*
.00 3.13

Frequency11
b
SE
t
-0.03
.08 -0.30
-0.02
.01 -1.85
0.00
.00
0.38
Frequency12
b
SE
t
-0.33* .11 -3.05
0.50*
.04 11.44
0.01
.01 0.53
0.01*
.00 3.21

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.01;-0.00

Effect
0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.01;0.01

Effect
-0.01

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.02;0.00

Note. 1 R2 = .06, F(3, 82)=1.70, p = .17; 2 R2 = .15, F(4, 81)=3.62, p = .01; 3 R2 = .05, F(3,
82)=1.31, p = .28; 4 R2 = .15, F(4, 81)=3.53, p = .01; 5 R2 = .14, F(3, 82)=4.52, p = .01; 6 R2 = .17,
F(4, 81)=4.08, p = .01; 7 R2 = .00, F(2, 911)=1.99, p = .14; 8 R2 = .14, F(3,910)=47.55, p = .01; 9 R2
= .00, F(2, 911)=0.08, p = .93; 10 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=47.61, p = .01; 11 R2 = .00, F(2, 911)=1.78, p
= .17; 12 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=47.41, p = .01; aRating source is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap
samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 15. Sample 3: The Effects of Degree Centrality on Performance, as Mediated by
Person-Organization Fit
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Degree Centrality1
b
SE
t
0.64
0.43 1.48
------0.04
.04 0.90
-0.01
.01 -0.65
-0.32
.19 -1.70

Outcome:
Performance

Degree Centrality 2
b
SE
t
0.01 .44 0.02
0.01* .11 0.10
-0.05 .04 -1.20
-0.01 .01 -0.53
0.12 .19 0.63

Outcome:
Satisfaction

Degree Centrality 2
b
SE
t
-0.27* .11 -2.60
0.49* .03 14.76
-0.00 .01 -0.07
0.01* .00 2.80

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Degree Centrality
Effect Boot SE
95% CI
0.00
.01
-0.01;0.02
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Degree Centrality1
b
SE
t
-0.15 0.11 -1.42
-------0.00
.01 -0.39
0.01
.00 1.43

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.00

Degree Centrality
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.01;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .04, F(3, 82)=1.17, p = .33; 2 R2 = .02, F(4, 81)=0.44, p = .78; 3 R2 = .00, F(2,
911)=1.08, p = .34; 4 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.77, p = .01; aRating source is dummy coded;
Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000. *
p < 0.05.
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Table 16. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Ties on Performance, as Mediated by PersonOrganization Fit
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness1
b
SE
t
0.66
.43 1.53
0.08
.08 1.05
-0.01 .01 -0.76
-0.31 .18 -1.70

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness2
b
SE
t
0.04 .44 0.09
0.01 .11 0.05
-0.05 .08 -0.59
-0.01 .01 -0.43
0.08 .19 0.43

Duration3
b
SE
0.69
.46
0.07
.10
-0.01
.01
-0.30
.19
Duration4
b
SE
-0.34
.45
0.02
.11
-0.28* .10
0.00
.01
0.18
.18

t
1.51
0.64
-0.84
-1.61

t
-0.76
0.17
-2.81
0.25
0.98

Frequency5
b
SE
t
0.61
.43
1.42
0.04
.05
0.82
-0.01
.01 -0.59
-0.31
.19 -1.67
Frequency6
b
SE
t
0.09
.44 0.21
-0.01
.11 -0.05
0.01
.05 0.27
-0.01
.01 -0.43
0.04
.19 0.23

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.00

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.02;0.03

Effect
0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.02;0.04

Effect
-0.00

Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.17 0.11 -1.60
0.03
.02
1.75
0.01
.00
1.47

Duration9
b
SE
t
-0.13 0.11 -1.18
0.02
.02
1.20
0.00
.00
1.09

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness8
b
SE
t
-0.29* .11 -2.77
0.49* .03 14.66
0.03
.02 1.85
0.01* .00 2.86

Duration10
b
SE
t
-0.26* .11 -2.44
0.49* .03 14.73
0.01
.02 0.59
0.01* .00 2.58

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.02;0.01
Frequency11
b
SE
t
-0.15
.10 -1.42
-0.01
.01 -0.49
0.01
.00
1.44
Frequency12
b
SE
t
-0.27* .11 -2.60
0.49*
.03 14.77
0.00
.01 0.06
0.01*
.00 2.80

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.02

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.00;0.03

Effect
0.01

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.03

Effect
-0.00

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.02;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .04, F(3, 82)=1.27, p = .29; 2 R2 = .01, F(4, 81)=0.17, p = .95; 3 R2 = .04, F(3,
82)=1.03, p = .38; 4 R2 = .09, F(4, 81)=2.06, p = .09; 5 R2 = .04, F(3, 82)=1.12, p = .34; 6 R2 = .01,
F(4, 81)=0.10, p = .98; 7 R2 = .01, F(2, 911)=2.54, p = .08; 8 R2 = .21, F(3,909)=78.20, p = .01; 9 R2
= .00, F(2, 910)=1.72, p = .18; 10 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.91, p = .01; 11 R2 = .01, F(2, 910)=1.12, p
= .33; 12 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.76, p = .01; a Rating source is dummy coded; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 17. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Ties on Performance, as Mediated by PersonOrganization Fit
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness1
b
SE
t
0.60
.43 1.39
0.02
.05 0.34
-0.01 .01 -0.67
-0.28 .18 -1.54

Duration3
b
SE
0.59
.43
0.03
.04
-0.01
.01
-0.29
.18

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age
Rating Sourcea

Closeness2
b
SE
t
0.07 .44 0.15
0.00* .11 0.01
-0.04 .05 -0.90
-0.01 .01 -0.54
0.08 .19 0.45

Duration4
b
SE
t
0.09
.44 0.20
-0.00 .11 -0.02
-0.00 .04 -0.06
-0.01 .01 -0.47
0.06
.19 0.31

Frequency5
b
SE
t
0.60
.43
1.38
0.01
.07
0.17
-0.01
.01 -0.72
-0.27
.18 -1.51

t
1.36
0.63
-0.59
-1.59

Frequency6
b
SE
t
-0.04
.43 -0.09
0.00
.11 0.02
-0.16* .07 -2.35
-0.00
.01 -0.21
0.08
.18 0.43

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
0.00

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.01

Effect
-0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.01

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.02

Effect
0.00

Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit
Constant
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness7
b
SE
t
-0.15
.10 -1.42
-0.01
.01 -1.31
0.01
.00
1.49

Duration9
b
SE
t
-0.13 .11 -1.28
-0.01 .01 -1.05
0.00
.00
1.33

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
Person-Organization Fit
Network Characteristic
Age

Closeness8
b
SE
t
-0.27* .11 -2.59
0.49* .03 14.72
-0.01 .01 -0.97
0.01* .00 2.85

Duration10
b
SE
t
-0.27* .11 -2.51
0.49* .03 14.75
-0.00 .01 -0.37
0.01* .00 2.76

Frequency11
b
SE
t
-0.15
.10 -1.44
-0.00
.01 -0.04
0.01
.00
1.42
Frequency12
b
SE
t
-0.27* .11 -2.60
0.49* .03 14.77
-0.00 .01 -0.16
0.01* .00 2.80

Indirect effect of X on Y:
Effect
-0.01

Closeness
Boot SE
95% CI
.00
-0.02;0.00

Effect
-0.00

Duration
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.02;0.00

Effect
-0.00

Frequency
Boot SE
95% CI
.01
-0.01;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .03, F(3, 82)=0.93, p = .43; 2 R2 = .01, F(4, 81)=0.29, p = .89; 3 R2 = .04, F(3,
82)=1.03, p = .39; 4 R2 = .00, F(4, 81)=0.08, p = .99; 5 R2 = .03, F(3, 82)=0.90, p = .45; 6 R2 = .07,
F(4, 81)=1.47, p = .22; 7 R2 = .00, F(2, 910)=1.86, p = .16; 8 R2 = .20, F(3,909)=77.16, p = .01; 9 R2
= .00, F(2, 910)=1.55, p = .21; 10 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.82, p = .01; 11 R2 = .00, F(2, 910)=1.01, p
= .37; 12 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.78, p = .01; aRating source is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap
samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 18. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Close Ties on Satisfaction, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Sex Homophily
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Closeness
Sex Homophily (SH)
Closeness*SH
Age
Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Closeness
Age

Closeness 1
b
SE
0.37
0.09
0.09*
.02
-0.01
.07
-0.13*
.06
-0.00
.00
b
-0.35*
0.51*
0.01
0.01*

t
0.43
5.80
-0.12
-2.18
-0.39

Closeness 2
SE
t
.12
-3.00
.05
10.59
.02
0.50
.00
3.08

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
Sex Homophily
-0.37
0.00
0.37

Closeness
Effect
Boot SE
0.07
.02
0.05
.01
0.02
.01

95% CI
0.04;0.12
0.03;0.07
0.00;0.05

Note. 1 R2 = .04, F(4, 823)=8.48, p = .01; 2 R2 = .13, F(3, 824)=42.28, p = .01; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 19. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Satisfaction, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Sex Prototypical Dissimilarity
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Duration
Sex Prototypical Dissimilarity (SPD)
Duration*SPD
Age
Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Duration
Age

Duration 1
b
SE
-0.02
0.09
0.07*
.02
0.12*
.05
-0.06*
.03
-0.00
.00
Duration 2
b
SE
-0.33*
.11
0.50*
.04
0.01
.02
0.01*
.00

t
-0.25
2.97
2.37
-2.03
-0.52
t
-2.92
11.38
0.53
3.02

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
SPD
0.00
1.00

Duration
Effect
Boot SE
0.04
.01
0.01
.01

95% CI
0.01;0.07
-0.01;0.02

Note. 1 R2 = .02, F(4, 905)=3.45, p = .01; 2 R2 = .13, F(3, 906)=47.58, p = .01; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.

323

Table 20. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Satisfaction, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototype Dissimilarity
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Duration
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)
Duration*RPD
Age

Duration 1
b
SE
0.04
0.09
0.04*
.02
-0.07
.05
-0.06*
.03
-0.00
.00
Duration 2
b
SE
-0.32*
.11
0.50*
.04
0.01
.02
0.01*
.00

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Duration
Age

t
0.41
2.51
-1.28
-2.02
-0.25
t
-2.87
11.39
0.52
2.99

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
RPD
0.00
1.00

Duration
Effect
Boot SE
0.02
.01
-0.01
.01

95% CI
0.01;0.04
-0.03;0.02

Note. 1 R2 = .01, F(4, 909)=2.28, p = .05; 2 R2 = .14, F(3, 910)=47.40, p = .01; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 21. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Satisfaction, as Mediated by
Person-Organization Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototype Dissimilarity
Outcome:
Person-Organization Fit (POF)
Constant
Duration
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)
Duration*RPD
Age

Duration 1
b
SE
-0.10
0.11
0.05*
.02
-0.03
.07
-0.08*
.04
0.00
.00
Duration 2
b
SE
-0.26*
.11
0.49*
.03
0.01
.02
0.01*
.00

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
POF
Duration
Age

t
-0.92
2.16
-0.44
-2.04
0.94

t
-2.43
14.73
0.59
2.58

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of POF:
RPD
0.00
1.00

Duration
Effect
Boot SE
0.02
.01
-0.01
.01

95% CI
-0.00;0.04
-0.04;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .01, F(4, 908)=2.01, p = .09; 2 R2 = .20, F(3, 909)=76.91, p = .01; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 22. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Frequency Ties on Satisfaction, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototype Dissimilarity
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Frequency
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)
Duration*RPD
Age

Frequency 1
b
SE
0.00
0.09
-0.00
.01
-0.06
.05
-0.04*
.02
0.00
.00
Frequency 2
b
SE
-0.33*
.11
0.51*
.04
0.01
.01
0.01*
.00

Outcome:
Satisfaction
Constant
PGF
Frequency
Age

t
0.04
-0.09
-1.20
-2.41
0.25

t
-3.05
11.44
0.53
3.21

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
RPD
0.00
1.00

Frequency
Effect
Boot SE
-0.00
.01
-0.02
.01

95% CI
-0.02;0.01
-0.03;-0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .01, F(4, 909)=2.89, p = .02; 2 R2 = .14, F(3, 919)=47.40, p = .01; Number of
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 23. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Frequency Ties on Performance, as Mediated
by Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Sex Homophily and Diversity Climate
Frequency 1
b
SE
0.24
.29
-0.36*
.09
0.01
.17
0.36*
.15
0.52*
.14
0.29
.15
0.09
.26
-0.59*
.26
-0.01
.01
0.05
.12

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Frequency
Sex Homophily (SH)
Frequency*SH
Diversity Climate (DC)
Frequency*DC
SH*DC
Frequency*SH*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
0.81
-4.15
0.05
2.45
3.59
1.86
0.36
-2.32
-1.55
0.41

Frequency 2
b
SE
-0.16*
.41
0.29*
.14
-0.13
.07
0.01
.01
0.02
.17

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Frequency
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
-0.38
2.18
-1.89
0.53
0.12

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
SH
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.41
0.41
0.41
0.78
0.78
0.78

Frequency
Diversity Climate
Effect
-0.70
-0.16
0.00
-0.10
0.70
-0.05
-0.70
-0.07
0.00
-0.06
0.70
-0.05
-0.70
0.02
0.00
-0.02
0.70
-0.06

Boot SE
.11
.06
.05
.04
.03
.03
.04
.02
.04

95% CI
-0.41;-0.02
-0.24;-0.01
-0.21;0.02
-0.18;-0.00
-0.14;-0.01
-0.16;-0.01
-0.05;0.09
-0.09;0.01
-0.17;-0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .50, F(9, 70)=7.65, p = .01; 2 R2 = .15, F(4, 75)=3.27, p = .02; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000. *p < 0.05.
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Table 24. Sample 3: The Effects of Degree Centrality Ties on Performance, as Mediated
by Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototype Dissimilarity and
Diversity Climate
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Degree Centrality
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)
Degree Centrality *RPD
Diversity Climate (DC)
Degree Centrality*DC
RPD*DC
Degree Centrality*RPD*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

Degree Centrality 1
b
SE
t
0.13
.31
0.40
-0.04
.04
-1.11
-0.08
.13
-0.65
0.08*
1.26
0.21
0.57*
.11
5.18
0.16*
.06
2.54
-0.05
.19
-0.28
-0.37*
.11
-3.36
-0.01
.01
-1.36
0.12
.14
0.85
Degree Centrality 2
b
SE
t
-0.23
.40
-0.58
0.47*
.12
3.81
-0.06
.04
-1.46
0.00
.01
0.23
0.12
.17
0.71

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Degree Centrality
Age
Rating Sourcea

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
RPD
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Degree Centrality
Diversity Climate
Effect
Boot SE
-0.70
-0.07
.04
0.00
-0.02
.02
0.70
0.03
.03
-0.70
0.09
.06
0.00
0.02
.03
0.70
-0.05
.04

95% CI
-0.16;-0.00
-0.06;0.03
-0.01;0.10
-0.02;0.23
-0.03;0.08
-0.13;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .39, F(9, 76)=5.34, p = .01; 2 R2 = .17, F(4, 81)=4.16, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
* p < 0.05.
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Table 25. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Performance, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Sex Prototypical Dissimilarity and Diversity Climate
Duration 1
b
SE
0.47
.31
-0.04
.14
0.31*
.13
0.13
.16
0.77*
.16
0.31
.21
-0.39*
.19
-0.48*
.24
-0.02*
.01
-0.03
.13

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Duration
Sex Prototypical Dissimilarity (SPD)
Duration *SPD
Diversity Climate (DC)
Duration *DC
SPD*DC
Duration *SPD*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

Duration 2
b
SE
-0.68
.40
0.53*
.12
-0.34*
.09
0.01
.01
0.20
.16

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Duration
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
1.48
-0.32
2.38
0.80
4.93
1.48
-2.05
-1.96
-2.79
-0.21

t
-1.69
4.49
-3.72
1.34
1.22

Note. 1 R2 = .40, F(9, 76)=5.63, p = .01; 2 R2 = .27, F(4, 81)=7.59, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
*p < 0.05.
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Table 26. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Duration Ties on Performance, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity and Diversity
Climate
Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Frequency
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)
Duration *RPD
Diversity Climate (DC)
Duration *DC
RPD*DC
Duration *RPD*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

Duration 1
b
SE
0.50
.35
0.19
.12
-0.11
.13
-0.12*
.15
0.51*
.11
0.15
.15
-0.06
.20
-0.50*
.25
-0.02*
.01
0.06
.14
Duration 2
b
SE
-0.68*
.40
0.53*
.12
-0.34*
.09
0.01
.01
0.20
.16

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Duration
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
1.43
1.65
-0.84
-0.78
4.68
1.03
-0.33
-2.01
-2.08
0.44

t
-1.69
4.49
-3.72
1.34
1.22

Note. 1 R2 = .35, F(9, 76)=4.52, p = .01; 2 R2 = .27, F(4, 81)=7.59, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
*p < 0.05.
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Table 27. Sample 3: The Effects of Strong Frequency Ties on Performance, as Mediated
by Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity and
Diversity Climate
Frequency 1
b
SE
0.29
.31
0.04
.04
-0.02
.13
0.03
.07
0.45*
.10
0.10
.06
-0.11
.20
-0.32*
.12
-0.01
.01
0.02
.13

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Frequency
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPG)

Frequency*RPG
Diversity Climate (DC)
Frequency*DC
RPG*DC
Frequency*RPG*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
0.94
0.94
-0.17
0.38
4.25
1.58
-0.56
-2.61
-1.45
0.18

Frequency 2
b
SE
-0.18*
.41
0.49*
.13
-0.03
.04
0.00
.01
0.09
.17

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Frequency
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
-0.44
3.77
-0.67
0.24
0.49

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
RPD
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Frequency
Diversity Climate
Effect
-0.70
-0.02
0.00
0.02
0.70
0.05
-0.70
0.11
0.00
0.03
0.70
-0.04

Boot SE
.04
.02
.03
.07
.03
.05

95% CI
-0.10;0.07
-0.02;0.08
0.01;0.12
-0.06;0.22
-0.03;0.10
-0.18;0.03

Note. 1 R2 = .38, F(9, 76)=5.25, p = .01; 2 R2 = .15, F(4, 81)=3.66, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
*p < 0.05.
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Table 28. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Closeness Ties on Performance, as Mediated
by Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity and
Diversity Climate
Frequency 1
b
SE
0.28
.31
-0.06
.04
-0.11
.13
0.03
.08
0.60*
.11
0.16*
.06
-0.12
.21
-0.29*
.11
-0.01
.01
0.09
.13

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Closeness
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPD)

Closeness*RPD
Diversity Climate (DC)
Closeness*DC
RPD*DC
Closeness*RPD*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea
Outcome:
Performance

b
-0.16*
0.46*
-0.02
0.00
0.07

Constant
PGF
Closeness
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
0.90
-1.52
-0.87
0.39
5.26
2.63
-0.57
-2.67
-1.75
0.68

Closeness 2
SE
t
.41
-0.39
.13
3.62
.04
-0.54
.01
0.23
.17
0.42

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of the moderators:
RPD
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00

Closeness
Diversity Climate
Effect
-0.70
-0.08
0.70
0.02
-0.70
0.03
0.70
-0.06

Boot SE
.04
.03
.06
.04

95% CI
-0.16;-0.02
-0.05;0.09
-0.05;0.20
-0.14;0.01

Note. 1 R2 = .37, F(9, 76)=4.99, p = .01; 2 R2 = .15, F(4, 81)=3.61, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
*p < 0.05.
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Table 29. Sample 3: The Effects of Weak Duration Ties on Performance, as Mediated by
Person-Group Fit and Moderated by Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity and Diversity
Climate
Duration 1
b
SE
0.36
.31
-0.04
.04
-0.09
.13
0.05
.08
0.55*
.11
0.13*
.06
-0.04
.20
-0.29*
.12
-0.02*
.01
0.06
.13

Outcome:
Person-Group Fit (PGF)
Constant
Duration
Racioethnic Prototypical Dissimilarity (RPG)

Duration *RPG
Diversity Climate (DC)
Duration *DC
RPG*DC
Duration *RPG*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

Duration 2
b
SE
-0.15
.41
0.47*
.13
-0.00
.04
0.00
.01
0.06
.17

Outcome:
Performance
Constant
PGF
Duration
Age
Rating Sourcea

t
1.15
-1.25
-0.67
0.69
4.93
2.21
-0.22
-2.38
-1.95
0.42
t
-0.38
3.71
-0.00
0.29
0.33

Conditional indirect effect(s) of X on Y at values of PGF:
RPD
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Duration
Diversity Climate
Effect
-0.70
-0.07
0.00
-0.02
0.70
0.02
-0.70
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.70
-0.05

Boot SE
.03
.02
.03
.07
.03
.05

95% CI
-0.14;-0.01
-0.06;0.08
-0.05;0.07
-0.05;0.24
-0.06;0.07
-0.13;0.08

Note. 1 R2 = .35, F(9, 76)=4.64, p = .01; 2 R2 = .15, F(4, 81)=3.53, p = .01; aRating source
is dummy coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals = 1000.
*p < 0.05.
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Table 30. Sample 3: The Moderating Effect of Diversity Climate on the Relationships
between Fit and Performance, Fit and Satisfaction
Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Diversity
Climate (DC)
PGF
PGF*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea
Outcome:
Performance
Constant
Diversity
Climate (DC)
POF
POF*DC
Age
Rating Sourcea

Person-Group Fit
(PGF) 1
b
SE
t
-0.15 .41
-0.37

Outcome:
Satisfaction

0.03

.14

0.45*
-0.03
0.00
0.06

.15
.18
.01
.17

PGF 2

Constant

b
-0.30*

SE
.11

t
-2.81

0.23

DC

0.34*

.04

8.05

3.09
-0.17
0.31
0.33

PGF
PGF*DC
Age

0.34*
-0.06
0.01*

.05
.05
.00

7.25
-1.26
3.16

Person-Organization
Fit (POF) 3
b
SE
t
0.09 .43
0.22

Outcome:
Satisfaction

0.30*

.14

-0.11
0.01
-0.01
0.04

.12
.14
.01
.18

POF 4

Constant

b
-0.24*

SE
.10

t
-2.30

2.15

DC

0.22*

.04

4.91

-0.94
0.06
-0.45
0.24

POF
POF*DC
Age

0.37*
-0.11*
0.01*

.04
.03
.00

9.69
-3.30
2.92

Note. 1 R2 = .15, F(5, 80)=2.81, p = .02; 2 R2 = .19, F(4, 909)=54.88, p = .01; 3 R2 = .06,
F(5, 80)=0.99, p = .43; 4 R2 = .24, F(4,908)=71.19, p = .01; aRating source is dummy
coded; Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrap confidence intervals =
1000.
* p < 0.05.
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FIGURES
FIGURE 1. HYPOTHESIZED MODEL
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FIGURE 2. LEVELS OF ANALYSES
Ego:

Dyad:

Triad:

Complete:
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FIGURE 3. PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS FOR EMPLOYEES: A LINKED-IN
EXAMPLE
Network Opportunities
Personal Linked-In Connections
Two Degrees of Separation
Three Degrees of Separation
Total Connections Possible through an Introduction

379
48,500
3,309,300
3,358,200

Network Statistics: Connections by Industry
Human Resources Connections
Information Technology and Services Connections
Staffing and Recruiting Connections
Management Consulting Connections

19%
8%
6%
4%

Network Statistics: Connections by Region
Connections in New York City Area
Connections in Philadelphia Area
Connections in Dallas Area
Connections in Houston Area

5%
4%
2%
2%

Grouping of Network Connections
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FIGURE 4. SAMPLE 1: RESULTS FROM CONTENT ANALYSIS

Factors Related to the Development of Social Networks in the Workplace

!

!
!
Company
Culture!

Organization Level Factors

• Work Environment
• Minority Representation
• Physical Distance
(Inside Building)!

!

Job Structure!

Individual
Differences
(Surface-Level)!

• Hierarchical Structure
• Interconnectedness of Tasks
• Physical Distance
(Outside Building)!

• Age

Employee Level Factors !

Co-Worker Level Factors !

Individual
Differences
(Deep-Level)!

•
•
•
•
•

Tenure
Family Obligation!
Personality Similarity
Shared Background
Similar Values!

Relationship
Development
Opportunities!

•
•
•
•

Socialization!(Inside Work)
Socialization!(Outside Work)!
Communication
Isolation!
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FIGURE 5. PICTORAL DESCRIPTIONS OF STATISTICAL MODELS USED

Model 1

Model 4

Model 7

Model 11

Note. Model templates for PROCESS for SPSS were created by Andrew F. Hayes,
http://www.afhayes.com/.
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FIGURE 6. SAMPLE 2: STRONG DURATION TIES X PROTOTYPICAL SEX

Person-Group Fit

DISSIMILARITY INTERACTION ON PERSON-GROUP FIT
5
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)
Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity (Females)

Low
Mean
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex similarity (males): Effect = .10, SE = .10, t = .96, p = .34;
Simple slope for sex dissimilarity (females): Effect = -.28, SE = .13, t = -2.33, p = .02.
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FIGURE 7. SAMPLE 2: WEAK FREQUENCY TIES X PROTOTYPICAL SEX
DISSIMILARITY INTERACTION ON PERSON-GROUP FIT

Low Diversity Climate
Person-Group Fit

5
4
3
2

Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)

1

Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity (Females)

0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

High Diversity Climate
Person-Group Fit

5
4
3

Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)

2

Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity (Females)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex similarity (males) and low diversity climate: Effect = -.08, SE
= .13, t = -.63, p = .53; Simple slope for sex dissimilarity (females) and low diversity
climate: Effect = .08, SE = .17, t = .45, p = .66; Simple slope for sex similarity (males)
and high diversity climate: Effect = .21, SE = .14, t = 1.55, p = .13; Simple slope for sex
dissimilarity (females) and high diversity climate: Effect = -.43, SE = .26, t = -1.65, p =
.11.
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FIGURE 8. SAMPLE 3: STRONG CLOSE TIES X SEX HOMOPHILY
INTERACTION ON PERSON-GROUP FIT

Person-Group Fit

5
4
3
Sex Homophily
Similarity

2

Sex Homophily
Dissimilarity

1
0
Low
High
Strong Closeness Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex homophily similarity: Effect = .14, SE = .03, t = 4.46, p = .01;
Simple slope for sex homophily dissimilarity: Effect = .05, SE = .02, t = 2.22, p = .03.
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FIGURE 9. SAMPLE 3: STRONG DURATION TIES X SEX PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY INTERACTION ON PERSON-GROUP FIT

Person-Group Fit

5
4
3

Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)

2

Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity (Females)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex dissimilarity: Effect = .01, SE = .02, t = 0.61, p = .54; Simple
slope for sex similarity: Effect = .07, SE = .02, t = 2.96, p = .01.
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FIGURE 10. SAMPLE 3: STRONG DURATION TIES X RACIOETHNIC
PROTOTYPICAL DISSIMILARITY INTERACTION ON PERSON-GROUP FIT

Person-Group Fit

5
4

Prototypical
Racioethnic Similarity
(Whites)

3
2

Prototypical
Racioethnic
Dissimilarity
(Minorities)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex dissimilarity: Effect = -.02, SE = .02, t = -0.67, p = .50; Simple
slope for sex similarity: Effect = .04, SE = .02, t = 2.51, p = .01.
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FIGURE 11. THE EFFECTS OF STRONG DURATION TIES ON PERSONORGANIZATION FIT, AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPE
DISSIMILARITY

Person-Organization Fit

5
4

Prototypical
Racioethnic Similarity
(Whites)

3
2

Prototypical
Racioethnic
Dissimilarity
(Minorities)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex dissimilarity: Effect = -.03, SE = .03, t = -0.92, p = .36; simple
slope for sex similarity: Effect = .05, SE = .02, t = 2.16, p = .03.
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FIGURE 12. THE EFFECTS OF WEAK FREQUENCY TIES ON PERSON-GROUP
FIT AND MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPE DISSIMILARITY

Person-Group Fit

5
4

Prototypical
Racioethnic Similarity
(Whites)

3
2

Prototypical
Racioethnic
Dissimilarity
(Minorities)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for sex dissimilarity: Effect = -.04, SE = .02, t = -3.05, p = .01; simple
slope for sex similarity: Effect = -.00, SE = .01, t = -0.09, p = .93.
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FIGURE 13. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF WEAK FREQUENCY TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT, AS MODERATED BY SEX HOMOPHILY AND DIVERSITY
CLIMATE

Person-Group Fit

5

Low Diversity Climate

4
3

Sex Homophily Low
(Similarity)

2

Sex Homophily High
(Dissimilarity)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Weak Frequency Ties

Person-Group Fit

High Diversity Climate
5
4
3

Sex Homophily Low
(Similarity)

2
1

Sex Homophily High
(Dissimilarity)

0
Low
High
Number of Weak Frequency Ties

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and low sex homophily: Effect = -.53, SE =
.14, t = -3.82, p = .01; Simple slope for low diversity climate and high sex homophily:
Effect = .05, SE = .08, t = 0.63, p = .53; Simple slope for high diversity climate and low
sex homophily: Effect = -.16, SE = .12, t = -1.33, p = .18; Simple slope for high diversity
climate and high sex homophily: Effect = -.19, SE = .09, t = -2.19, p = .03.
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FIGURE 14. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF DEGREE CENTRALITY TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT, AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPE
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE

Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit

5
4

Prototypical
Racioethnic Similarity
(Whites)

3
2
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Racioethnic
Dissimilarity
(Minorities)

1
0
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Person-Group Fit

High Diversity Climate
5
4
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Racioethnic Similarity
(Whites)

3
2
1
0
Low

High

Prototypical
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Dissimilarity
(Minorities)

Degree Centrality (Number of Ties)

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = -.15, SE = .07, t = 2.32, p = .02; Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .19, SE =
.09, t = 2.19, p = .03; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity: Effect = .07,
SE = .05, t = 1.57, p = .12; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity:
Effect = -.08, SE = .08, t = -1.12, p = .26.
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FIGURE 15. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF STRONG DURATION TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT, AS MODERATED BY SEX PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE

Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit

5
4

Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)

3
2

Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity
(Females)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

High Diversity Climate
Person-Group Fit

5
4
Prototypical Sex
Similarity (Males)

3
2

Prototypical Sex
Dissimilarity
(Females)

1
0
Low

High

Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .21, SE = .10, t =
2.03, p = .05; Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = -.26, SE =
.23, t = -1.15, p = .26; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .04, SE = .15, t = -.26, p = .79; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity:
Effect = 0.17, SE = .17, t = 0.99, p = .32.
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FIGURE 16. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF STRONG DURATION TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT, AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE
Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit

5
4
3

Prototypical Racioethnic
Similarity (Whites)

2

Prototypical Racioethnic
Dissimilarity (Minorities)

1
0
Low
High
Number of Strong Duration Ties

High Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit

5
4
3

Prototypical Racioethnic
Similarity (Whites)

2

Prototypical Racioethnic
Dissimilarity (Minorities)

1
0
Low

High

Number of Strong Duration Ties

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .32, SE = .17, t =
1.83, p = .07; Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = .09, SE =
.13, t = .68, p = .49; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .17, SE = .17, t = -1.01, p = .31; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity:
Effect = .29, SE = .18, t = 1.65, p = .10.
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FIGURE 17. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF STRONG FREQUENCY TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT, AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE

Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit
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Number of Strong Frequency Ties

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .22, SE = .09, t =
2.51, p = .01; Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = -.03, SE =
.07, t = -0.45, p = .65; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .08, SE = .09, t = -0.87, p = .39; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity:
Effect = .11, SE = .05, t = 2.34, p = .02.
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FIGURE 18. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF WEAK CLOSENESS TIES ON
PERSON-GROUP FIT AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE

Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit
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Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .06, SE = .09, t =
.64, p = .52; Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = -.16, SE = .06,
t = -2.58, p = .01; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = -.11,
SE = .09, t = -1.23, p = .22; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity: Effect
= 0.06, SE = .05, t = 1.19, p = .23.
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FIGURE 19. SAMPLE 3: THE EFFECTS OF WEAK DURATION TIES ON PERSONGROUP FIT AS MODERATED BY RACIOETHNIC PROTOTYPICAL
DISSIMILARITY AND DIVERSITY CLIMATE

Low Diversity Climate

Person-Group Fit
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Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .12, SE = .09, t =
1.16, p = .25; Simple slope for low diversity climate and similarity: Effect = -.14, SE =
.06, t = -2.24, p = .03; Simple slope for high diversity climate and dissimilarity: Effect = .10, SE = .10, t = -0.99, p = .32; Simple slope for high diversity climate and similarity:
Effect = .05, SE = .05, t = 0.97, p = .33.
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FIGURE 20. SAMPLE 3: P-O FIT X DIVERSITY CLIMATE INTERACTION ON

Satisfaction

SATISFACTION
5
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
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High
Person-Organization Fit

Note. Simple slope for low diversity climate: Effect = .46, SE = .04, t = 10.21, p = .01;
simple slope for high diversity climate: Effect = .28, SE = .05, t = 5.92, p = .01.
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FIGURE 21. PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS FOR EMPLOYEERS: A FACEBOOK
EXAMPLE

Network Opportunities
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLE 1: QUALITATIVE SURVEY
1. Do you identify strongly with others in your work network? If so, why? If not,
why not?
2. Are there any barriers to forming relationships with others in your workplace? If
so, what are they? If not, why is this the case?
3. How many of your coworkers are racial or ethnic minorities? Is this a positive or
a negative situation when it comes to forming relationships with those in the
organization?
4. Does being a racioethnic minority (or majority) make it harder or easier to
manage your relationships at work? If so, why? If not, why not?
5. How many of your coworkers are female? Is this a positive or a negative situation
when it comes to forming relationships with those in the organization?
6. Does being male (or female) make it harder or easier to manage your relationships
at work? If so, why? If not, why not?
7. Is there any topic you can think of that we forgot to cover? What else should we
know about being (sex/racioethnicity) and managing your work network?
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APPENDIX B
SAMPLE 2: TIME 1 MEASURES
Social Network Characteristics and Alter Characteristics
1. Participants were asked to write the initials the five people with whom they
interacted most closely.
•

This will determine the number of connections that employees have in the
work network.

2. How close are you with this person?
3. How many years has this relationship been in existence?
4. How frequently do you communicate with each person on average?
•

These questions assess the strength of each relationship.

5. What is this co-worker’s gender?
6. What is this co-worker’s race/ethnicity?
•

These questions assess the demographic characteristics of each alter.
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APPENDIX C
SAMPLE 2: TIME 2 MEASURES
Person-Organization Fit
1. The things that I value in life are very similar to the things that Temple University
values.
2. My personal values match Temple University’s values and culture.
3. Temple University’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I
value in life.
Person-Group Fit
1. I feel a strong connection to those in my network.
2. I feel excluded by those in my network.
3. I feel like an outsider with those in my network.
Diversity Climate
1.
2.
3.
4.

I trust Temple University to treat me fairly.
Temple University maintains a diversity-friendly work environment.
Temple University respects the views of people like me.
Top leaders demonstrate a visible commitment to diversity.

Performance
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

I adequately complete assigned duties at school.
I fulfill responsibilities specified in my classes.
I perform tasks that are expected of me in my classes.
I meet formal performance requirements in my classes.
I engage in activities that will directly affect my performance in my classes.
I neglect aspects of classes that I am obligated to perform.
I fail to perform essential assignments in my classes.

1. What is your cumulative GPA for the Fall 2012 semester?
Satisfaction
1.
2.
3.
4.

How satisfied are you with your life in the U.S.?
How satisfied are you with your experiences at UTA/Temple?
How satisfied are you with the education you have received thus far in the U.S.?
How satisfied are you with your ties to the community in the U.S.?
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APPENDIX D
SAMPLE 3: PARTICIPANT (I.E., EGO) SURVEY
Social Network Characteristics and Alter Characteristics
1. Looking back over the past three months, please list the names of the people at
your workplace whom you most commonly interacted with in your efforts to
complete your work.
• This will determine the number of connections that employees have in the
work network.
2. How close are you with this person?
3. How many years has this relationship been in existence?
4. How frequently do you communicate with each person on average?
• These questions assess the strength of each relationship.
5. What is this co-worker’s gender?
6. What is this co-worker’s race/ethnicity?
• These questions assess the demographic characteristics of each alter.
Perceived Person-Group Fit
1.
2.
3.
4.

Working with the other people in my group is one of the best parts of this job.
I get along well with the people I work with on a day-to-day basis.
There is not much conﬂict among the members of my group.
If I had more free time, I would enjoy spending more time with my co-workers
socially.
5. There are some people I work with I try to avoid when possible.
Perceived Person-Organization Fit
1. The things that I value in life are very similar to the things that my organization
values.
2. My personal values match my organization’s values and culture.
3. My organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I
value in life.
Diversity Climate
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

My organization recruits employees from diverse sources.
My organization offers equal access to training to all employees.
My organization encourages open communication about diversity.
My organization publicizes its diversity principles.
My organization offers training to manage diverse populations.
My organization respects perspectives of people like me.
My organization maintains a diversity-friendly work environment.
My organization has a climate that values diverse perspective.
Top leaders at my organization are visibly committed to diversity.

Employee Task Performance
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

I adequately complete assigned duties.
I fulfill responsibilities specified in job description.
I perform tasks that are expected of him/her.
I meet formal performance requirements of the job.
I engage in activities that will directly affect his/her performance evaluation.
I neglect aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.
I fail to perform essential duties.

Job Satisfaction
1. I am satisfied with my job.
2. I like my job.
3. I like working here.
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APPENDIX E
SAMPLE 3: SUPERVISOR SURVEY
Diversity Climate
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

My organization recruits employees from diverse sources.
My organization offers equal access to training to all employees.
My organization encourages open communication about diversity.
My organization publicizes its diversity principles.
My organization offers training to manage diverse populations.
My organization respects perspectives of people like me.
My organization maintains a diversity-friendly work environment.
My organization has a climate that values diverse perspective.
Top leaders at my organization are visibly committed to diversity.

Ego’s Task Performance
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

This employee adequately completes assigned duties.
This employee fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.
This employee performs tasks that are expected of him/her.
This employee meets formal performance requirements of the job.
This employee engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance
evaluation.
6. This employee neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.
7. This employee fails to perform essential duties.
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APPENDIX F
SAMPLE 3: CO-WORKER (I.E., ALTER) SURVEY
Diversity Climate
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

My organization recruits employees from diverse sources.
My organization offers equal access to training to all employees.
My organization encourages open communication about diversity.
My organization publicizes its diversity principles.
My organization offers training to manage diverse populations.
My organization respects perspectives of people like me.
My organization maintains a diversity-friendly work environment.
My organization has a climate that values diverse perspective.
Top leaders at my organization are visibly committed to diversity.

Ego’s Task Performance
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

This employee adequately completes assigned duties.
This employee fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.
This employee performs tasks that are expected of him/her.
This employee meets formal performance requirements of the job.
This employee engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance
evaluation.
6. This employee neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.
7. This employee fails to perform essential duties.

363

