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Introduction

U Informal relations at work , why care?

+~ Embeddedness for cooperation: reciprocity, peer

sanctioning, in -group favouritism  (Portes , 1998; Putnam, 2000;
Nowak, 2006; Efferson etal., 2008; Baldassarri , 2015).

4 Tight expressive ties as the breeding ground of rebellion,
rogue pr ackhpikrec @78 ,z&znaya ,2017) Of tO
demobilise efforts from collective endeavours towards
pairwise collaborations  (Flache, 1996).




Introduction

U Is there any pattern in these relations?

U For the creation of these ties, importance of:

4 Personal attributes, e.g. homophily (McPherson et al., 2001).
4 Relational dimensions, e.g. popularity, transitivity.
4 Structural characteristics, e.g. distance, sharing contexts.

Birds of aFeather
@ é% @ @ Flock Together

See: Van de Bunt et al., 2005; Mollenhorst etal., 2011; Agneessens & Wittek, 2012;
Ellwardt et al., 2012; Labun et al., 2016.



Introduction

U Twist in focus:
~ e f r aeation to sustainability.

uUSay you have a good work
4 Something that helps preserve it?
4 Something prone to distort it?




E. university of
(j:’?} groningen

Introduction

U How about reputation ?

4~ Paramount in strategic decision making, e.g. partner -
choice (Molleman etal., 2013; Diekmann et al., 2014; Feinberg et al., 2014).

Al mportance of othersod experien:
(Moskowitz, 2005; Smith & Collins, 2009; Cone et al., 2019).

PSSST...!
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U Research question: Does reputation about others influence
the evolution of informal relations at work?
U l.e. who befriends whom, or stays friends with whom.
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Theory & hypotheses

U Reputation: a piece of information about the quality

or likely behaviour of an individual that is not based

On oneods direcdsake@Xxp7er i ence

U In most of the literature, an Image -score (Nowak &
Sigmund, 1998; Wedekind & Milinski, 2000;  Ohtsuki & lwasa , 2004).

0@@@.

U In workplaces, reputatlon stems from the
stories/comments we tell to one another (Burt, 2008)
€ a n dgossip transmission , various factors can

moderate any reputation effect:

4 To whom one is connected to (Grosser et al., 2010; Shaw et al., 2010).

4 Failures in transmission (Leimar & Hammerstein, 2001).

4 Deliberate manipulations (Seki & Nakamaru , 2016; Giardini et al., 2019).
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Theory & hypotheses
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Data, measures & method

U DATA
4 3 units of a Dutch childcare organisation.
4 Panel data (2 observations, 6 months difference).
4~ Employee data and sociometric data.

U MEASURES
4 Friendship: strength of social relation [dichotomised].
4 Gossip - heard [weighted matrices].
4 Control variables.

u METHOD

4 Stochastic Actor -Oriented Modelling  (snijders et al, 2010;
Snijders, 2017; Ripley et al., 2019).
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Data, measures & method
u MODEL SPECIFICATION

Effect Description Visualisation

Structural effects

Outdegree Egzo's baseline tendency to have ties in the network O R O
Reciprocity Ego's preference for having reciprocated ties O - O
Transitive triplets Egzo's preference for having ties with ego's friends' friends O

Transitive reciprocated triplets Ego's tendency to reciprocate ties with transitive triplets

In-degree popularity Ego's tendency to send ties to an alter of many other mcoming ties \ *

Out-degree popularity Ego's tendency to send ties to an alter of many other outgoing ties * A

Qut-degree activity Ego's tendency to send ties when ego is already sending many other ties + V.4

Homophily and exposure effects

Age Ego's preference for having ties with an alter of a similar age . Rt .
Team membership Egzo's preference for having ties with an alter in their same work team O ------- > Q
Contact frequency Ego's preference for having ties with an alter ego frequently interactwith [ )L .,.

Reputation effects

Simple positive gossip (SPG) Ego's preference for having ties with an alter ego heard positive reputation about o O
Complex positive gossip (CPG)  Ego's preference for having ties with an alter ego heard positive reputation about from more than one sender O - O
Simple negative gossip (SNG) Ego's preference for having ties with an alter ego heard negative reputation about - O
Complex negative gossip (CNG) Ego's preference for having ties with an alter ego heard negative reputation about from more than one sender O - O

Targets Ego's tendency to have ties when ego received gossip about many others Y ¥

O:~+O
A X
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Results

Indicators Fuznst, Fusnity  dFpuy &
i 38 39
Respondents 30 28 ‘
Density (N4 excluded) 30 .26 \ &
Average degree 7.1 4.87
Unit A Transitivity 61 51
Degree assortativity -03 =17 : &
Reciprocity 51 33
Hamming distance 81
Jaccard index 54
i 54 35 | ®
Respondents 38 39 @ $ &
Density (N4 excluded) 17 .20
Average degree 6.17 573
Unit B Transitivity 37 33
Degree assortativity —30 -23
Reciprocity 28 .29
Hamming distance 186 ) 9 o
Jaccard index 43 o
M 38 41
Respondents 30 32 _
B
Density (N4 excluded) 30 32
Average degree 824 8.71
Unit C Transitivity 54 36 - N
Degree assortativity =30 -19 e
Reciprocity 49 50
Hamming distance 147
Jaccard index 51 °
Note: Hamming distance is the number of tie swaps observed in a period: broken ties (Njg) plus &
newly created ties (Np;). The Jaccard index i3 the proportion of stable ties (V) among the ties & |/ b
that existed at least at one of the two observation moments: Ny AN =Njg+Npz). " 1 8 I
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Results

Reputation i received about j

Coositive > Cuegative )

Friendship nomination (f;) none

fn I count prop count prop count prop

O O O—=QO % 9 4 (11)

B O—0O O—0O & (20) 13 (36)
Fnta O - " O O D 22 (07 l 1 (.03) I

O O O O 157 (9 18 (50)

O O O—"‘ O 83 (10) 6 (.12)

Unit B O—0O O—=0O 1o (.14) 7 (.14)
O—0O O O n (.09) | 5 (.10 I

O O O QO 55 (66 31 (.63)

O O O—"‘O 82 (14) g (.11)

Uit ¢ O—0O O—0O = (17) 12 (17)
O—0O O O 3 ws ¢ Qo

O O O O 364 (63 35 (38 46 (63

Note: Within each unit, the first row indicates friendship-creation; the second row friendship-endurance; the third
row friendship-severance; and the last row complete friendship inexistence. Proportions are calenlated by column.
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Results

Unit A Unit B Unit C
Effect i) SE a SE a8 SE
Rate 17.67 3.07 ok 45.88 6.90 R 3373 6.35 R

Structural effects

Outdegree -3.02 1.00 o —4.15 0.40 i -2.51 0.64 i
Reciprocity 231 1.17 * 1.83 0.52 ok 242 0.42 ok
Transitive triplets 0.21 0.12 -0.01 0.03 0.16 0.05 ok
Transitive reciprocated triplets —0.23 0.21 —0.02 0.07 —0.18 0.07 *E
Indegree-popularity (sqrt) 0.15 0.34 0.63 0.10 o 0.33 0.16 *
Outdegree-popularity (sqrt) —0.54 0.25 * —0.27 0.11 i —0.40 0.12 o
Outdegree-activity (sqrt) 0.34 0.12 wE 0.36 0.04 ok 0.18 0.08 o
Homophily and exposure effects

Age (similarity) 1.84 0.49 ek 0.34 0.21 0.49 0.18 e
Team membership (same) —0.15 0.28 0.22 0.11 * —0.05 0.11

Contact frequency 0.72 0.18 o 0.26 0.06 i 0.21 0.06 i
Reputation effects

SPG 1.01 0.84 0.91 0.37 ok 1.01 0.36 ok
CPG 1.47 0.75 0.03 0.39 0.18 0.34

SNG —0.60 0.56 -0.03 0.46 0.03 0.30

CNG 1.22 1.96 0.54 0.47 —0.29 0.43

Targets (ego) 0.03 0.03 —0.02 0.01 ok —0.02 0.01 ok
Reputation effects (interactions)

Targets (ego)*SPG -0.13 0.10 —0.08 0.05 —0.07 0.03 *
Targets (ego)xCPG -0.09 0.14 0.02 0.02 =0.00 0.02

Targets (ego)<CNG —0.25 0.21 =0.00 0.02 —0.10 0.06

* two-sided p < 10, ** two-sided p < 03, ¥ two-sided p < .01, Sipnificance levels were obtained using the normal distribution: Iﬁg.'S,-‘:.-'rﬁle = Zarl

All three models were estimated with the method of moments with 10,000 iterations in phase 3. The change in the composition of the networks was
handled using the “method of joiners and leavers” (Huizman & Snijders, 2003). The convergence ratios were always below 0.1 per individual
parameter. The global maximum convergence ratios were 0.114 (Unit A), 0.143 (Unit B), and 0.111 (Unit C). For goodness of fit, see Table 6.



