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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impacts of the structural 

characteristics of a developmental network on emotional attachment and on pro-

organizational behaviors.  Mediation of emotional attachment and moderation of 

relationship strength were additional topics of focus.  

A survey was administered to employees with at least two years of experience in 

31 profit organizations in South Korea. A survey instrument was developed by adopting 

measuring instruments used in previous studies. A paper and pencil based survey was 

composed of (1) an ego-centric network survey, and (2) an organizational outcome 

survey. A total of 488 responses among 1,020 employees were received and 452 

responses were analyzed. Statistical techniques including descriptive statistics, SEM, 

and hierarchical multiple regression were used to test the hypothesized structural model 

and relationships. 

The results suggested that (1) structural characteristics of a developmental 

network affected the psychological orientation of individuals, (2) emotional attachment 

and identification with an organization mediated the structural characteristics and 

behavioral outcomes, (3) relationship strength moderated the effect of network 

composition on emotional attachment, (4) the integration of OI and OC into EAO 

offered a strong theoretical and empirical basis, and (5) gender differences were 

significance in the structural characteristics of a developmental network. Implications 

from theoretical and practical standpoints were discussed and several recommendations 

for future research were presented. 



v 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................... x 

List of Figures .................................................................................................................. xi 

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................... 1 

Problem Statement .................................................................................................................... 3 

Dilemma between Individual and Collective Social Capital ................................................. 4 

Structural Characteristics of Developmental Network and Outcomes .................................. 6 

Psychological and Behavioral Outcomes of Network Structure ........................................... 8 

Purpose of Study ....................................................................................................................... 9 

Research Questions ................................................................................................................. 10 

Significance of Study .............................................................................................................. 11 

Definitions of Terms ............................................................................................................... 12 

Summary ................................................................................................................................. 15 

CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW ....................................................................... 16 

Mentoring ................................................................................................................................ 16 

Developmental Network Approach ......................................................................................... 18 

Structural Characteristics of Developmental Network ............................................................ 21 

Network Diversity ............................................................................................................... 22 

Relationship Strength .......................................................................................................... 23 

Structural Benefits of Social Networks ................................................................................... 25 

Social Capital .......................................................................................................................... 28 

Emotional Attachment to Organization ................................................................................... 29 



vi 

Organizational Identification ............................................................................................... 30 

Organizational Commitment ............................................................................................... 35 

Pro-organizational Behaviors .................................................................................................. 37 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior .................................................................................. 38 

Knowledge Sharing ............................................................................................................. 39 

Hypotheses and Research Model ............................................................................................ 41 

Relationships between Network Composition and Pro-organizational Behaviors .............. 41 

Relationships between Network Composition and Emotional Attachment ........................ 42 

Emotional Attachment and Pro-organizational Behaviors .................................................. 44 

Moderating Effect of Relationship Strength........................................................................ 46 

Summary ................................................................................................................................. 47 

CHAPTER III. METHOD .............................................................................................. 50 

Population and Sample ............................................................................................................ 50 

Data Collection ........................................................................................................................ 51 

Measurement ........................................................................................................................... 53 

Network Composition ......................................................................................................... 56 

Relationship Strength .......................................................................................................... 57 

Organizational Identification ............................................................................................... 58 

Organizational Commitment ............................................................................................... 58 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)....................................................................... 60 

Knowledge Sharing ............................................................................................................. 61 

Control Variables ................................................................................................................ 61 

Translation ........................................................................................................................... 62 



vii 

Data Analysis .......................................................................................................................... 63 

Summary ................................................................................................................................. 64 

CHAPTER IV. RESULTS ............................................................................................. 66 

Descriptive Statistics ............................................................................................................... 66 

Assessing Measurement Models ............................................................................................. 68 

Assessing Organizational Identification (OI) ...................................................................... 69 

Assessing Organizational Commitment (OC) ..................................................................... 71 

Integrated Measurement Model: Emotional Attachment to Organization (EAO)............... 72 

Assessing Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB) .................................................... 73 

Assessing Knowledge Sharing (KS) ................................................................................... 76 

Assessing Relationship Strength (RS) ................................................................................. 77 

Assessing Overall Measurement Model .............................................................................. 78 

Assessing Structural Model ..................................................................................................... 80 

Hypothesized Model ........................................................................................................... 81 

Alternative Structural Models ............................................................................................. 83 

Model Comparison .............................................................................................................. 84 

Analysis of Multiple Regression Model .................................................................................. 86 

Testing Mediator with Multiple Regression Analysis ......................................................... 86 

Testing Moderator with Multiple Regression Analysis ....................................................... 88 

Hypothesis Testing .................................................................................................................. 90 

Summary ................................................................................................................................. 94 

CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATION .................................................................................................. 95 

Summary ................................................................................................................................. 95 



viii 

Discussion ............................................................................................................................... 99 

Developmental Network Composition and EAO ................................................................ 99 

Developmental Network Composition and Pro-organizational Behaviors: Mediating 
Effects of EAO .................................................................................................................. 102 

Moderating Effect of Relationship Strength...................................................................... 104 

OI and OC: Are They Similar or Different? ...................................................................... 105 

Validity of the Measurement Model of OCB .................................................................... 107 

Gender and Developmental Network ................................................................................ 109 

Implications for HRD research .............................................................................................. 111 

Social Network Analysis in Organization Research ......................................................... 111 

Shift of Focus in Developmental Network Research ........................................................ 113 

Resolving a Dilemma between Individual and Collective Social Capitals ....................... 114 

Implications for HRD Practices ............................................................................................ 115 

HRD Interventions for Building Developmental Networks .............................................. 116 

Social Factors Facilitating Knowledge Sharing ................................................................ 117 

Gender Effects on Emotional Attachment to Organization ............................................... 118 

Recommendations for Future Research ................................................................................ 120 

Selecting Measuring Instruments ...................................................................................... 120 

Conducting Complete Network Analysis .......................................................................... 122 

Gender and Homophilous Effects ..................................................................................... 123 

Summary ............................................................................................................................... 124 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................. 126 

APPENDIX .................................................................................................................. 145 

APPENDIX A ....................................................................................................................... 145 



ix 

APPENDIX B ....................................................................................................................... 153 

APPENDIX D ....................................................................................................................... 164 



x 

List of Tables 

Table 1. Types of Developmental Networks and Outcomes .......................................... 20 

Table 2. Network Structure Variables of Interests, Outcome Variables, and Samples of 

Previous Studies and This Study .................................................................................... 22 

Table 3. Demographic Information ................................................................................ 53 

Table 4. Sources, Authors, and Reliability Coefficients of Measuring Instruments of 

Constructs ....................................................................................................................... 62 

Table 5. Descriptions, Means, and Standard Deviations for Survey Items                     67 

Table 6. Fit Indices for Measurement Models and Reliabilities of Constructs .............. 79 

Table 7. Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlations of Variables ............................... 80 

Table 8. Fit Indices for the Hypothesized Model and Alternative Models for 

Comparison ..................................................................................................................... 85 

Table 9. Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Testing the Mediation Effect of 

EAO, OCB,and KS ......................................................................................................... 87 

Table 10. Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Testing the Moderation Effect of 

RS on EAO ..................................................................................................................... 89 

Table 11. Hypothesis Testing: Effects of Path Estimates (Standardized) ...................... 92 

 

 

 

 

 



xi 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.Triangular relationship among network structure, emotional attachment, and 

pro-organizational behaviors ............................................................................................ 9 

Figure 2. Hypothesized research model. ........................................................................ 48 

Figure 3. Measurement model of organizational identification (OI). ............................ 70 

Figure 4. Measurement model of organizational commitment (OC). ............................ 71 

Figure 5. CFA for emotional attachment to organization (EAO). .................................. 72 

Figure 6. Original measurement model of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) 74 

Figure 7. Respecified measurement model of organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCB). ............................................................................................................................ 76 

Figure 8. Measurement model of knowledge sharing (KS) ........................................... 77 

Figure 9. Measurement model of relationship strength (RS). ........................................ 78 

Figure 10. Overall measurement model. ........................................................................ 79 

Figure 11. Hypothesized structural model. ..................................................................... 82 

Figure 12. Alternative model 1. ...................................................................................... 83 

Figure 13. Alternative model 2. ...................................................................................... 84 

Figure14. Moderation effect of relationship strength (RS) ............................................ 93 

 



1 

CHAPTER I   

INTRODUCTION 

Throughout life, every individual (intentionally or by chance) creates, 

establishes, or terminates relationships with many people and interacts with them in a 

myriad of ways. While people usually have some strong, close relationships that last for 

a long time, most relationships are transitory and temporary. Most people are often even 

not able to recall many of the names of people they have met. Additionally, various 

forms of social relationships directly or indirectly influence a person’s life. While, in 

some cases, individuals may realize great achievements that would not have been 

possible without certain relationships, they can sometimes experience trouble or tragedy 

due to these social relationships.   

Social relationships also play a critical role in a person’s career path. Successful 

career achievements partly, but importantly, depend on whom people meet and what 

social relationships they establish and maintain. Although successful careers may 

largely be determined by human capital, involving skills, knowledge, ability and 

competencies that they have acquired, humans are social beings who exist among a set 

of relationships with others. Consequently, careers are inevitably affected by social 

aspects that are often independent of their human capital factors. Relationships with 

superiors, peers, subordinates, friends, and family members are essential sources of 

support throughout the process of career development (Kram, 1985). In this regard, the 

consideration of social factors becomes essential in studying career management and 

development (Brown, 2002; Ibrahim, Ohnishi, & Wilson, 1994).  
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Mentoring is one aspect of social network.  Mentoring as a field of study 

examines the impact of interpersonal relationships on careers (e.g., Dreher & Ash, 

1990; Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000; Scandura, 1992; Turban & Dougherty, 1994; 

Whitely & Coetsier, 1993). Many studies on relationships between mentoring activities 

and career outcomes have examined the effectiveness of formal mentoring programs. 

The emphases of these studies have focused on the characteristics of the participants 

(Turban & Dougherty, 1994; Wanberg, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Marchese, 2006), 

organizational support, and the characteristics of the mentoring program (Allen, Eby, & 

Lentz, 2006) as predictors of mentoring outcomes, such as the protégé’s career-related 

benefits and observed behavioral changes.  

Recently, a new perspective has emerged that is rooted in the reflection that a 

single and formal mentoring relationship cannot show the whole picture. Although it is 

undeniable that a formal mentoring relationship can profoundly influence a person’s 

career development, latent network connectivity, which is invisible in a formal 

relationship, has even more significant effects (Cross & Parker, 2004). This perspective 

suggests that an individual’s career is influenced by multiple relationships beyond one 

specific mentoring relationship, and that these multiple relationships (which are 

developmental in nature) must be examined collectively. The term representing a set of 

mentoring relationships supporting a person’s career and professional development is 

referred to as a developmental network (Higgins & Kram, 2001), which will be 

consistently drawn upon in this study. Existing studies have referred to this perspective 
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using different terms including “developmental constellation,” ”mentoring network,” 

and ”advice network” (Molloy, 2005; Rock & Garavan, 2006).      

The structural property of an individual’s developmental network constitutes 

social resources that help network members achieve their own career goals, but also 

enhance or constrain opportunities for access to resources. Gubbins and Garavan (2005) 

define social resources as wealth, status, power, and social ties of those persons who 

are directly or indirectly linked to an individual. With this definition, it has been 

suggested that social resources are created and provided by personal links to others 

(Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). Individuals invest in creating and building networks 

so that they can obtain essential resources from these networks.  

The networks that individuals build significantly determine the quantity and 

quality of valuable social resources available to benefit their careers. Thus, considerable 

attention must be given to the network structure as a meaningful topic for theorists and 

researchers in the human resource development (HRD) field, as well as in 

organizational and social capital studies.     

Problem Statement 

In examining the impacts of the structural characteristics of social network, three 

critical problems have been identified. First, there is a contradiction between individual-

level social capital and collective-level social capital. Second, while numerous studies 

have highlighted the benefits of weak tie-based social networks for individuals, 

organizations can also benefit more from strong tie-based social networks. Third, the 
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relationship between psychological and behavioral outcomes of organizations has rarely 

been studied. This section describes these three problems in detail. 

Dilemma between Individual and Collective Social Capital 

There is a dilemma attributed to the conceptual contradiction between two levels 

of social capital: the individual and collective levels. While individual-level social 

capital refers to personal investments that can be used for economic advantage by the 

activation of particular links in a social network (Mitchell, 1974), social capital as a 

collective asset is defined as benefits that accrue to the collectivity as a result of the 

maintenance of positive relations among different groups, organizational units or 

hierarchical levels (Kliduff & Tsai, 2003). That is, social capital is referred to as either 

private or collective assets. By nature, private and collective social capitals are in 

conflict because individuals pursuing self-interest attempt to privatize collective social 

capital, which is seen as a public good (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).     

Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) attempted to resolve this conflict and create a 

comprehensive definition of social capital, which refers to “the sum of the actual and 

potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network 

of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit” (p. 243). They suggest that 

social capital is composed of relational, structural and cognitive dimensions, and that 

interactions among these three dimensions of social capital serve to create an 

organization’s intellectual capital, which is seen as social capital at the collective level. 

More specifically, organizational social capital is created by the process in which self-

conceptions possessed by each individual (such as personal norms, identification, and 
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expectations) are transformed into collectively shared cognitive assets (such as 

organizational culture and organizational value) through interactions with the structural 

characteristics of an organization (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).  In sum, they insist that 

individual social capital and organizational social capital can be interdependent and 

mutually contributive rather than conflicting.       

This perspective is not always the case, however. Given that the relationship 

between an organization and an employee can be viewed as a principal-agent 

relationship, a potential conflict of interest between both parties (the individual and the 

organization) still remains. Individuals are likely to exploit socially accumulated 

resources embedded in the organization for their own rather than for collective benefit. 

As Kliduff and Tsai (2003) state, it is probable that an organization’s social capital is 

undermined if individuals utilize their own networks for their own interests. An 

individual will attempt is to use social capital as a private asset, whereas an 

organization’s social capital is thought of as a public good. Individuals are less 

interested in contributing to social capital accumulation at the collective level; instead, 

they tend to be opportunistic in the pursuit of free riding (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). 

Although Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) articulate that the public-goods dilemma can be 

resolved when the collective norms, culture, and values are shared among members, 

they fail to present a clear explanation as to how personal interests can be changed and 

abandoned in correspondence with collective interests.  

The primary purpose of building developmental networks is to create social 

capital in order to support career development. Does this social capital pursued by 
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individuals conflict with or contribute to social capital development at the collective 

level? This is the governing question that the current study attempts to address.  

Structural Characteristics of Developmental Network and Outcomes 

Developmental networks can be viewed as a part of a whole network that an 

individual possesses (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Some workers build strong networks 

within their workplaces and acquire the support, advice, and resources necessary for 

their career success. It may be a job-related, formal network or an informal network, 

such as a community of practice or amateur clubs involving the same hobbies. Some 

others may be more committed to the network outside of the workplace. They may 

actively participate in professional associations and societies, while others may seek 

occupation-based, informal networks with people from different organizations.  

People often build homogeneous, cohesive, and strong tie based developmental 

networks even though diversity has been found to be more advantageous for their 

careers (Gubbins & Garavan, 2005; Seibert et al., 2001). Expanded from the dyadic 

relationship of mentoring that is based on a strong relationship between a mentor and a 

protégé, a developmental network is highly expected to rely on the close relationships 

with others who share values in common with and feel sympathy for the protégé. 

Whereas a weak tie is more effective in the context in which the speed or volume of 

information flow is critical such as job searching, a strong tie may be more effective in 

the context in which the quality of information matters more such as tacit knowledge 

transmission by mutual understanding and trust (Hansen, 1999; van Wijk, van Den 

Bosch, & Volberda, 2003). 
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The structural property of a social network accounts for the social capital 

development in organizations. Whether the developmental network is closed 

(homogeneous) and a strong tie-based one or is open and a weak tie-based one, they  

lead to different outcomes in the career development of individuals and in the 

development of social capital through the organization. In particular, the current study 

focuses on the need to examine the effects of strong tie-based networks in organizations 

because strong tie-based developmental networks are expected to be conducive to social 

capital development. As Podolny and Baron (1997) indicate, a dense, redundant, and 

strong tie-based network is a precondition for (1) internalizing a clear and consistent set 

of expectations and values in order to be effective in one’s role, and (2) developing the 

trust and support from others that is necessary to access certain crucial resources and to 

implement strategic initiatives. 

This study is inspired by the significant lack of strong tie-based social network 

research. While the existing social network and social capital studies have focused on 

the weak tie effects on the individual career related outcomes such as attained job status 

(Lin, Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981) and career satisfaction (van Emmerik, 2004), few studies 

have intervened in the impacts of strong tie-based network on collective social capital 

creation. The current study begins with the problem and then investigates the impacts of 

homogeneous, redundant, cohesive, and strong tie-based career development networks 

on psychological and behavioral outcomes toward organizations. 
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Psychological and Behavioral Outcomes of Network Structure 

People’s social networks demonstrate their orientation, norms, values and 

history; furthermore, it is regarded as a determinant and demonstration of personal 

identity. Social links and networks play roles in shaping and maintaining normative 

references with which individuals make decisions (Podolny & Baron, 1997). In this 

sense, a personal network analysis provides clues about which values and behaviors are 

understood as important to individuals. Hatala and Fleming (2007) suggest that one’s 

behaviors toward job-related issues be predicted by examining the pattern of her or his 

network relationships with others.  

A social network structure can also be a predictor of people’s psychological 

orientation. The tighter network an individual builds with members of a certain social 

group, the stronger identification with the group the individual is likely to possess. In 

reality, it is assumed that strong identification with a group leads to strong solidarity 

and cooperation (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Fukuyama’s (1995) “spontaneous solidarity” 

and von Krogh’s (2003) “imagined oneness” indicate that strong identity with a group 

intensifies collaboration among group members. 

 Such a psychological orientation toward an organization is expressed by the 

notion of emotional attachment to the organization. Emotional attachment to an 

organization is said to be an attribute of an affective aspect of organizational 

commitment in that an emotionally attached individual tends to identify with the goals 

of the organization and is willing to assist the organization in achieving these goals 

(Ketchand & Strawser, 2001; Meyer & Allen, 1991).  Paxton and Moody (2003) 
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propose that emotional attachment to a social group can be influenced by the network 

structure.  

 Few empirical studies, however, have explored the connection among social 

networks and emotional attachment to an organization. In addition, since a network’s 

structure is thought to influence both the psychological and behavioral orientations 

toward an organization, the relationship between psychological orientation and 

behavioral orientation becomes a subject of inquiry. Hence, the focus of this study lies 

in the triangular relationships among the structural characteristics of a developmental 

network, psychological orientation (emotional attachment to organization), and 

behavioral orientation (pro-organizational behaviors) toward an organization.    

Figure 1.Triangular relationship among network structure, emotional attachment, and 

pro-organizational behaviors    
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relationship strength) of the career developmental network on emotional attachment 

toward an organization: (1) organizational identification, and (2) organizational 

commitment. It also explores how these characteristics impact pro-organizational 

behaviors:  (1) organizational citizenship behavior and (2) knowledge sharing.  

Another purpose of the study is to identify the relationship between the 

psychological outcomes and the behavioral outcomes of the career developmental 

network structure. Whether emotional attachment to organization plays the role of 

mediator between developmental network structures and pro-organizational behaviors is 

also examined. In order to explore the mediating role of the emotional attachment 

organization as a mediator, the direct and indirect effects of the structural characteristics 

of network on pro-organization behaviors are tested. 

Research Questions 

Considering the main purposes of this study, the following three main research 

questions and six sub-questions are identified. 

1. What are the psychological and behavioral outcomes of individual developmental 

network composition? 

1-1. What are the impacts of network composition on emotional attachment to an 

organization: organizational identification and organizational commitment? 

1-2. What are the impacts of network composition on pro-organizational 

behaviors: organizational citizenship behaviors and knowledge sharing? 

2.  What are the effects of relationship strength with development network members 

on psychological and behavioral outcomes? 
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2-1. Does the relationship strength moderate the impact of network composition 

on emotional attachment to an organization? 

2-2. Does the relationship strength moderate the impact of network composition 

on pro-organizational behaviors? 

3. What is the relationship between psychological and behavioral outcomes? 

3-1. Does emotional attachment to an organization mediate the relationship 

between network composition and organizational citizenship behaviors? 

3-2. Does emotional attachment to an organization mediate the relationship 

between network composition and knowledge sharing? 

Significance of Study 

This study offers theoretical and practical implications in Human Resource 

Development (HRD). Theoretically, this study contributes to the identification of the 

functions of individuals’ developmental network structures in social capital 

development within organizations. While previous studies have focused on individual 

career-related outcomes as dependent variables of network structures, the current study 

shifts the focus onto the organizational consequences of individuals’ network choices. 

The current study is expected to lay an empirical framework for future studies to 

investigate the impact of social networks in social capital development within 

organizations.  

Another theoretical significance of this study is that it explores the importance 

of cohesive and strong tie-based networks, whereas the focal point of most existing 

literature has been placed on diverse, non-redundant, and weak tie-based networks. The 
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current study holds the position that different types of social networks produce different 

advantages. While weak tie-based networks are advantageous in an individual’s career 

development, as asserted and found in existing theory and research papers, strong tie-

based networks produce benefits in the functioning of organizations. This proposition is 

acknowledged by investigating relationships among structural characteristics of 

developmental network, emotional attachment to organizations, and pro-organizational 

behaviors.  

The current study also offers a significant implication in HRD practice. Social 

capital development emerges as an essential task of organizations due to its contribution 

to organizational performance and competitive advantages (Bolino, Turnley, & 

Bloodgood, 2002). Thus, the contribution of individual networks to creating social 

capital needs to be highlighted. Although this study does not shed any light on training 

and development initiatives to accumulate social capital, it proposes that HRD 

practitioners develop appropriate initiatives to help employees establish networks that 

facilitate social capital development within organizations. Particularly, the current study 

asserts that employees’ knowledge-sharing behavior is significantly affected by their 

individual network structures and their emotional attachment to organizations. One of 

the primary concerns of HRD is how individual knowledge is transformed into 

organizational knowledge; thus, the findings in this study can be a guide in developing 

favorable conditions of knowledge management.  

Definitions of Terms 

Definitions of key words related to this study are as follows. 
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Developmental Network  

Developmental network is defined as a set of people a protégé names as taking 

an active interest in and action to advance the protégé's career by providing 

developmental assistance (Higgins & Kram, 2001). 

Strength of Tie 

The strength of a tie is a combination of the amount of time, the emotional 

intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and the reciprocal services that characterize 

the tie (Granovetter, 1973). Granovetter (1973) acknowledged the likelihood of the 

association between tie strength and social memberships. When strong ties are likely to 

exist between two individuals within a social group, he characterized these as 

emotionally intense, frequent, and involving multiple types of relationships, such as 

those with family, friends, advisors, and co-workers. Weak ties exist between any 

member of this social group, as well as individuals external to the group. These ties are 

defined as not emotionally intense, infrequent, and restricted to one narrow type of 

relationship. 

Social Capital 

Social capital refers to the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded 

within, available through, and derived from a network of relationships possessed by an 

individual or social unit (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998). The current study focuses on the 

nature of social capital as public resources that are collectively developed, owned, and 

used by social members.  
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Social Identification 

Social identification refers to the perception of experiencing oneness or 

belongingness to some human aggregate with a certain group, in which individuals 

define themselves in terms of the collective of which they are members (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989).  

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment is defined here as the relative strength of an 

individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization (Mowday, 

Steers, & Porter, 1979). Meyer and Allen (1991) identify three aspects of commitment: 

affective, continuance, and normative commitment. Affective commitment refers to an 

employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in an 

organization. Continuance commitment refers to an awareness of the costs associated 

with leaving an organization. Finally, normative commitment reflects a feeling of 

obligation to continue one’s employment. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

OCB represents individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or 

explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes 

effective functioning of an organization. Behavior is not an enforceable requirement of 

the role or job description, that is, the clearly specifiable terms of the person's 

employment contract with the organization; instead, behavior is rather a matter of 

personal choice, such that its omission is not generally understood as punishable 

(Organ, 1988). 
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Summary 

The shift of focus of mentoring research into an examination of developmental 

networks has been witnessed as the prevalent perspective that an individual’s career is 

influenced by multiple relationships beyond one specific mentoring relationship. The 

structural attributes of individuals’ developmental networks attract scholarly attention 

because it is believed that those networks create social resources that are beneficial to 

the career development of individuals and organizational performance. 

Three problems have been identified. First, there is a dilemma between 

individual and organizational social capital. Second, strong tie-based social networks 

have been neglected compared to weak tie-based social networks, even though it can be 

argued that strong and frequent relationships are conducive to the development of social 

capital as a collective asset. Third, a triangular relationship among network structure, 

emotional attachment to an organization, and pro-organizational behaviors have been 

rarely examined. 

Based on the above problems, the current study aims to investigate the impacts 

of developmental network structures on psychological and behavioral outcomes in 

organization and to identify the relationship between psychological and behavioral 

outcomes. This study is expected not only to make foundational contributions to social 

network and social capital theory and research, but also to be of interest to HRD 

practitioners who intend to facilitate social capital development and knowledge sharing.  
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CHAPTER II  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides an overview of the topics and constructs pertinent to the 

current study through a comprehensive review of the existing literature. The key 

concepts, including mentoring, developmental networks, social capital, emotional 

attachment, and pro-organizational behaviors are examined. It also attempts to clarify 

operational definitions of the characteristics of network structures: network composition 

and relationship strength. Based on a discussion of the relationships between these 

constructs, seven hypotheses and a research model are identified.  

Mentoring 

The mentoring relationship refers to an interpersonal relationship involving a 

more experienced and knowledgeable professional (mentor) and a younger and less 

experienced colleague (protégé), intended to provide support so as to effectively 

develop the career of the protégé (Mullen, 1994; Ragins, 1997). Having a mentor is 

thought to be important in the career and personal development of employees, as well as 

in the successful assimilation of newcomers to organizations (Mullen, 1994).  

The functions and outcomes of mentoring have been popular research topics in 

organizational studies. Kram (1985) classifies mentoring functions into career-related 

and psychological functions. Career-related functions include sponsorship, exposure 

and visibility, coaching, protection and challenge assignments a mentor provides for a 

protégé’s career development. On the other hand, role modeling, acceptance and 

confirmation, counseling and friendship are indicated as examples of psychological 
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functions of mentoring by which a protégé can be supported to develop a sense of 

competence, confidence, and effectiveness in one’s roles (Kram, 1985).  

Studies have reported that mentored employees show significantly higher job 

satisfaction, career opportunities, including promotions and recognition, than do non-

mentored employees (Fagenson, 1989; Scandura, 1992). A meta-analytical research 

paper categorizes protégés’ mentoring outcomes as objectives, such as promotion and 

compensation, and subjective, such as job and career satisfaction and satisfaction with 

mentors (Allen, Eby, Proteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004). Allen et al.’s paper explains that 

career-related mentoring is more highly related with objective outcomes (i.e., promotion 

and compensation), while both career-related and psychological mentoring are 

associated with subjective outcomes with minimal differences.      

The benefits of a mentoring relationship, however, are not limited to the 

protégé. As Hunt and Michael (1983) indicate, the mentor and organization, as well as 

the protégé also benefit from the mentoring process. It is reported that mentors are able 

to rejuvenate their own lives and feel more self-development by helping others who 

have less experience and skills (Hunt & Michael, 1983). Moreover, Kram (1985) notes 

that mentoring can be beneficial to organizations as well as to individuals by reducing 

turnover, thereby facilitating the socialization of new members and enhancing the 

transfer of valuable knowledge.  

Researchers have attempted to discover the factors that may influence the 

outcomes of the mentoring relationship. According to the existing literature, whether 

mentoring is beneficial for protégés is largely dependent on three factors: (1) the 



18 

characteristics of the participants; (2) the relational characteristics between the mentor 

and protégé; and (3) the characteristics of the mentoring program. 

Wanberg and her colleagues (2006) assert that the personality of the 

participants in mentoring programs can be a predictor of a protégé’s career-related 

outcomes. Although one of their findings is that perceived similarity between mentor 

and protégé is not as important in formal mentoring programs as it is in informal 

mentoring, research conducted by Turban, Dougherty and Lee (2002) demonstrate a 

significant effect of perceived similarity between mentoring partners on outcomes.    

Allen et al. (2006) found that the characteristics of formal mentoring programs 

significantly affect perceived mentoring program effectiveness, and the relationship is 

mediated by the mentor’s commitment to the program and by the extent to which a 

mentor and protégé understand the program. Based on these findings, the authors 

concluded that a formal training arrangement concerning mentoring programs to 

enhance both the mentor’s and the protégé’s commitment and understanding to the 

program is one of the key factors in achieving mentoring effectiveness.  

Developmental Network Approach 

While traditional mentoring research has focused on a formal and single or 

primary (i.e., dyadic) relationship between a mentor and a protégé, a recent trend of 

mentoring research has expanded the scope of study and has incorporated informal and 

multiple relationship networks around a person. Through a review of the trends of 

mentoring research, Chandler and Kram (2007) found that changes in the basic nature 

of careers precipitated the emergence of a re-conceptualization of mentoring. In other 
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words, the nature of mentoring has been transformed from single, long-term oriented, 

and hierarchical structures into multiple, short-term oriented and network-based 

structures.  

This emergent type of mentoring is referred to as the developmental network, as 

it has been evident that individuals draw support from numerous people who may offer 

different types or varying levels of career and psychosocial support (Chandler & Kram, 

2007; Dobrow & Higgins, 2005; Higgins & Kram, 2001). A developmental network is 

defined as a set of people a protégé identifies as taking an active interest in and action to 

advance his or her career by providing developmental assistance (Higgins & Kram, 

2001; Ibarra, 1995). Although people frequently have one or two very special mentors 

early in their careers, they draw upon a broader and more diverse range of individuals 

for mentoring support during their entire lives (Higgins, 2000).  

Several environmental factors facilitating a shift in the nature of mentoring 

from a dyadic relationship into multiple ones have been discovered (Higgins & Kram, 

2001; Molley 2005).  First, an employment contract in the new economy no longer 

guarantees job security. As this change in employment has inhibited workers from 

relying on a single employer, their relationships for career development tend to expand 

outside of their own organization.  

Another environmental factor is that advanced information and communication 

technology have facilitated the globalization of business and have created virtual 

companies where people in remote areas can easily communicate with one another. The 

increased convenience of communication and a decrease in the reliance on and intimacy 
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with one specific partner have also facilitated the expansion of mentoring relationships 

to a wider range.  

A third environmental factor is the changing nature of organizational structures. 

This change affects the source from which individuals receive developmental 

assistance. As organizations expand internationally, opportunities and needs to 

collaborate with other organizations increase. Moreover, organizations have 

transformed their structures to become flatter and more flexible. In a flat and flexible 

organizational structure, the traditional notion of mentoring, that more experienced and 

skilled workers support less experienced and skilled workers, has become outdated. 

Higgins and Kram (2001) laid the groundwork for subsequent studies on 

developmental networks in terms of its functions and outcomes by modeling a 

conceptual framework that integrates network concepts with career and organizational-  

Table 1 

Types of Developmental Networks and Outcomes (Higgins & Kram, 2001) 

Type of 
Developmental 

Network 

Network Structure 
Career-related Outcomes 

Diversity Relationship 
Strength 

Entrepreneurial High High (+) Career Mobility 
(+) Personal Learning 

Opportunistic High Low (-) Personal Learning 
(-) Work Satisfaction 

Traditional Low High (+) Personal Learning 
(+) Organizational Commitment 

Receptive Low Low (-) Work Satisfaction 

(+) stands for a positive relationship; (-) stands for a negative relationship. 
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related constructs. The authors classified developmental networks into four categories: 

(1) entrepreneurial network, (2) opportunistic network, (3) traditional network, and (4) 

receptive network. Examining the typology of developmental networks, the authors 

propose that each of those four developmental networks leads to different 

developmental consequences (See Table 1).  

Structural Characteristics of Developmental Network  

Within the social network perspective, the structure of social interaction has 

been a central focus (van Emmerik, 2004) because the network structure of an actor not 

only enhances or constrains access to valuable social resources, but also creates 

opportunities for social capital formation (Seibert et al., 2001).  

Previous studies have attempted to quantify the structural aspects of networks 

such as network size, density, diversity, network strength, and structural positions 

within the network (Constant, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1996). They have also attempted to 

test their relationships with career outcome variables (Dobrow & Higgins, 2005; van 

Emmerik, 2004). In these studies, network data were collected and analyzed to identify 

the structural effects of social networks on psychological and behavioral outcomes by 

using social network analysis methods. As an example, Seibert et al. (2001) show that 

two measures of a network structure--weak ties and structural holes--positively relate to 

the level of social resources embedded in a person's network. van Emmerik (2004) also 

discovered that the characteristics of developmental networks, such as the size of a 

network, range, intensity, and the frequency of contacts are all associated with intrinsic 
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career success. The differences in approach between previous studies and this study for 

developmental network are summarized as Table 2. 

Table 2  

Network Structure Variables of Interests, Outcome Variables, and Samples of Previous 

Studies and This Study 

 Network Structure Outcomes Samples 

Lin, Ensel, &  
Vaughn (1981)  

Tie strength 
Contact status  Attained job status  

Male workers 20-64 
yrs old  
(N=399)  

Podolny & 
Baron  
(1997)  

Network density  
Tie strength 
→ Network characteristics 

Career advancement  High tech company  
workers (n=236)  

Seibert, 
Kraimer, Liden 
(2001) 

Weak tie 
Structural holes 
→ Network benefits 

Current salary 
Promotion 
Career satisfaction 

Randomly selected 
alumni of a university 
(n=773) 

van Emmerik  
(2004)  

Network Diversity 
Relationship Strength  

Job satisfaction 
Career satisfaction  

Univ. faculty in 
The Netherlands 
(n=1010)  

Dobrow & 
Higgins (2005) Network density Professional identity 

MBA students 
(n=136) 
Longitudinal study 
(t=3) 

This study 
 

Network composition 
Relationship strength 

Emotional attachment
  
Pro-organizational 
   behaviors 

Purposively selected 
workers in Korea with 
at least two years for  
maximum variance 
(n=452) 

 

Network Diversity 

Higgins and Kram (2001) identify two core dimensions of developmental 

networks. The first core dimension is network diversity, which conceptually concerns 

the extent to which information provided by one’s network is similar or redundant (van 
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Emmerik, 2004). Higgins and Kram (2001) regard network diversity as network range--

the number of different social systems from which the ties originate, such as one’s 

employer, school, community, or professional associations. Among developmental 

network studies, network diversity is a subject of concern in that it reflects the flow of 

information and particularly represents the extent to which the information provided by 

one’s network is unique. The more unique, or the less redundant the information 

provided by one’s contacts, the greater the employee’s access to valuable resources and 

information (Burt, 2000). Thomas and Higgins (1996) highlight the importance of 

building multiple (diverse) developmental relationships necessary to provide 

psychosocial and instrumental career support, thus enabling individuals to develop a 

strong professional identity in order to navigate their own careers. They observe that 

individuals need to foster developmental relationships beyond the boundaries of a single 

organization, and this extra-organizational network may become an increasingly 

important source of support for individuals as they navigate their careers in today’s 

work environment (Higgins & Thomas, 2001). Therefore, it will be advantageous if 

employees build diverse networks with partners outside their organizations. 

Relationship Strength 

The other core dimension on which Higgins and Kram’s (2001) typology is 

based is relationship strength. The term, relationship, is synonymous with tie--a basic 

element of a social network--and represents the specific ways in which actors are 

related and resources/information are exchanged (Cook & Whitmeyer, 1992; Inkpen & 

Tsang, 2005; van Wijk et al., 2003).  
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Higgins (2000) refers to relationship strength as the level of emotional affect, 

reciprocity, and frequency of communication an individual develops. Granovetter 

(1973) defines tie strength as a combination of the amount of time, emotional intensity, 

intimacy, and reciprocal services that characterize the tie. While these indicators are 

popularly accepted, multiplexity (Degenne & Forse, 2006) and closeness (Marsden & 

Campbell, 1984) are additionally recommended for use as indicators of tie strength.  

van Emmerik (2004) identifies three indicators of relationship strength: (1) emotional 

intensity to ensure reliability within the relationships, (2) frequency of communication, 

and (3) length of the relationship.  

Marsden and Campbell (1984) suggest that the source of a relationship be 

another indicator of tie strength. For instance, whereas relationships with relatives are 

assumed to be strong, those with co-workers are treated as weak. A conceptual 

dichotomy adopted by the existing literature is that a strong relationship represents close 

and frequent relationships, whereas a weak relationship represents distant and 

infrequent ones (Burt, 1997; Hansen, 1999; Van Wijk et al., 2003). 

It needs to be noted that Granovetter’s (1973) conceptualization of tie strength 

incorporates the diversity concept: if a piece of information from a relationship is 

redundant with existing ones, that relationship is regarded as a strong tie, and if the 

information is not redundant with existing ones, it can be regarded as a weak tie. 

However, Higgins and Kram (2001) state that network diversity and tie strength are 

separate concepts and suggest that strong ties can exist even among heterogeneous 

network members with different organizational memberships. 
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Structural Benefits of Social Networks 

Whether strong or weak relationships are beneficial has been discussed as one 

of the most pressing topics in social network studies. In his seminal paper, Granovetter 

(1973) concludes that weak ties are more indispensable to individuals’ opportunities 

and to their integration into communities than strong ties. Weak ties are advantageous in 

exchanging pieces of non-redundant information possessed by different groups of 

people. In contrast, information exchanges in strong tie networks are redundant and 

overlapping. 

Granovetter (1973) also contends that weak ties are more likely to link members 

of different groups than are strong ties which tend to be concentrated within a particular 

group and lead to fragmentation. While individuals tend to form cliques with those who 

are similar and who have strong ties with them (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook. 

2001), weak ties connect these separate cliques. Thus, weak ties connect one network to 

others, thereby expanding the network width. At the macro level, innovative ideas and 

information are diffused effectively through weak ties across otherwise disconnected 

social segments (Granovetter, 1973). 

Burt (1992) introduced the term structural hole, which represents a separation 

between non-redundant contacts. Non-redundant networks are able to earn benefits 

from the structural holes between them. These non-redundant contacts are contrasted 

with strong and redundant relationships between two contacts in which a structural hole 

does not exist. Extending the concept of a structural hole into the network level, 

structural holes exist between separate and unconnected cliques. Since information 
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flows within each clique, boundary spanners who fill these holes are seen as taking 

important positions (Gubbins & Garavan, 2005). If an individual is connected to cliques 

that are unconnected to each other, that individual can enjoy structural benefits.  

Both the weak tie theory and the structural hole theory share a point in common. 

Both theories conclude that diversity and non-redundancy in a network are beneficial to 

individuals. Granovetter’s (1973) arguments are based on the assumption that human 

beings are under time limitations, so they should choose one strategy: to strengthen 

existing strong-tie relations or to expand the range of weak-tie relations. It is believed 

that the latter optioin is more advantageous because weak ties are essential to the flow 

of information integrating otherwise disconnected social clusters into the broader 

society (Granovetter, 1973). Structural hole theory emphasizes the benefits obtained 

from the position in a network where individuals occupy the structural holes and the 

span boundaries of the separate clusters (Burt, 1992). In sum, both scholars conclude 

that the individual who possesses diverse and non-redundant networks can benefit more 

than those who possess redundant and strong networks.    

Network diversity facilitates access to critical information and resources. Studies 

on developmental networks based on social resource theory focus on how an 

individual’s social network can access valuable information and resources (van 

Emmerik, 2004). They conclude that the more unique and less redundant individuals’ 

personal networks are, the better they can access valuable information and resources, 

which make an individual’s career more successful.  
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Strong ties, however, are more beneficial than weak ties in some instances. For 

example, Bian (1997) studied the advantages of strong ties in a Chinese context and 

found that they are more likely to bridge otherwise unconnected individuals with a non-

redundant third party. Morrison (2002) examines the effects of newcomers’ 

informational and friendship networks on five learning, career, and socialization 

outcomes: organizational knowledge, task mastery, role clarity, social integration and 

organizational commitment. His study demonstrates that strong ties are positively 

associated not only with task mastery and role clarity in friendship networks, but also 

with social integration, organizational commitment, and role clarity in information 

networks. 

Hansen (1999) examines whether a homogeneous (strong tie) or heterogeneous 

(weak tie) team is more advantageous than the other in knowledge sharing. He 

concludes that strong ties provide the highest relative net effect when the knowledge is 

highly complex (non-codified), whereas weak ties have the strongest positive effect on 

completion time when the knowledge is not complex (codified) (Hansen, 1999; van 

Wijk et al., 2003). Hence, the advantages of networks depend on the type of knowledge 

to be shared.  

Furthermore, Seibert et al. (2001) discovered that weak tie networks were 

significantly, negatively related to acquisition of network benefits such as access to 

information and career sponsorship from a sample of 448 employees with various 

occupations and organizations. The results indicate that weak tie theory has 
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overemphasized strength of ties rather than on its function as a bridge for social benefits. 

Thus, what really matters is the function of a network rather than the strength.    

Social Capital 

Social capital has been defined in numerous ways by various theorists (Gubbins 

& Garavan, 2005; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005; Koka & Prescott, 2002; Lin, 1999; Putnam, 

1995; Coleman, 1988, 1990). Putnam (1995) defines social capital as the features of 

social organizations, such as networks, norms, and social trust, all of which facilitate 

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefits. Koka and Prescott (2002) suggest that 

social capital is a set of ties through which knowledge, information and resources 

possessed by actors within a network are exchanged. These interactions create ties 

among actors and social capital by establishing a pattern of obligations and expectations 

based on the norms of reciprocity and equity (Koka & Prescott, 2002).  

Social capital is embedded within social structures (Coleman, 1988) and 

constrains certain actors’ actions within these structures. The term, embeddedness, 

derived from Granovetter (1985), represents conditions in which individual behaviors 

and institutions are constrained by ongoing social relations. The embeddedness of social 

capital in social structures and relationships implies that social capital is a product of a 

particular structure. Social capital is owned collectively by members within a 

relationship network, and no one has exclusive ownership rights (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 

1998).   

Coleman (1990) found two common characteristics among a variety of 

definitions of social capital. First, they all consist of some aspects of a social structure; 
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furthermore, they facilitate certain actions of individuals within the structure. Unlike 

other forms of capital, such as physical or human capital, social capital is inseparable 

from social structure, insofar as it is always inherent in the structure of social 

relationships among members (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Portes, 2000).  

Second, social capital is used as a metaphor concerning advantage and 

productivity, making possible the achievement of certain ends that would be 

unattainable in its absence (Burt, 2000). While a human capital metaphor may connote 

that people who earn more are better educated, the social capital metaphor implies that 

people who do better are better connected. The conceptualization of social capital as a 

kind of resource providing benefits is widely accepted (Burt, 2000; Inkpen & Tsang, 

2005; Kessels & Poell, 2004; Koka & Prescott, 2002; Narayan & Cassidy, 2001; Tsai & 

Ghoshal, 1998). For instance, Inkpen and Tsang (2005) assert that social capital can 

provide privileged access to knowledge and information, preferential opportunities for 

new businesses, reputation, influence and enhanced understanding of network norms as 

benefits to network members. Burt (1997) states that human capital which is necessary 

for success might be useless without  social capital of opportunities in which to apply it.  

Emotional Attachment to Organization 

The term emotional attachment denotes how closely an individual identifies with 

a group (Paxton & Moody, 2003).  Emotional attachment of employees is of 

significance in organizations because the more employees are psychologically attached 

to an organization, the more they are likely to give unrewarded help, and the less they 

likely they are to leave the organization (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1979; Smith, 
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Organ, & Near, 1983). According to O’Reilly and Chatman (1986), psychological 

attachment to an organization is predicated on three foundations: (1) compliance or 

instrumental involvement for specific, extrinsic reward; (2) identification or 

involvement based on a desire for affiliation; and (3) internalization or involvement 

predicated on congruence between individual and organizational values.  

Paxton and Moody (2003) indicate that the individuals’ emotional attachment to 

a group consists of an identity dimension (how strongly individuals see themselves as 

members of the group) and an affective dimension (how happy they are to be members 

of the group). Thus, this study examines organizational identification and organizational 

commitment (affective commitment) as two indicators of emotional attachment to an 

organization. 

Organizational Identification 

The current study is also concerned with the mediating role of organizational 

identification between network structures and social capital developing behaviors.  

What is Identification? 

There are two competing perspectives on the definition of organizational 

identification (Riketta, 2005). The first group of theorists (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989) 

has recognized organizational identification as a cognitive construct. They defined 

organizational identification as the perception of oneness with or belongingness to the 

organization. Such a perception is developed through a cognitive process of 

incorporating the perception of oneself as a member of a particular organization into 

one’s general self-definition (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Scott, Corman, & Cheney, 1998). 
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Mael and Tetrick (1992) define identification as the perception of sharing experiences 

of a focal group and sharing the characteristics of the group's members.  

The second perspective adds emotional component to the cognitive knowledge 

about one’s membership in an organization. Attraction, value, and emotional 

significance attached to the membership of an organization are indispensable 

components of identification with the organization. O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) 

suggest that the identification process is an important mechanism in developing 

psychological attachment. Some attributes, values, and characteristics of an 

organization are accepted by the individual and become incorporated into the cognitive 

response set of the individual. Individuals desire to maintain an emotionally satisfying 

self-defining relationship with the organization (Riketta, 2005). 

Organizational identification is viewed as one of the root constructs in 

organizational studies because the identification approach has been recognized as a 

powerful theoretical framework for understanding individual behaviors in organizations 

(Ashforth et al., 2008; van Dick et al., 2004). An individual behaves based on the self-

definition derived from cognitive and emotional perceptions about relationships 

between the self and the environment. A socially constructed identity helps individuals 

define themselves, and helps individuals become embedded in related identities. Human 

beings tend to seek new identities, as their existing identities are oftentimes unstable 

and unreliable (Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000; Ashforth et al., 2008).  

Ashforth and Mael (1989) specify three antecedents of identification with a 

group. The first antecedent is the distinctiveness of group value which differentiates the 
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group from others. This differentiating effect increases as group activities overlap less 

with those of other groups. Second, group prestige facilitates identification. The more 

group prestige is perceived, the larger the incentives are to identify with the group 

among members. Third, the salience of outside groups plays a critical role. Perceiving 

other groups is analogous to recognizing the existence of one’s own group. Wilder and 

Allen’s (1978) experimental research shows a consistent result that group members feel 

more homogeneity when outside groups are saliently perceived. Competition with 

outside groups intensifies group identity. While competition is occurring, group values 

and norms can be emphasized, and distinctiveness from the competitor becomes salient.   

Identification has frequently been confused with commitment (Ashforth et al., 

2008; Mael & Ashforth, 1992, Mael & Tetrick, 1992; van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 

2006). Such conceptual confusion is caused by the fact that both concepts deal with 

emotional relationships between individuals and organizations to which individuals 

belong. van Knippenberg and Sleebos (2006) distinguish these concepts by 

conceptualizing identification as addressing a self-referential aspect of individuals to 

imply psychological oneness with an organization, while conceptualizing commitment 

as reflecting exchange relationships among separate entities: the individual and the 

organization. In an empirical study sample of 133 university faculty members, 

organizational identification was found to be uniquely correlated with perceived 

organizational support (which is not related to organizational commitment), while job 

satisfaction was correlated with organizational commitment, and not with organizational 

identification. Consistent with the conceptual clarification, Mael and Tetrick (1992) also 
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detected that identification and commitment are distinguishable concepts, even though 

they are highly correlated. 

Social Identification: Individual Identity to Organizational Identity 

Social identification represents a process through which an individual’s unique 

identity is transformed into a social one. People construct themselves as having some 

set of essential characteristics that they cite as defining their self-concepts, and they 

engage in interpretations and practices intended to affirm the continuity of these self-

concepts. Building one’s own identity is inherent in human nature to avoid uncertainty 

about the self and to see oneself as being consistent over time (Ashforth et al., 2008).  

Coleman (1990) conceptualizes identification as an expansion of the self. The 

identification process occurs throughout life as an expansion of the objective self to 

include larger sets of social objects. He specifies five circumstances by which 

identification development processes take place, and by which the individual’s self-

identity is replaced with a social one: 

1. When one acts to benefit the other. 

2. When the other is successful. 

3. When one has been affected by the same events as the other. 

4. When one is highly dependent on the other. 

5. When one invests the rights of control of one’s actions in the other. 

Building an organizational identity is a social process. The general framework 

for understanding oneself is formed and sustained via social interaction (Gioia, 1998). 
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As individuals learn to assign themselves socially constructed labels through personal 

and symbolic interactions with others, identity is a relational and comparative concept.  

Social identity was conceptualized as a person’s self-concept, based on one’s 

group membership (Turner, 1999). It is a person’s definition about the self in terms of a 

particular social group membership with the associated value connotations and 

emotional significance. Social identity rests on intergroup social comparisons that seek 

to confirm or to establish in-group-favoring evaluative distinctiveness between in-

groups and out-groups, motivated by an underlying need for self-esteem (Hogg & Terry, 

2000). As a result, individuals begin to think and act on behalf of the group to which 

they belong, as this group membership adds to their social identity, which partly 

determines their self-esteem (van Dick et al., 2004). 

Identification fulfills a need for coherence by rendering self-perception and 

other-perception; in addition, it fulfills the need for positive self-esteem by allowing one 

to construct a social identity. This process contains self-categorization and 

depersonalization (Turner, 1999). As far as people emphasizing the qualities they share 

with the group, they de-emphasize the qualities that make them unique individuals 

(Swann, Polzer, Seyle, & Ko, 2004). Indeed, people tend to have strong feelings of 

intra-group similarities and intergroup differences, thereby leading to enhanced personal 

identities between the self and in-group members. When social identity becomes 

relatively more salient than personal identity, people see themselves less as differing 

individual persons and more as similar, prototypical representatives of their in-group 

category (Turner, 1999). In this sense, the identification process is accompanied by a 
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depersonalization process through which a transformation of the definition about the 

self occurs: from a unique individual to an organizational member who shares the 

prototype of the organization. 

Jackson and Smith (1999) suggest four primary dimensions on which 

conceptualization and operationalization of social identity can be built: (1) intergroup 

context (the extent to which an out-group is salient and perceived to have competitive 

rather than cooperative relations with an in-group); (2) attraction to the in-group 

(positive affect toward the in-group); (3) interdependency beliefs or common fate (the 

future well-being of the self and the in-group are bound together); and (4) 

depersonalization (thinking of the self more in terms of a group member and less in 

terms of a unique individual). 

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment is defined as the relative strength of an individual’s 

identification with and involvement in a particular organization (Mowday, Steers, & 

Porter, 1979). Organizational commitment is conceived as the psychological attachment 

felt by the person for the organization. It reflects the degree to which the individual 

internalizes and adopts characteristics or perspectives of the organization (O'Reilly & 

Chatman, 1986). When an individual is committed to a certain organizations, she or he 

believes in and accepts the organization’s goals and value, is willing to exert 

considerable effort on behalf of the organization, and wants to maintain membership in 

the organization (Burud & Tumolo, 2004).  
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Organizational commitment has been widely regarded to be a multi-dimensional 

concept (Bartlett, 2001). Mowday and colleagues (1979) distinguish between attitudinal 

and behavioral commitment. According to them, attitudinal commitment addresses the 

process by which people come to think about their relationships with an organization, 

while behavioral commitment concerns the process by which individuals become locked 

into a certain organization and how they deal with this problem. Meyer and Allen 

(1991) identified three dimensions of commitment: affective, continuance, and 

normative commitment. Affective commitment refers to an employee’s emotional 

attachment to, identification with, and involvement in an organization. Continuance 

commitment is found when employees feel certain needs to link to and stay with an 

organization. Normative commitment reflects a feeling of obligation to continue 

employment (Meyer & Allen 1991). 

Organizational commitment is a construct of high interest, as a number of 

studies have reported positive consequences with regard to employee behavior and 

desirable work outcomes from organizational commitment (Bartlett, 2001). For 

example, a meta analytical study shows that organizational commitment is largely and 

negatively correlated with withdrawal behaviors, such as absenteeism, intentions to 

search for alternative jobs, and turnover (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).   

Watson and Papamarcos (2002) indicate that organizational commitment is an 

indicator of pro-organizational behaviors. In other words, the less a worker is 

committed to an organization, the higher the likelihood he or she is to shirk job duties or 

leave that organization. Transaction costs include recruiting cost due to turnover and 
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monitoring costs to punish shirking behavior. In this regard, increases in organizational 

commitment reduce transaction costs in organizations, and these reduced transaction 

costs create competitive advantages that accrue for the organization (Watson & 

Papamarcos, 2002). Adopting the three dimensions (relational, structural, and cognitive) 

of social capital conceptualized by Nahapiet and Goshal (1998), Watson and 

Papamarcos (2002) propose that trust (relational), communication (structural) and 

shared norms (cognitive) have positive impacts on organizational commitment, thereby 

making organizations more competitive.   

Pro-organizational Behaviors 

Pro-organizational behaviors are sought by stewardship theorists which is 

contrasted with agency theorists. Agency theory is based on the assumption that 

individuals are rational economic actors and self-interested maximizers (Azevedo & 

Akdere, 2008). In a situation where the collective’s (i.e., the principal’s) objective 

conflicts with the agent’s object, the behaviors of the agent are self-serving rather than 

pro-organizational. In stewardship theory, in contrast, the model of human behavior is 

based on a steward whose behavior is ordered such that pro-organizational, 

collectivistic behaviors have higher utility than individualistic, self-serving behavior. 

Given a choice between self-serving behavior and pro-organizational behavior, a 

steward’s behavior will not depart from the interests of his or her organization. Because 

the steward perceives greater utility in cooperative behavior and behaves accordingly, 

his or her behavior can be considered rational (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997).  
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Organizational citizenship behaviors and knowledge sharing are studied as two 

indicators of pro-organizational behaviors in this study. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) refers to employee behavior above 

and beyond the call of duty, and is therefore discretionary and not rewarded in the 

context of an organization's formal reward structure (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Organ, 

1988). Discretionary behavior “is not an enforceable requirement of the role or the job 

description, that is, the clearly specifiable terms of the person's employment contract 

with the organization; the behavior is rather a matter of personal choice, such that its 

omission is not generally understood as punishable” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Organizational 

citizenship behaviors are vital for productivity: organizations cannot forecast the entire 

spectrum of subordinate behaviors needed for achieving goals through stated job 

descriptions (Deluga, 1994).  

Organ (1988) identified the following five categories of OCB.  

 Altruism: discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping another 

specific person with an organizationally relevant task or problem. 

 Conscientiousness: discretionary behaviors on the part of the employee 

that go well beyond the minimum role requirements of the organization, 

in the areas of attendance, obeying rules and regulations, taking breaks, 

and so on. 

 Sportsmanship: willingness of the employee to tolerate less-than-ideal 

circumstances without complaining to avoid complaining about petty 
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grievances, and railing against real or imagined slights.  

 Courtesy: discretionary behavior on the part of an individual aimed at 

preventing work-related problems with others from occurring. 

 Civic virtue: behavior on the part of an individual indicating that she or 

he responsibly participates in, is involved in, or is concerned about the 

life of the company. 

Bolino et al. (2002) suggest that organizational citizenship behaviors play an 

important role in the development of social capital in organizations. Their conceptual 

framework indicates that citizenship behaviors include loyalty, obedience, and 

participation, all of which contribute to the creation of the structural, relational, and 

cognitive aspects of social capital (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998). Organizational 

citizenship behavior is expected when the actors are more emotionally attached to an 

organization with which they have membership. As Lewicki and Bunker (1996) 

suggest, salient identification enhances frequency of cooperation and cooperative 

behaviors. When individuals identify with their organizations, they are more willing to 

engage in cooperative, altruistic, and spontaneous unrewarded citizenship behavior 

(Mowday et al., 1979; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986).  

Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge-sharing is identified as another indicator of pro-organizational 

behavior in that knowledge possessed by one member of a network can be shared easily 

and efficiently under the condition by which sufficient social capital resides (Collins & 

Hitt, 2006). Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) also state that social capital facilitates the 
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exchange of knowledge in organizations by providing parties with access to knowledge, 

the anticipation of the value of knowledge, the motivation to exchange knowledge, and 

combination capability.  

Makino and Inkpen (2003) indicate two ways that social capital facilitates 

knowledge sharing. First, social capital creates a set of organizing principles that act as 

mechanisms by which to codify knowledge into a common language accessible to a 

group of individuals. Second, social capital enhances the efficiency of the actions of 

both sources and the recipients of knowledge. As a result, the probability of 

opportunistic behavior is reduced, as well as the need for costly monitoring processes or 

the costs of transactions (Makino & Inkpen, 2003; von Krogh, 2003).  

Knowledge sharing is highly affected by relational and social factors. In addition, 

knowledge sharing rarely occurs without trust among partners. When trust exists, 

people are more willing to share knowledge, since it makes knowledge transfer less 

costly as trust reduces the need to undertake actions to protect one's interests (Cohen, 

2007). Kramer, Brewer, and Hanna (1996) maintain that social identification enhances 

perceived similarity among individuals who share membership, because the perception 

of similarity reduces the risk that one person will be the only one thinking and acting in 

collective terms. Since individuals feel less threatened if they are more psychologically 

attached and identified with the organization, emotional attachment is hypothesized to 

relate with knowledge sharing.  It is evident that social and relational factors are more 

deterministic than intrinsic benefits in knowledge-sharing behaviors (Bock, Lee, Zmud, 

& Kim, 2005).   
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Hypotheses and Research Model 

Relationships between Network Composition and Pro-organizational Behaviors 

Increasing interest in developmental networks has attracted scholarly attention 

on the effect of structural characteristics of networks on pro-organizational behavioral 

outcomes. Based on findings and discussions of existing literature, I hypothesized that 

there is a positive association between network composition (the proportion of members 

of a developmental network that share the same organizational membership with an 

individual) and pro-organizational behaviors including organizational citizenship 

behaviors and knowledge sharing. 

Bowler and Brass (2006) assert that there is a need for a social network 

perspective to identify the antecedents of organizational citizenship behaviors because 

individual and attitudinal variables fail to account for the interpersonal nature of 

citizenship behavior. A social network perspective assumes that individual behavior is 

not driven solely by the individual’s personal disposition or attitudes. Instead, the 

characteristics of relationships and the networks of relationships affect the attitudes and 

behaviors of individual network actors. They assert that performing citizenship 

behaviors is not based on the expectation of being reciprocated. Rather, from an 

impression management standpoint, an actor who interacts more with organizational 

members has a stronger desire to be viewed favorably in the organization. This 

interaction is a key motivator of organizational citizenship behaviors. Bolino et al. 

(2002) also suggest that organizational citizenship behavior is a consequence of 

interpersonal connections. If individuals like, trust, and identify with each other, they 
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are more likely to behave in ways that support the group or the organizational structure 

by engaging in citizenship behaviors. 

H1. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more 

organizational citizenship behaviors the individual displays.  

Nelson and Cooprider (1996) proposed a model of knowledge sharing from an  

interpersonal interactions perspective. Interactive communication contributes to mutual 

trust, and mutual influence, both of which are deterministic factors that lead to 

knowledge sharing. Partners rely on each other through cooperative interactions that 

create an influential relationship. This is an essential process for partners to understand 

each other. Through this social process, knowledge sharing is facilitated. Thus, 

knowledge sharing is likely to occur through a strong tie-based network. Efficient 

knowledge sharing is more likely to occur among people when they work together 

physically than with outsiders (Leonard, 2007). When individuals build strong networks 

with people who share the same membership, knowledge sharing among organizational 

members is enhanced.    

H2. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the 

individual is willing to share his or her knowledge.  

Relationships between Network Composition and Emotional Attachment 

Although the empirical evidence about the connections between network 

structures and emotional attachment is not clear, some papers suggest that frequent and 



43 

close interactions (i.e., strong ties) among organizational members facilitates emotional 

attachment to the organization. For example, Kuhn and Nelson (2002) suggest that 

members’ organizational identifications are shaped by both their frequent 

communication partners, as well as other attitudes formed and changed through 

interactions with other members. Through close communication and interaction, 

individual attitudes toward organizations converge, which is seen as a “contagion” 

mechanism.  

Individuals build strong networks with people in groups to which they are 

emotionally attached. Two explanations are plausible for this phenomenon.  First, the 

cost incurred in trusting others is cheaper in groups in which individuals have a strong 

identity, compared to other groups. Trust is a fundamental element in forming dyadic 

relationships in that the primary concerns of parties in dyadic relationships lie in the 

exchange of mutual support and trust that their goodwill should be reciprocated 

sometime in the future (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Granovetter (2005) posits 

that a dense and cohesive network encourages the internalization of a norm that 

prohibits free-riding and emphasizes trust. Because the expectation for being 

reciprocated is larger, and the cost of trusting others is smaller in a group to which 

individuals feel strong attachment compared to a group with low attachment. Thus, 

many interactions and considerable communication among members can be observed in 

groups with strong identification.   

Another explanation for the relationship between the emotional attachment and 

formation of closed social networks is the focus theory developed by Feld (1981). Focus 
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theory specifies that the social context consists of many foci and individuals, in which 

each individual is connected with the foci shared with others. Group activities are 

organized centering on the specific foci shared by group members. Feld (1981) asserts 

that the shared relations around the foci facilitate positive attitudes toward others via 

positive interactions among social group members. In sum, group members who share 

common foci build positive feelings and attitudes toward the group, along with common 

behavior. Correspondingly, solidarity among group members is strengthened. 

Organizational members share the foci around norms, values, and common goals.  

H3. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the 

individual is emotionally attached to the organization.  

Emotional Attachment and Pro-organizational Behaviors 

Organizational psychology literature has suggested that psychological variables 

are antecedents of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (Haslam, 2004; O’Reilly & 

Chatman, 1986; van Dick et al., 2004; Williams & Anderson, 1991).  In this vein, 

organizational identification is known to lead to individual outcomes such as self-

enhancement, self-esteem, and self-motivation; and organizational outcomes including 

beneficial decision-making, intrinsic motivation, task performance, information sharing, 

and turnover intention (Ashforth et al., 2008). Efraty and Wolfe (1988) also found a 

positive relationship between behavioral work performance and an emotional 

attachment to an organization. From a social identity approach, Lane and Scott (2007) 

interpret the organizational identification process as a way of bridging the self and the 
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organization. Organizational identification is developed by organizational members’ 

social knowledge structures which contain perceived identities linking the self and the 

organization via organizational identification, organization-based self-esteem, and 

organizational commitment (Lane & Scott, 2007). Given that psychological attachment 

involves bridging individuals and other social members, it can be expected to promote a 

positive influence on pro-organizational behaviors. Individuals who are identified with 

and committed to an organization are more likely to enhance the extent to which an in-

group is positively distinct from other groups (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Haslam, 2004).  

Thus, organizational citizenship behavior is a product of an individual’s 

attachment to the organization. Workers who are identified with, committed to, and 

internalized with their companies are more likely to cooperate with other members in 

order to achieve collective goals (Bolino et al., 2002; Jackson & Smith, 1999; O’Reilly 

& Chatman, 1986; Williams & Anderson, 1991). van Dick et al. (2004) reported that the 

relationship between organizational identification and organizational citizenship 

behavior was substantial regardless of organizational type.  

Along with the positive relationship between emotional attachment to an 

organization and organizational citizenship behaviors, the association between 

emotional attachment and knowledge sharing was also expected. Through 

organizational learning, organizational identity is learned and shared (Child & 

Rodrigues, 2003). People tend to be comfortable sharing their knowledge with others in 

a social group with which they identify. In contrast, they are likely to be less 

comfortable sharing their knowledge with people outside of that group.  
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Based on the discussion of this section, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H4. An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her organizational citizenship behaviors.  

H5. An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her knowledge sharing behaviors. 

As the relationship between network composition and emotional attachment to 

an organization was previously hypothesized (H3), a mediating role of emotional 

attachment was hypothesized as follows.  

H6. Emotional attachment to an organization mediates the relationship between 

network composition and pro-organizational behaviors.  

Moderating Effect of Relationship Strength 

A strong relationship based on frequent and close interaction is highly related to 

emotional attachment. In Tindall’s (2002) study, communication frequency was 

significantly and positively related to the level of identification.  

If we adopt Higgins and Kram’s (2001) notion regarding tie strength, strong ties 

are thought to be effective in creating organizational identification only when the 

network members share the same organizational membership. However, Lin (1999) 

discusses the ambiguity of the tie strength proposition. According to Lin (1999), the 

effect of tie strength is constrained by the structural attributes of the network. For 

example, at the top of the hierarchy, strong ties tend to lead to successful job attainment 

but at the bottom where the social resources are limited, even the strongest ties do not 
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help. Such a ceiling effect demonstrates that the effect of tie strength is contingent on 

the structural attributes of the network.   

Network constraints and opportunities form the relative utility of weaker or 

strongest ties. For example, Lin, Ensel, and Vaughn (1981) investigated the impacts of 

tie strength and status of social contacts on attained job status and found that the value 

of weak ties depends on the job seeker’s original position in the hierarchical structure. 

A direct effect of job seekers’ tie strength with their social contacts on their attained job 

status was not found. However, the tie strength effect was dependent on the initial status 

of job seekers. If the job seekers had a low status, weak ties had a significant impact on 

the attained job status. However, if the job seekers had a high status, the impact of a 

weak tie on the attained job status was minimal. Based on the literature, this study 

hypothesizes that the relationship strength is a moderator rather than an independent 

explanatory factor.  

H7. Relationship strength with network members moderates the effect of 

network composition on organizational outcomes.   

All of the hypotheses identified in this chapter are illustrated as Figure 2.  

Summary 

This chapter provides an overview of key concepts and constructs pertinent to 

the current study through a comprehensive literature review, seven hypotheses, and a 

research model.  

Network diversity and relationship strength are examined as primary concepts 

representing structural characteristics of social network. The majority of existing 
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Figure 2. Hypothesized research model. 

 

literature has suggested that the non-redundant, weak tie-based personal networks 

facilitate access to valuable information and resources, making an individual’s career 

more successful, cohesive, closed, and strong-tie based network restricted within an 

organization. These personal networks are beneficial in developing group level social 

capital by intensifying emotional attachment to an organization and encouraging pro-

organizational behaviors.   

Emotional attachment consists of organizational identification and 

organizational commitment. Through organizational identification, people internalize 

organizational norms and values and share foci with other members. Organizational 

identification plays a role as a root construct of social capital developing behaviors 

through internalizing organization norms and values and sharing foci with other 

organizational members. An affective facet of organizational commitment also 
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represents psychological and emotional attachment to a group and leads to positive 

consequences with regard to employee behavior and desirable work outcomes. 

Pro-organizational behaviors include organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCB) and knowledge sharing. OCB is pro-organizational behavior above and beyond 

the official duty and formal reward structure and is facilitated by close interactions with 

organizational members and a strong attachment to an organization. People tend to feel 

more comfortable sharing their knowledge when they more closely identify with and are 

committed to the organization. 

Through the comprehensive literature review, seven hypotheses were identified 

to test if significant relationships existed among network composition, relationship 

strength, emotional attachment to an organization, and pro-organizational behaviors. 
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CHAPTER III  

METHOD 

A survey study was conducted to explore the relationships among employees’ 

developmental network characteristics (network composition and relationship strength), 

emotional attachment to an organization (organizational identification and 

organizational commitment), pro-organization behaviors (organizational citizenship 

behaviors and knowledge sharing). This study was employed correlational methodology 

including structural equation modeling (SEM) and multiple regression analysis, 

combined with an egocentric social network analysis. The following chapter describes 

the research methods including research design, data collection procedures, survey 

instruments, and data analysis methods.  

Population and Sample 

This section describes where and how the data for this study were obtained. 

The target population of this study was non-executive-level or executive-level 

employees serving for-profit organizations in Korea. Temporary workers were excluded 

from the study because obtaining valid data of organizational outcome variables such as 

organizational identification and organizational commitment from temporary workers is 

unlikely due to their unstable employment status. Employees who had less than one 

year work experience were also not solicited for this study because their work 

experience was too short to develop an effective developmental network.   

This study applied a survey research method collecting data from multiple 

organizations. Sampling at multiple sites is beneficial to increase in the study’s external 
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validity (Levin & Cross, 2004). The purposive maximum variation sampling strategy 

was utilized to obtain diverse samples based on differences in the organizations’ sizes 

and industries. Although the method is not perfectly appropriate in this study because it 

has frequently been used in qualitative and interpretive research (Patton, 2002), the 

purpose of adopting this method was thought to be applicable to avoid possible bias of 

extremely homogeneous samples. Participating organizations were selected through 

personal contacts and a consideration of balancing the organizations’ sizes and 

industries. A total of thirty-one (31) participating organizations were selected.  

Data Collection 

The data were collected from paper and pencil based survey questionnaires. 

Although information technology (IT) based survey methods such as e-mail based 

surveys and web surveys are used extensively because of their benefits in terms of cost, 

speed and reaching a larger sample (Simsek & Veiga, 2001), those survey methods 

were not adopted in this study to avoid a bias caused by the typical low response rates 

in those methods (Fraze, Hardin, Brashears, Haygood, & Smith, 2003).  

Participants in the selected organizations were approached and solicited 

through my personal contacts (agents). In most cases, participants were successfully 

recruited from the team, division, or department that the agents could easily be reached.  

Before deciding to participate, potential participants were instructed to read the 

information printed on the cover page of the survey describing the researcher’s 

biography, purpose of the study, potential risks of participating in the study, and study 

procedures to ensure confidentiality and to protect participants’ privacy. Participation in 
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this study was based voluntary without any enforcement, threat, or enticement of 

financial benefits.   

Prior to conducting the survey, the study was approved by the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) at the University of Minnesota. A consent form specifying the 

background information, procedure, ethical concerns, and contact information of the 

researcher and other documents demonstrating the qualifications and preparedness of 

the researcher were submitted.  I additionally submitted an international research form 

clarifying the qualifications of the researcher to conduct international research and 

describing the cultural differences between Korea and the United States because this 

study was conducted in South Korea. I also completed web based CITI training and 

passed the test.  IRM approved my research with an e-mail confirming that this research 

was categorized as “an exemption from full committee review” (See Appendix D).  

Seven-page questionnaires were translated into Korean and distributed to 1020 

workers and a total of 488 responses (47.8%) were returned. This response rate is 

substantially higher than that of similar studies (e.g., van Emmerik, 2004; Higgins & 

Thomas, 2001). Out of 488 responses, 36 responses (7.4%) contained incomplete data 

so they were eliminated from further analysis (n=452). Respondents were asked to 

report demographic information including gender, age, affiliation, years of employment 

with their current employer, years of work experience in their career, job position, and 

job function.  Table 3 displays the distribution of the participants of each gender by 

demographic variables.  

Table 3 
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Demographic Information 

Total Male Female 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Age 20-29 69 15.27% 27 5.97% 42 9.29% 

30-39 316 69.91% 247 54.65% 69 15.27% 

40-49 59 13.05% 55 12.17% 4 0.88% 

50 and more 8 1.77% 7 1.55% 1 0.22% 

Tenure in 

Organization 

1 to 3  125 27.65% 87 19.25% 38 8.41% 

More than 3 to 5  139 30.75% 110 24.34% 29 6.42% 

 Moe than 5 to 10  122 26.99% 92 20.35% 30 6.64% 

More than 10 to 15  43 9.51% 32 7.08% 11 2.43% 

More than 15 to 20  17 3.76% 9 1.99% 8 1.77% 

More than 20  6 1.33% 6 1.33% 0 0.00% 

Work 

Tenure 2 to 3 28 6.19% 18 3.98% 10 2.21% 

More than 3 to 5  107 23.67% 81 17.92% 26 5.75% 

More than 5 to 10  171 37.83% 121 26.77% 50 11.06% 

More than 10 to 15  87 19.25% 68 15.04% 19 4.20% 

More than 15 to 20  36 7.96% 26 5.75% 10 2.21% 

More than 20  23 5.09% 22 4.87% 1 0.22% 

Job  

function 

Marketing & Sales 77 17.04% 64 14.16% 13 2.88% 

IT / Internet 34 7.52% 28 6.19% 6 1.33% 

Production 13 2.88% 13 2.88% 0 0.00% 

Administrative 150 33.19% 96 21.24% 54 11.95% 

R&D 48 10.62% 40 8.85% 8 1.77% 

Technician 28 6.19% 25 5.53% 3 0.66% 

Management 5 1.11% 5 1.11% 0 0.00% 

Consulting 7 1.55% 6 1.33% 1 0.22% 

Others 90 19.91% 59 13.05% 31 6.86% 

Total   452 100.00% 336 74.34% 116 25.66% 

 

 

Measurement 
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 The variables measured in this study included network characteristic variables 

and organizational variables. Network characteristic variables embraced (1) network 

composition variables in terms of gender, profession, and organization and (2) 

relationship strength. Organizational variables were: (1) organizational identification, 

(2) organizational commitment, (3) organizational citizenship behavior, and (4) 

knowledge sharing.  

The survey had two sections: (1) an egocentric network survey and (2) an 

organizational outcome survey. The egocentric network survey was designed to collect 

information of respondents’ development networks. The instrument for egocentric 

networks contained two types of questions: the name generator and the network 

descriptor (Marsden, 2005).  

The name generator method that has been frequently employed in egocentric 

social network analyses was used (Burt, 1992; Levin & Cross, 2004; Lin, 1999). In 

general, name generating surveys pose one or more questions about the respondent’s 

contacts in career developmental relationships. For example, one name generator 

question asked participants to “list those people who took an active interest in them and 

showed concerted efforts to advance the respondent’s career, and who may have 

assisted the respondent in personal and professional development” (Dobrow & Higgins, 

2005, p. 573). The actual names of the contacts did not need to be disclosed. Rather, 

respondents were allowed to freely use nicknames or identifiers with which no others 

but the respondents could identify who they represented. 
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 In the current survey, the participants were asked to, “recall and list 3-5 

individuals who, whether inside or outside your organization, currently take an active 

interest in you and show concerted efforts to advance your career and who may assist 

you for your personal and professional development. You can use their name or initials 

as long as these people are identifiable for yourself in the next question.” On average, 

respondents listed 3.8 people as their contacts, which is consistent with prior studies 

(Dobrow & Higgins, 2005; Podolny & Baron, 1997). Once the respondents identified 

members of their own developmental networks, they were asked to specify 

demographical information of each member. The information included gender, 

profession, affiliation, tenure with current employer, and tenure of career.  

The next part of the egocentric network survey was the network descriptor. The 

network descriptor of the survey asked participants to report the relationships with the 

contact they identified through the name generator. Literature shows that the types of 

questions in the network descriptor vary depending on the purpose of the research. For 

example, van Emmerik (2004) collected data about emotional intensity, frequency of 

communication, and stability of relationship. Since the current study focuses on 

relationship strength, the network descriptor portion of the study was intended to collect 

data about how strong of a relationship the participants have with their contacts and 

how frequently they communicate. As mentioned above, the questionnaire developed by 

McAllister (1995) was used to measure the relationship strength.  Four questions about 

relationship strength were administered with a five-point Likert type scale from 1 (very 
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weak) to 5 (very strong). An example of the questions is, “How frequently do you 

interact with this person at work?”   

In addition to the ego centric network survey, a self-reporting survey with 

thirty-five (35) questions was administered to measure organizational identification, 

organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviors, and knowledge 

sharing. All four variables were measured with five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Every reverse scored item in the original 

instruments were converted into non-reversed scored items. Hinkin (1995) indicated 

that there have been many problems with reverse-scored items, and the use of a few of 

these items randomly interspersed within a measure may have a detrimental effect on 

psychometric properties.  

Network Composition 

For identifying the network composition of respondents, a two-step survey was 

administered. Once participants identified an individual who was interested in and took 

action for the participant’s career development, the participant was asked to specify if 

each individual (1) was same gender (same gender), (2) had the same profession (same 

profession), and (3) worked at the same organization as the respondents (same 

organization). Among these three measurements, only affiliation data, i.e., same 

organization was used to represent “network composition” in the structural equation 

modeling analysis of this study because this measured variable was hypothesized to be 

closely related with organizational outcome variables. The variable of network 

composition of this study is opposite to range measured by van Emmerik (2004). He 
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recognized range and size as two indices of network diversity and range represented the 

number of different social systems with which network members were affiliated and 

size represented the number of contacts the respondents listed. In this study, network 

composition denotes the proportion of members of an individual’s career developmental 

network who are attached to the same organization as the respondent. The proportion 

was calculated by dividing the number of people who are affiliated with same 

organization as a respondent by network size. In this computation, network size refers 

to the number of people identified by the respondents as members of developmental 

networks. Because the participants were asked to identify 3-5 network members, the 

variance of network size was very small. Thus, network size was not treated as an 

important variable in this study even though this measure was a key indicator of 

network diversity in van Emmerik’s (2004) study.   

Relationship Strength 

Relationship strength is proposed as one of the structural characteristics of a 

developmental network. While numerous measuring instruments for relationship 

strength have been proposed (Constant et al., 1996; Hansen, 1999; Levin & Cross, 

2004), this study adopted McAllister’s (1995) four-item measure for the frequency of 

interaction. This measure has the advantage of covering informal interactions as well as 

work-related ones. The respondents indicated the frequency of their interactions during 

the previous 12 months with each person on the list on a five-point Likert scale. 

Coefficient alpha of this measure is reported as 0.91 (McAllister, 1995). The average of 
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relationship strength was obtained by dividing the summed score of each item with the 

number of people on the list and this averaged value was used in the analysis. 

Organizational Identification 

Organizational identification was measured by a six-item scale for measuring 

social identification developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992). This is one of the most 

widely used measures, largely because it is easy to administer, even though this 

measure has been criticized for focusing on the affective aspects of identification 

(Haslam, 2004).  

Another advantage of using this measure in the study is that it had already been 

translated into Korean and administered by Lee and Kim (2003). Therefore, using this 

measure saved effort and time to translate it into Korean and reverse-translate it into 

English when administered to Korean employees.  

The internal reliability (represented by coefficient alpha) of this measure is 

reported to range from 0.81 to 0.89 (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). When it was translated 

into Korean, coefficient alpha of this measure was 0.79.  

Organizational Commitment 

In order to measure organizational commitment, the current study used the 

measuring instrument developed by Allen and Meyer (1990).  Allen and Meyer 

classified organizational commitment into three sub-categories: affective, normative, 

and continuance commitment. This classification succeeded Mowday et al. (1979) who 

developed the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) and characterized 

organizational commitment by three factors: (1) a strong belief in and acceptance of the 
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organization's goals and values (affective); (2) a willingness to exert considerable effort 

on behalf of the organization (normative); and (3) a strong desire to maintain 

membership in the organization (continuance). 

In this study only affective commitment was used as a measuring instrument of 

organizational commitment. Affective commitment is defined as emotional attachment 

to, identification with, and involvement in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). 

There were two reasons why the single sub-dimension was used in measuring 

organizational commitment. First, according to the definition, affective commitment 

covers the emotional aspect of organizational commitment. Ketchand and Strawser 

(2001) defined affective commitment as an individual’s emotional attachment to an 

organization. It is most appropriate to measure psychological attachment to an 

organization. Allen and Meyer (1990) also recommend that affective commitment be 

used for assessing affective orientation toward an organization instead of adopting 

behavioral variables that are measured by continuance or normative commitment. 

Second, some studies have used affective commitment as a separate and single measure 

of organizational commitment (Feather & Rauter, 2004; Lee & Bruvold, 2003). For 

example, Feather and Rauter (2004) measured school teachers’ organizational 

commitment to schools with only items for affective commitment. For these reasons, I 

used Allen and Meyer’s (1990) eight items of affective commitment as the 

organizational commitment measure. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of this measure 

ranged from 0.84 to 0.86 (Feather & Rauter, 2004; Lee & Bruvold, 2003).       
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

Conceptually, Organ (1988) identifies OCB as consisting of five dimensions: 

altruism, consciousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. Podsakoff, 

MacKanzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) extended this categorization and developed 

five subscales of OCB. Because Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) instrument is one of the most 

widely used one in OCB-related research, it was used in the current study. This 

measuring instrument is composed of 24 items, which comprehensively covers the five 

dimensions of OCB. By definition, altruism represents behaviors that are directed to 

help specific persons rather than directed toward whole organizations. For this reason, 

this study will exclude five altruism-related items from the instrument.  The factor 

analysis by Smith et al. (1983) shows that the OCB scales can be divided into two 

factors: altruism and general compliance. This result justifies using measuring items of 

four sub-dimensions except for altruism items in measuring OCB in this study.    

Another issue pertaining to this measuring instrument regards who will respond 

to the survey. In the original research conducted by Podsakoff et al. (1990), the 

questionnaire was administered to the peer workers and supervisors of participants in 

order to avoid common source bias. However, what has been done in the previous 

research is not consistent. For example, while Moorman, Niehoff, and Organ (1993) and 

Konovsky and Pugh (1994) designed their studies to ask supervisors to evaluate the 

OCB of their subordinates, Robinson and Morrison (1995) and Feather and Rauter 

(2004) collected OCB data from self-reports. Because no common source bias or 

validity problem was reported in the latter two studies, individual OCBs will be 
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measured by self-reports in the current study. As Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) instrument 

was designed to be administered to colleagues and supervisors, three items are found to 

be inappropriate for a self-report type survey. Those items were excluded. Therefore, 16 

items in OCB were used in the current study. 

Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge sharing was measured by Bock et al.’s (2005) instrument for measuring 

knowledge-sharing intentions. This measuring instrument consists of five items of two 

sub-constructs: tacit knowledge-sharing intentions and implicit knowledge intentions. 

Tacit knowledge is expressed as “work experience and know-how,” and explicit 

knowledge is expressed as “work reports and documents.” Cronbach’s alphas of both 

categories range from 0.92 to 0.93 (Bock et al., 2005).  

The general information on instruments for measuring latent variables used in this 

study is presented in Table 4. 

Control Variables 

For regression analysis, this study controls for some demographic variables, 

including the respondents’: (1) gender, (2) age, (3) years of employment in the current 

organization, and (4) years of career experience. Control of these variables is based on  

the results of meta analytical research conducted by Riketta (2005) indicating that age, 

gender, and organizational tenure are significantly associated with organizational 

identification. The variation of organizational identification due to demographic 

variables and time should be controlled in order to identify the pure effect of network 
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structures on organizational identification and the other emotional and behavioral 

variables.  

Table 4  

Sources, Authors, and Reliability Coefficients of Measuring Instruments of Constructs  

Question 
Numbers 

Construct 
Measured 

Number 
of Items Alpha Author(s) Journal 

Section I Relationship 
Strength 4 0.91 McAllister 

(1995) 

Academy of 
Management 
Journal 

1-6 Organizational 
Identification 6 0.81-0.89 

Mael & 
Ashforth 
(1992) 

Journal of 
Organizational 
Behavior 

7-14 Organizational 
Commitment 8 0.88-0.94 Allen & 

Meyer (1990) 

The British 
Psychological 
Society 

15-30 
Organizational 
Citizenship 
Behavior 

16 0.78-0.92 Podsakokff et 
al. (1990) 

Leadership 
Quarterly 

31-35 Knowledge 
Sharing 5 0.92-0.93 Bock et al. 

(2005) MIS Quarterly 

 

Translation 

The measuring instruments used in this study were developed originally in 

English. Because the data were collected in Korean and the questionnaire was 

administered to Korean participants, a Korean translation of the scales used in this study 

was needed. Translation was a critical process to assure equivalence of the measures in 

both the Korean and English versions. All of the scales used in this study were 

translated into Korean and then translated independently back into English. A Ph.D. 

degree holder in the HRD field and a Ph D. degree holder in Business Administration 

participated in the translation and back-translation processes. Translating the 
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organizational identification measures was not necessary because they were already 

translated as mentioned above (Lee & Kim, 2003). 

Data Analysis 

Proposed hypotheses were tested primarily using the structural equation 

modeling (SEM) method.  SEM is a multivariate correlational method that is used to 

measure latent variables with maximal reliability and validity and to test causal theories 

(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003). It has the advantage of enabling researchers to explicitly 

examine measurement errors and tests both direct and indirect structural hypotheses 

(Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004).  

Through SEM, latent (unobserved) variables and observed variables were 

examined.  A latent variable is a hypothesized and unobserved concept that can only be 

approximated by observable or measured variables. The measured (observed) variables 

which are gathered directly from respondents through data collection methods (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2005). In this study, organizational identification (OI), 

organizational commitment (OC), organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), 

knowledge sharing (KS), and relationship strength (RS) were latent variables that are 

represented by multiple measured variables. These constructs were measured by 6, 8, 

16, and 5 observed variables, respectively.  

Prior to the SEM, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to 

determine whether the patterns of variance and covariance in the data are consistent 

with a specified structural model. CFA was used to test how well measured variables 

represented a small number of constructs (Hair et al., 2005). In CFA, measurement 
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models for five latent variables with a total of thirty-nine (39) measured variables were 

examined. With this process, measurement models were respecified to improve 

convergent and discriminant validity. The overall measurement (base) model, which 

combined all the measurement models, was also investigated.  

The next step was to assess the structural model identified by theoretical 

hypotheses and measurement model assessment. The hypothesized model was tested 

through a comparison with two alternative models.  All alternative models were the 

nested models. The best structural model was selected based on the results of a 

comparison of the overall fit indices. Following Weston and Gore’s (2006) 

recommendation, the Chi-square (χ2 ), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) were 

compared to select the best measurement model. The AMOS 7.0 program was used to 

conduct SEM.  

To complement the SEM, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used 

to test the mediating effect of EAO and the moderating effect of relationship strength. 

This method is an accessible data-analytical technique that can be used to examine both 

moderator effects (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). For multiple regression analysis, 

SPSS 15.0 for Windows was used. 

Summary 

This study was designed to conduct correlational studies using structural 

equation modeling (SEM) and a multiple regression analysis, combined with an 

egocentric social network analysis (SNA). This study incorporated measurement scales 
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that were adapted and validated in previous studies to form a survey. IRB reviewed and 

approved the research plan prior to the data collection. Data were collected from 

employees in 31 purposively selected organizations in South Korea. Among 488 

responses, 452 were used in the statistical analysis. Demographics of the sample were 

reported. SEM was conducted on the data to assess the measurement models and 

hypothesized structural model. Multiple regression analysis was then conducted to test 

mediation and moderation effects.   
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CHAPTER IV 

 RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis of the study. First, 

descriptive statistics including the means and standard deviation of all the items of the 

survey are reported. Second, six measurement models are investigated for the validity of 

the measurements and reliabilities of the instruments with multiple items are assessed to 

confirm internal consistency. Third, the hypothesized structural model is tested. The 

correlations among key constructs and the results of testing hypotheses are shown. 

Fourth, the hypothesis structural model is compared with two alternative models and the 

best model is selected based on theoretical considerations and statistical fit indices. 

Fifth, the results of the multiple regression analysis for testing mediation and 

moderation effects are provided. Finally, based on results of the fourth and fifth steps, 

hypotheses in the study were tested. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The survey for data collection contained two sections: (1) an ego-centric 

network survey and (2) an organizational outcome survey. The ego centric network 

survey was a composite of name generator and network descriptor. To identify network 

members, respondents were asked to recall 3-5 people who had shown a strong interest 

in the career development of the respondents. These identified network members were 

asked to answer three questions about demographics including gender, profession, and 

employer. Based on the data provided, I calculated the network size and three network 

composition (NC) indices: same gender composition, same profession composition, and 
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same employer composition. From the results of the network descriptor, the relationship 

strength of the respondents with their network members was calculated. The network 

descriptor contained four questions that measure relationship strength. In the second 

section, the organizational outcome survey had a total of 35 questions including 

questions about organizational identification (6 items), organizational commitment (8 

items), organizational citizenship behaviors (16 items), and knowledge sharing (5 

items).  Table 5 demonstrates the descriptive statistics of these items. 

Table 5 

Descriptions, Means, and Standard Deviations for Survey Items 

Items Mean SD SD/  
NETWORK SURVEY    
Network Composition    
Size 3.81 0.91 0.24 
Same gender  0.79 0.28 0.35 
Same profession  0.70 0.30 0.43 
Same organization  0.50 0.36 0.72 
Relationship Strength    
RS1: Frequency of work related interactions initiated by contact 3.38 0.83 0.25 
RS2: Frequency of work related interactions initiated by self 3.42 0.79 0.23 
RS3: Frequency of  interactions at work 3.19 0.84 0.26 
RS4: Frequency of  informal interactions 2.78 0.85 0.31 
ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES SURVEY    
Organizational Identification    
OI1: Feel like a personal insult when my organization is criticized 3.98 0.81 0.20 
OI2: Interested in what others think about my organization 3.69 0.89 0.24 
OI3: Usually say “we” when talking about my organization 4.02 0.89 0.22 
OI4: My organization’s success is my success 3.79 0.94 0.25 
OI5: Feel like a personal compliment when my organization is praised  3.83 0.87 0.23 
OI6: Feel embarrassed if the media criticizes my organization 3.73 0.91 0.24 
Organizational Commitment    
OC1: Would be happy to spend the rest of my career here 3.43 0.94 0.27 
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OC2: Enjoy discussing my organization with outside people   3.43 0.85 0.25 
OC3: Feel as if this organization’s problems are my own  3.41 0.88 0.26 
OC4: Could not easily become as attached to another organization  3.26 0.93 0.29 
OC5: Feel “part of the family” at my organization  3.31 0.90 0.27 
OC6: Feel emotionally attached to this organization  3.39 0.91 0.27 
OC7: This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me  3.60 0.89 0.25 
OC8: Feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization  3.57 0.86 0.24 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors    
OCB1: Giving an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay 4.03 0.75 0.19 
OCB2: Spend little time complaining 3.39 0.87 0.26 
OCB3: Try to avoid creating problems for coworkers 4.19 0.70 0.17 
OCB4: Keep abreast of changes in my organization 3.58 0.79 0.22 
OCB5: Consider the impact of my actions on coworkers 3.97 0.58 0.15 
OCB6: Attend meeting that are not mandatory but important 3.83 0.75 0.20 
OCB7: Attend functions that enhance the company image 3.62 0.76 0.21 
OCB8: Keep up with company announcements 3.75 0.78 0.21 
OCB9: Do not abuse the rights of others 4.13 0.63 0.15 
OCB10: Focus on the positive side of my organization 3.80 0.73 0.19 
OCB11: Try to prevent problems with other workers 4.01 0.58 0.14 
OCB12: Attendance at work is above the norm 4.35 0.73 0.17 
OCB13: Rarely find fault with what the organization is doing 2.50 0.79 0.32 
OCB14: Mindful of how my behavior affects others’ jobs 3.78 0.70 0.19 
OCB15: Do not take extra breaks 2.94 0.92 0.31 
OCB16: Obey company rules and regulations  3.86 0.67 0.17 
Knowledge Sharing    
KS1: Share my work reports and documents with other members 3.67 0.74 0.20 
KS2: Provide my manual, methodologies and models with others 3.81 0.72 0.19 
KS3: Share my experience or know-how with other members 3.87 0.72 0.19 
KS4: Provide my know-where or know-whom on request of others 3.81 0.81 0.21 
KS5: Share expertise obtained from education and training with others 3.82 0.71 0.19 

Note. N=452. All variables except network composition variables had five-point Likert 
type scales.  

 

Assessing Measurement Models 

The following section presents the results from testing the measurement models. 

The measurement model is a sub model in structural equation modeling (SEM). It is 
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necessary to assess measurement models to evaluate how well the measured variables 

combine to identify the underlying hypothesized construct, ie., latent variables (Weston 

& Gore, 2006). Through the process, re-specification of the measurement model is 

allowed to improve the structural model if certain indicators that are not consistent with 

the underlying construct are found (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Thus, I conducted a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of measurements to assess each construct.  

There were four latent variables in this study: emotional attachment to the 

organization (EAO), organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), knowledge sharing 

(KS), and relationship strength (RS). Among these variables, EAO, OCB, and KS were 

the constructs included in the structural model. Since EAO consists of organizational 

identification (OI) and organizational commitment (OC), the measurement models of 

OI and OC were examined and then the integrated model of EAO was examined. RS 

was not used for the structural model but a CFA of this construct was required because 

it was used to conduct a regression analysis to test its moderating effect.  Examination 

of each measurement model presents factor loadings between indicators and a construct, 

overall model fit indices, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Regarding the overall 

model fit indices,  χ2 , Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), and Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) were reported 

(Weston & Gore, 2006). 

Assessing Organizational Identification (OI) 

   The first measurement model examined the relationship between measuring 

items and the underlying construct of OI. This measurement model contains six items 
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with no sub-dimension. Cronbach’s alpha of the six items for this construct was 0.81.  

Figure 3 demonstrates the standardized estimates for the measurement model of OI with 

six items. Factor loadings between items and the underlying construct ranged from 0.49 

to 0.84. Although the factor loading between OI 2 (“I am very interested in what others 

think about my organization”) and OI, the latent variable, was 0.49, which is lower than 

the cutoff value, 0.5, recommended by Hair et al. (2005), the item was not deleted 

because every standardized residual covariance of this model was less than 2.0 in 

absolute value (Kendall, Leo, Perrin, & Hatton, 2005). This measurement model 

appeared to represent the data quite well since all the overall fit indices demonstrated 

acceptable values (χ2 = 37.92; df = 9; CFI=0.97; RMR=0.027; RMSEA=0.084).  

 

Figure 3. Measurement model of organizational identification (OI).    
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Figure 4. Measurement model of organizational commitment (OC). 

 

Assessing Organizational Commitment (OC) 

The second measurement model to be examined was that of OC. This 

measurement model represents a single dimension of organizational commitment, and 

affective organizational commitment that was identified by Allen and Meyer (1991) 

with eight items. Cronbach’s alpha for this construct was 0.90, showing high construct 

reliability. Figure 4 displays the standardized estimates for the uni-dimensional 

measurement model of OC with eight items. Factor loadings ranged from 0.61 to 0.88. 

Since every factor loading was higher than the cutoff, there was no need to consider 

respecification of this model. Each item appeared to be an adequate indicator of the 

latent variable of OC. This measurement model also presented a good fit to the data 

collected from the sample in all aspects (χ2 = 114.15; df = 20; CFI=0.95; RMR=0.034; 

RMSEA=0.102). Thus, CFA supported the measurement model of OC.  
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Figure 5. CFA for emotional attachment to organization (EAO).  

 

Integrated Measurement Model: Emotional Attachment to Organization (EAO) 

In the previous sections, both OI and OC measurement models show satisfactory 

convergent validity. I integrated both measures into one overarching construct: 

emotional attachment to the organization (EAO) illustrated as Figure 5. This integration 

was based on Paxton and Moody (2003) who indicated that the individuals’ emotional 

attachment to a group consists of an identity dimension (OI) and an affective dimension 

(OC). Thus, this study identifies OI and OC as two indicators of emotional attachment 

to an organization. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient among indicators of EAO was 0.91. 

Factor loadings between sub-constructs and their indicators ranged from 0.49 to 0.87. 
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Each item was acceptable as an adequate indicator of the latent variable of EAO. This 

measurement model also presented a good fit to the data collected from the sample in 

all aspects (χ2 = 239.64; df = 76; CFI=0.95; RMR=0.033; RMSEA=0.069).  

Assessing Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB) 

The fourth measurement model represents the relationships among 16 measures 

of OCB. While OCB is theorized to consist of five sub-constructs (Organ, 1988), the 

measurement model of this study contains four sub-constructs other than the altruistic 

dimension of the construct. The sub-factors included in this measurement model were 

conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. These sub-constructs were 

measured by 4, 3, 4, and 5 items respectively. Cronbach’s alpha for the overall construct 

of OCB was 0.80: 0.52 for conscientiousness, 0.41, for sportsmanship, 0.68, for civic 

virtue, and 0.75 for courtesy. All four sub-dimensions reported relatively low reliability 

coefficients. In particular, Cronbach’s alphas for conscientiousness and sportsmanship 

were substantially low. Thus, careful attention were given to construct validity of these 

two dimensions in the measurement models.   

Figure 6 illustrates the results of CFA for the measurement model of OCB. In 

this model, I found two extremely low factor loadings: one was the factor loading 

between OCB 15 (“I do not take extra breaks”) and the Conscientiousness OCB 

construct (0.22) and the other was between OCB 13 (“I rarely find faults with what the 

organization is doing”) and the Sportsmanship OCB construct (0.09). These items with 

very low factor loadings seemed to cause the low construct reliability and validity of the 

measures for OCB, so it was reasonable to consider deleting these two items.  
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Figure 6. Original measurement model of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB)  

 

The low factor loading of OCB 15 was interpreted to reflect the different work 

context in Korea from Western cultures. For example, work regulations in Korea are 

less strictly enforced than in the United States. Most Korean workers stay at their 

offices to work considerably longer than the specified working hours in the work 

regulations. They often think that staying long hours at the office and leaving late for 

home is more virtuous for good employees than working efficiently to finish their tasks 

within the specified working time. In addition, instead of leaving on time to rest at 

home, Korean workers typically take more frequent breaks during work hours compared 

to those who work in the United States. Therefore, taking extra breaks during work 

hours is usually not thought of as non-citizenship behaviors.  
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The low factor loading of OCB 13 was ascribed to the transformed connotation 

through the translation process. The original item of OCB 13 was designed to be reverse 

coded. The original statement of OCB 13 was, “I always find fault with what the 

organization is doing.” I modified the reverse coded item into a non-reverse item (“I 

never find fault with what the organization is doing”) to avoid potential confusion for 

respondents.  I also translated the statement into Korean. Through this process, the 

original connotation of the statement was contaminated. In Korean context, those who 

“never find fault with the organization” are perceived as someone who is indifferent to 

the organization rather than as someone who is a  good citizen in the organization.              

Since OCB 13 and OCB 15 did not measure validly as they were intended to 

measure I removed OCB15 from the Conscientiousness OCB and OCB 13 from the 

Sportsmanship OCB. The respecified measurement model of OCB with 14 items was 

obtained as shown in Figure 7. 

After deleting two items with extremely low factor loadings, there were 

improvements in the overall fit indices and correlations between sub-constructs in the 

respecified model. The difference of Chi-square values between the original model and 

the respecified model was significant (Δχ2 =111.17; df = 27). This means that 

respecifying the original model resulted in an improvement in the overall fit. A notable 

improvement was also found from the fact that the CFI increased greatly from 0.83 to 

0.89, which is very close to an acceptable level, 0.90 (Weston & Gore, 2006). Most of 

the correlations between sub-constructs increased in the new measurement model.   
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Figure 7. Respecified measurement model of organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCB).  

 

Assessing Knowledge Sharing (KS) 

The fifth measurement model was KS. This measurement model involved a 

single dimension with five indicators proposed by Bock et al. (2005). This construct 

showed high construct reliability among the five items since Cronbach’s alpha for this 

construct was 0.88. Figure 8 displays the standardized estimates for the uni-dimensional 

measurement model of KS. Factor loadings ranged from 0.57 to 0.88. Since every factor 

loading was higher than the cutoff (0.5), there was no need to consider respecification 

of this model. Each item appeared to be an adequate indicator of the latent variable of 



77 

KS. This measurement model presented an acceptable fit to the data collected from the 

sample in all aspects (χ2 = 38.93; df = 5; CFI=0.97; RMR=0.017; RMSEA=0.102) 

rather than good fit.  

Figure 8. Measurement model of knowledge sharing (KS) 

 

Assessing Relationship Strength (RS) 

The last measurement model examined the relationships among measures of RS. 

RS was not a latent variable to be used in the structural model but the measurement 

model of RS was assessed to be included in the multiple regression analysis. For 

internal consistency of RS, Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84, which demonstrated adequate 

reliability.  

Figure 9 presents standardized estimates for a measurement model of RS. As 

shown in the figure, factor loadings ranged from 0.50 to 0.95, showing moderate to high 
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construct validity. The fit indices were acceptable (χ2 = 4.60; df = 2; CFI=0.99; 

RMR=0.011; RMSEA=0.054). While the factor loading of RS 4 (0.50) was relatively 

small compared to the other items, it was not deleted because the measurement model 

of RS shows a good fit. The CFA supported the model.  

Figure 9. Measurement model of relationship strength (RS). 

 

Table 6 summarizes the fit indices of the four measurement models that I 

examined in this section.    

Assessing Overall Measurement Model 

Following the assessment of an individual measurement model for each 

construct, I developed an overall measurement model and conducted CFA before 

assessing the proposed structural model. The measurement model included three latent 

variables and a measured variable. EAO, OCB, KS, and NC (the same organization) 

were included in the overall measurement model.  
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Table 6 

Fit Indices for Measurement Models and Reliabilities of Constructs 

Models χ2 df CFI RMR RMSEA Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

EAO 347.024 54 0.90 0.045 0.110 0.91 

OCB 241.31 71 0.89 0.027 0.073 0.84 

KS 38.934 5 0.97 0.17 0.123 0.88 

RS 4.60 2 0.99 0.011 0.054 0.84 

 

Figure 10. Overall measurement model.  

 

As shown in Figure 10, all constructs have moderate to high factor loadings with 

their indicators and an acceptable level of correlations with the other constructs. Thus, 
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the constructs of the overall measurement model of the study are believed to have a 

reasonable level of convergent and discriminant validities. In addition, goodness-of-fit 

indices indicate that the model fits well with the data (χ2 = 154.64; df = 49; CFI=0.96; 

RMR=0.017; RMSEA=0.069).   

Assessing Structural Model 

The following step was to perform a valid test of the relationships among the 

four variables: one measured variable (NC) and three latent variables (EAO, OCB, and 

KS) of the hypothesized structural model. Examination of the hypothesized model was 

followed by comparing it with alternative models.  The alternative models were the 

nested models identified by removing or adding paths from the hypothesized model.  

The standardized maximum likelihood estimates of the model parameter and squared 

multiple correlations for the structural equations were obtained. 

Table 7 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlations of Variables 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 
1. NC 
(Same 
organization) 

0.50 0.31 N/A     

2. EAO 3.63 0.61 0.14** (0.91)    
3. OCB 3.88 0.41 0.04 0.57** (0.84)   
4. KS 3.80 0.61 0.01 0.50** 0.67** (0.88)  
5. RS 3.19 0.68 0.29** 0.090 0.12* 0.08 (0.84) 
Note. n=452; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; Values on the diagonal presents Cronbach’s 
reliability coefficients (α). 

 

Table 7 presents the pattern of bivariate relationships among measured and 

latent variables, the correlation matrix.  
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Hypothesized Model 

A structural model is a hypothesized pattern of directional and nondirectional 

linear relationships among a set of measured and latent variables (MacCallum & Austin, 

2000). The hypothesized model in this study was based on the seven hypothesized 

theoretical relationships proposed in Chapter 3 and the measurement model developed 

through CFAs and respecified in the previous section of this chapter.  Specifically, 

associations among one explaining variable (NC), one mediating variable (EAO), and 

two outcome variables (OCB and KS) were hypothesized. The purpose of the following 

step was to determine whether the hypothesized model was supported by the data.    

Figure 11 displays the strengths of relationships among the constructs, showing 

standardized path estimates and overall fit indices of the hypothesized structural model. 

The overall fit indices of the hypothesized model indicates that this model adequately 

fits with the data (χ2 = 196.06; df = 50; CFI = 0.94; RMR = 0.026; RMSEA=0.080). As 

shown in the figure, NC significantly affects EAO (p<0.01), but the hypothesized 

associations of NC with outcome variables were not significant. That is, while the 

mediating role of EAO between NC and the two organizational outcome variables was 

significant, the direct impact of NC on these organizational outcomes was not 

significant.  
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Figure 11. Hypothesized structural model.  

  

Regarding the squared multiple correlation, 40.2% of the variance in KS and 

49.4% of the variance in OCB were explained by this model. Such high values of 

variance might have resulted from a common method bias.  Self-report measures of 

different variables are often found to contain items which are similar in content. To 

investigate the possibility of common method bias, I applied common factor analysis (a 

one-factor test) entering all items from EAO, OCB, and KS into one general factor 

(Watson & Papamarcos, 2002). The results of the unrotated factor solution showed the 

general factor accounts for the majority (0.77-0.86) of the covariance in those three 

variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Thus, the data collected by self-report used in the 

current study resulted in the common method bias presented. This problem might be 

thought as a limitation of the study. About 1.6% variance of EAO was explained by NC.   
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Alternative Structural Models 

Two alternative structural models were identified and examined. Alternative 

model 1 removed two paths that connected NC directly with OCB and KS from the 

hypothesized model. This process is called model trimming by which the original model 

is simplified by eliminating the path(s) (Kline, 2005). This model is the fully mediated 

model of EAO. Figure 12 depicts the alternative model 1 and shows path coefficients 

between variables and overall model fit indices.  

Figure 12. Alternative model 1. 

 

The other alternative model was specified by adding a path between OCB and KS to 

alternative model 1. As the alternative model 1, the links between EAO and the other 

two outcome variables were removed. Standardized estimates of path coefficients and 

model fit indices of the alternative model 2 are displayed in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13. Alternative model 2. 

 

 

Model Comparison 

The next step was to select the final model by comparing the hypothesized 

model with the alternative models. The fit of the alternative model was compared with 

that of the proposed model in three ways (Weston & Gore, 2006). They are (a) 

evaluating paths by examining the significance of the parameter estimates, (b) 

considering the change in explained variances, and (c) testing any significant 

improvement in the model fit with a chi-square difference test along with improvements 

in other fit indices. According to Weston and Gore (2006), a chi-square test can be used 

to compare the nested models while Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) is used to 

compare model fits to data of competing, non-nested models. A chi-square test is 

conducted to test if the difference is significant between the chi-square values of the 
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hypothesized and the alternative models with the difference of degree of freedom 

between the two competing models (Hair et al., 2005). Since significant changes in path 

estimates and explained variances (i.e., squared multiple correlations) were not 

identified, differences in chi-square and the other model fit indices were examined to 

select the best model.  

First, following Hair et al. (2005), I calculated chi-square differences among the 

three models. The difference of the chi-square value between the hypothesized model 

and the alternative model 1 was -7.61 and that of the degree of freedom was -2. 

Therefore, there was no significant difference between the two models. In contrast, 

there was a big difference between the hypothesized model and the alternative model 2 

(∆χ2 = 37.01; df = -1).  

Second, the other overall model fit indices were compared. Similar to the chi-

square test above, there was no significant difference in model fit indices between the 

hypothesized model and the alternative model 1.  As to the alternative model 2, a 

notable improvement of all overall model fit indices was found (χ2 = 159.05; df = 51; 

CFI = 0.96; RMR = 0.017; RMSEA=0.069).  

Table 8 

 Fit Indices for the Hypothesized Model and Alternative Models for Comparison 

Models χ2 df ∆χ2 df CFI RMR RMSEA # of 
Paths 

Hypothesized 196.06 50   0.94 0.026 0.080 5 

Alternative 1 203.67 52 -7.61 -2 0.94 0.027 0.080 3 

Alternative 2 159.05 51 37.01 -1 0.96 0.017 0.069 4 
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As the clear superiority of model 2 was found through the two analytical steps of 

model comparison as described above, I selected the model for hypothesis testing. Table 

8 shows the model fit indices of the three models that were compared. 

Analysis of Multiple Regression Model 

Testing Mediator with Multiple Regression Analysis 

As stated in Chapter 3, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to test the 

mediating effect of EAO and the moderating effect of RS.  EAO was hypothesized to 

mediate between NC and pro-organizational behaviors (H6). It was also hypothesized 

that the RS moderates the effect of NC on the organization variables: EAO, OCB, and 

KS (H7).   

Thus, separate regression analyses for testing the mediation and moderation 

effects were conducted. Conducting hierarchical multiple regression analysis helps to 

identify the mediating role of EAO on OCB and KS (H6). According to Baron and 

Kenny (1986), a mediating effect can be identified by conducting three regressions 

using the following steps. 

First, I regressed the hypothesized mediator (EAO) on the independent variable 

(NC). The independent variable must affect the mediator in this equation. Second, the 

dependent variables (OCB & KS) were regressed on the independent variable. The 

independent variable must be shown to affect the dependent variable in the equation. 

Third, the dependent variable was regressed on both the independent variable and the 

mediator. The mediator must affect the dependent variables in the third equation and the 
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effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable must be less in this 

equation than in the second. 

Table 9 

Results of Multiple Regression for Testing the Mediation Effect of EAO, OCB,and KS   

         EAO        OCB               KS 
 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Gender 
.247** 

(.075) 

.204** 

(.071) 

.121* 

(.048) 

.117* 

(.049) 

.038 

(.041) 

.184* 

(.071) 

.180* 

(.072) 

.078 

(.063) 

Age Level 
-.014 

(.082) 

-.027 

(.078) 

-.009 

(.053) 

-.010 

(.053) 

.001 

(.044) 

-.018 

(.078) 

-.019 

(.078) 

-.006 

(.068) 

Tenure in  
Organization 

-.001 

(.009) 

-.011 

(.009) 

.001 

(.006) 

-.002 

(.006) 

.003 

(.005) 

-.015 

(.009) 

-.017 

(.009) 

-.011 

(.008) 

Work Tenure 
.010 

(.009) 

.017 

(.009) 

.002 

(.006) 

.003 

(.006) 

-.003 

(.005) 

.016 

(.009) 

.018 

(.009) 

.009 

(.008) 

Network Size 
-.007 

(.033) 

-.006 

(.031) 

-.005 

(.021) 

-.004 

(.021) 

-.002 

(.018) 

-.027 

(.031) 

-.027 

(.031) 

-.024 

(.027) 

NC 
  (Same 
Organization) 

 
.278** 

(.084) 
 

.035 

(.058) 

-.073 

(.048) 
 

.042 

(.085) 

-.095 

(.075) 

EAO     
.388** 

(.027) 
  

.496 

(.042) 

Intercept 
3.382** 

(.166) 

3.336** 

(.163) 

3.808** 

(.107) 

3.790** 

(.112) 

2.497** 

(.129) 

3.747** 

(.158) 

3.725** 

(.165) 

2.072** 

(.200) 

R2 .035 .053 .017 .017 .331 .031 .032 .264 

Δ R2 - .018 - .000 .314 - .001 .232 

F-value 3.221** 4.173** 1.513 1.312 31.439** 2.891* 2.446* 22.797** 

Note. N=452. Numbers suggest unstandardized coefficients (standard errors).  
*p<.05; **p<.01. 
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By estimating the separate coefficient of each regression equation, the 

significant effect of the mediator can be tested. If the three conditions are met, the 

hypothesis regarding the mediating effect of EAO is supported (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 9. 

According to the results, the relationships between the independent variable and 

mediator (step 1) and the relationship between the mediator and dependent variable 

(step 3) were significant, so the hypothesized mediating effect of EAO was identified.  

Although the significant effects of NC (the independent variable) on OCB and 

KS (the dependent variables) were not found in step 2 of the equation, the mediating 

effect of EAO was still supported. As Frazier et al. (2004) suggest, the step 2 is not 

required. They contend that a distal relationship between the predictor and outcome 

variables might be inconsistent depending upon the effect of the mediator. Therefore, 

the relationship between NC and pro-organizational outcomes was distal rather than 

proximal, which was mediated by EAO.    

Testing Moderator with Multiple Regression Analysis 

To test the moderating effect of RS, I conducted another multiple regression 

analysis. This analysis measured and tested the differential effect of the independent 

variable (NC) on the dependent variable (EAO) as a function of the moderator (RS) 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986). While I hypothesized the moderating effects between NC and 

RS on pro-organizational behaviors (OCB & KS), I did not conduct extra regression for 

these variables because the previous analysis had shown that the relationship between 
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NC and the two outcome variables was not significant so testing the moderator effect 

was meaningless.  

Table 10 

Results of Multiple Regression for Testing the Moderation Effect of RS on EAO 

   EAO 

     1    2    3     4     5 

Gender 
.247** 
(.075) 

.204** 
(.071) 

.234** 
(.071) 

.208** 
(.071) 

.181* 
(.071) 

Age Level 
-.014 
(.082) 

-.027 
(.078) 

-.017 
(.078) 

-.023 
(.077) 

-.007 
(.077) 

Tenure in  Organization 
-.001 
(.009) 

-.011 
(.009) 

-.003 
(.009) 

-.011 
(.009) 

-.011 
(.009) 

Work Tenure 
.010 
(.009) 

.017 
(.009) 

.012 
(.009) 

.019* 
(.009) 

.017 
(.009) 

Network Size 
-.007 
(.033) 

-.006 
(.031) 

-.007 
(.031) 

-.004 
(.031) 

-.010 
(.031) 

NC 
(Same Organization. 
Centered) 

 
.278** 
(.084) 

 
.241** 
(.087) 

.061 
(.106) 

RS 
(Centered) 

  
.107* 
(.043) 

.078 
(.044) 

-.020 
(.055) 

Interaction 
(NC×RS) 

    
.346** 
(.119) 

Intercept 
3.382** 
(.166) 

3.475** 
(.157) 

3.438** 
(.159) 

3.443** 
(.157) 

3.359** 
(.159) 

R2 .035 .053 .044 .060 .077 

Δ R2     - .018 -.009 .016 .017 

F-value 3.221** 4.173** 3.380** 4.035** 4.644** 

Note. N=452. Numbers suggest unstandardized coefficients (standard errors).  
*p<.05; **p<.01.  
 



90 

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted in a way that adds 

variables for the purpose of identifying a useful subset of the predictors. An interaction 

term of NC and RS was entered as an independent variable and the independent and the 

moderator variables were centered to avoid potential multicollinearity with the 

interaction term (Frazier et al., 2004).    

The subsets of predictors of the regression analysis in each step contain the 

following item(s). 

 Step 1. Control variables (gender, age, years of employment, years of career, 

and network size) 

 Step 2. NC (centered) and RS (centered) 

 Step 3. Interaction variable (NC×RS)  

Table 10 presents the results of the regression analysis. The results show that RS 

moderates the effect of NC on EAO (β =0.346; p<0.01).  

Along with the hypothesized moderation and mediation effects hypothesized, 

the results demonstrate the consistently significant effects of gender on EAO, OCB, and 

KS. However, after controlling for EAO, the gender effects turned out to be 

insignificant on OCB and KS. This finding implies that gender gives a greater effect on 

emotional attachment than on pro-organizational behaviors. This issue will be discussed 

in the next chapter.   

Hypothesis Testing 

Based on the results from the SEM and the multiple regression analysis, the 

following section examines the hypotheses that were identified in Chapter 2 of this 
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study. Among a total of six hypotheses, five hypotheses (H1-H5) that addressed the 

linear relationships among variables were tested by investigating the path coefficients 

and the total effect sizes of the constructs from the SEM. Two hypotheses (H6 & H7) 

that addressed the mediating effect of EAO were tested by examining the regression 

coefficient of the interaction variable and the moderating effect of RS.  

The following part is devoted to a review of the hypotheses and hypothesis test 

decisions based on the analyses conducted in this study. I used the alternative model 2 

that was selected as the structural model for hypothesis testing. Table 11 summarizes 

the results of the hypothesis testing with the path coefficients of the direct and indirect 

effects of each relationship (H1-H5).  

H1. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more organizational 

citizenship behaviors the individual displays. This hypothesis was also partially 

supported. While the direct relationship between network composition and 

organizational citizenship behavior was not found, there was an indirect relationship via 

EAO (γ=0.096. p<0.01).  

H2. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the individual 

is willing to share his or her knowledge. This hypothesis was also partially supported. 

Even though direct relationship was not found, network composition is discovered to 

affect KS via EAO (γ=0.078. p<0.01). In sum, the effects of network composition on 

pro-organizational behaviors were indirect through EAO.  
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H3. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the individual 

is emotionally attached to the organization. This hypothesis was supported. Direct 

relationship between network composition and OI was found (γ=0.136. p<0.01).  

H4. An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her organizational citizenship behaviors.  This hypothesis was 

supported with a sizable estimates coefficient (γ=0.706. p<0.01).  

H5.  An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her knowledge sharing behaviors. In addition to a significant 

path coefficient between EAO and KS (γ=0.201. p<0.01), there was a significant 

indirect effect of EAO on KS via OCB (γ=0.374. p<0.01). So, it was found that OCB 

was mediating the relationship between EAO and KS. From testing H4 and H5, it was 

found that pro-organizational behaviors are highly affected by emotional attachment. 

Based on the test, emotional attachment to organization can be named a “root construct” 

in organizational studies (Ashforth et al., 2008).  

Table 11 

Hypothesis Testing: Effects of Path Estimates (Standardized) 

 
Hypothesis Total 

Effects 
Direct 
Effects 

Indirect 
Effects Results 

H1: NC→OCB + .096**  .096** Partially supported 
H2: NC→KS + .078**  .078** Partially supported 

H3: NC→EAO + .136** .136**  Supported 

H4: EAO→OCB + .706** .706**  Supported 

H5: EAO→KS + .575** .201** .374** Supported 
Note. All estimates are based on the final model (alternative model 2); ** p <0.01 
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Through the multiple regression analysis, the H6 and H7 were tested. The results 

are: 

H6. Emotional attachment to the organization mediates the relationship between 

network composition and pro-organizational behaviors. This hypothesis was supported 

in spite of the insignificance of direct relationship between independent and dependent 

variables.    

H7. Relationship strength (RS) with network members moderates the effect of 

network composition on organizational outcomes. This hypothesis was supported from 

the regression model of EAO (β=0.346; p<0.01). As to pro-organizational behaviors, 

the test was not conducted because the independent variable (NC) is not related with 

those variables, which was violation of pre-condition for testing the moderation effect.  

The moderation effect of RS is depicted as Figure 14.  

Figure14. Moderation effect of relationship strength (RS) 
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Summary 

This chapter presents the results of statistical analyses. First, descriptive 

statistics were reported. Second, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess 

individual and overall measurement models. A measurement model of EAO was 

developed by integrating both OI and OCR measurement models. OCB was re-specified 

due to the low factor loadings of two items (OCB 13 & OCB 15). A reliability test for 

each latent variable provided acceptable reliability of the measures. 

 Third, the hypothesized structural model and two alternative models were 

examined to determine the best model to fit the data. A final model (alternative 2) was 

selected based on theoretical and statistical considerations. With the final model, a 

direct relationship between NC and EAO were indicated, but NC had only indirect 

effects with OCB and KS. EAO had a direct effect on OCB and had direct and indirect 

effects on KS. 

Fourth, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to test the 

hypothesized mediation effect of EAO and the moderation effect of RS. EAO was 

found to mediate the relationship between NC and pro-organizational behaviors. The 

moderation effect of RS with NC was significant only on EAO.   
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CHAPTER V 

 SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATION 

This chapter presents a brief summary of the study, discusses key findings, 

offers theoretical and practical implications, and gives recommendations for the future 

research.  

Summary 

The concept of a developmental network has emerged as a conceptual expansion 

of mentoring. While many studies have focused on the career related outcomes of a 

developmental network that is weak-tie based (eg., Dobrow & Higgins, 2005; Lin, 

Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981; Podolny & Baron, 1987; van Emmerik, 2004), the current 

study highlights the effects of a strong-tie based network on organizations related to 

outcomes.  

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impacts of the structural 

characteristics of a developmental network (i.e., network composition and relationship 

strength) on emotional attachment (i.e., organizational identification and organizational 

commitment) and on pro-organizational behaviors (i.e., organizational citizenship 

behaviors and knowledge sharing). Mediation of emotional attachment and moderation 

of relationship strength were additional topics of focus.  

Whether emotional attachment to an organization plays a mediator role between 

developmental network structures and the pro-organizational behaviors was also 

examined. 



96 

According to this main purpose, the following three research questions were 

identified. 

1. What are the psychological and behavioral outcomes of individual developmental 

network composition? 

1-1. What are the impacts of network composition on emotional attachment to an 

organization: organizational identification and organizational commitment? 

1-2. What are the impacts of network composition on pro-organizational 

behaviors: organizational citizenship behaviors and knowledge sharing? 

2.  What are the effects of relationship strength with development network members 

on psychological and behavioral outcomes? 

2-1. Does the relationship strength moderate the impact of network composition 

on emotional attachment to an organization? 

2-2. Does the relationship strength moderate the impact of network composition 

on pro-organizational behaviors? 

3. What is the relationship between psychological and behavioral outcomes? 

3-1. Does emotional attachment to an organization mediate the relationship 

between network composition and organizational citizenship behaviors? 

3-2. Does emotional attachment to an organization mediate the relationship 

between network composition and knowledge sharing? 

A conceptual model and seven hypotheses were established based on an 

integrative literature review. The hypotheses were: 
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H1. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more 

organizational citizenship behaviors the individual displays.  

H2. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the 

individual is willing to share his or her knowledge.  

H3. The larger the proportion of members in a developmental network that is 

selected from the organization to which an individual belongs, the more the 

individual is emotionally attached to the organization.  

H4. An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her organizational citizenship behaviors.  

H5. An individual employee’s emotional attachment to an organization is 

positively related to his/her knowledge sharing behaviors. 

H6. Emotional attachment to an organization mediates the relationship between 

network composition and pro-organizational behaviors.  

H7. Relationship strength with network members moderates the effect of 

network composition on organizational outcomes.   

To test the hypotheses, a survey was administered to employees with at least two 

years of experience in 31 profit organizations in South Korea. A survey instrument was 

developed by adopting measuring instruments used in previous studies. A paper and 

pencil based survey was composed of (1) an ego-centric network survey, and (2) an 

organizational outcome survey. A total of 488 responses among 1,020 employees were 
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received, yielding a response rate of 47.8%. After 36 incomplete responses were 

removed, the data collected from 452 responses were analyzed. For data analysis, I used 

(1) descriptive statistics, (2) correlation analysis, (3) confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA), (4) structural equation modeling (SEM), and (5) hierarchical multiple regression 

analysis.  

The result of the data analysis is as follows: 

The assessment of each measurement model presents an adequate level of 

reliability (0.84-0.91). The measurement models of organizational identification (OI) 

and organizational commitment (OC) were integrated into one overarching 

measurement model of emotional attachment to organization (EAO) based on Paxton 

and Moody (2003) and the low discriminant validity between the two separate measure 

models. The measurement models of knowledge sharing (KS) and relationship strength 

(RS) were accepted as designed by original authors whereas two original items were 

removed from the measurement model of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). 

A CFA for the overall measurement model demonstrates a reasonable level of 

convergent and discriminant validities. The goodness-of-fit indices of the overall 

measurement model show that the model fits well with the data (χ2 = 154.64; df = 49; 

CFI=0.96; RMR=0.017; RMSEA=0.069). 

Next, an assessment of the structural model was conducted. Although the 

hypothesized structural model showed an adequate level of model-data fit (χ2 = 196.06; 

df = 50; CFI = 0.94; RMR = 0.026; RMSEA=0.080), two hypothesized paths were not 

significant. Through a model comparison process, an alternative model removing the 
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two non-significant paths from the hypothesized model and adding one path between 

OCB and KS was selected for the hypothesis test (χ2 = 159.053; df = 51; CFI = 0.96; 

RMR = 0.017; RMSEA=0.069).  Three hypotheses (H3, H4, & H5) were fully 

supported and two hypotheses (H1 & H2) were partially supported by the selected 

structural model, showing statistically significant path coefficients. Although two direct 

paths connecting network composition (NC) and pro-organizational behaviors were not 

significant, indirect effects of network composition on OCB (γ=0.96; p<0.01) and KS 

(γ=0.78; p<0.01) were found.    

Finally, through a hierarchical multiple regression analysis, the moderating effect 

of relationship strength (RS) and the mediating effect of EAO were tested. The 

moderating effect was only found in the regression on EAO (β=0.346; p<0.01) but was 

not found in the regression models for OCB and KS. EAO was a mediator between 

network composition and both behavioral outcome variables even thoughthe 

relationship between network composition and pro-organizational behaviors was distal.        

Discussion 

Developmental Network Composition and EAO 

The study results supported the hypothesis that the career developmental 

network composition affected EAO. Both the SEM analysis and the multiple regression 

analysis demonstrated a positive relationship (p<0.01) between the homogeneous 

network composition in terms of organization membership and EAO even though the 

path coefficient and variance of EAO explained by the network composition were quite 

small.    
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This finding intensifies the need to focus on the effects of an individual’s 

network on psychological outcomes toward an organization. However, existing 

literature has only focused on network effects on an individual’s career related to 

outcomes such as career success, job satisfaction, or career identity (Dobrow & 

Higgins, 2005; van Emmerik, 2004). Emotional attachment arises from an individual’s 

social ties to an organization level. Frequent communication in an organization 

facilitates the ability to express the meaning and purpose of the organization as a 

collective self and strengthens the organizational norm (Haslam, 2004).    

Frequent and close social interactions among the same organizational members 

enhance commitment to or identification with the organization through a following 

process (Tsai & Goshal, 1998). Repeated social interactions permit individuals to share 

important information, to create a common point of view, and to establish trust among 

people in that network (Gulati, 1995; Tsai & Goshal, 1988). Moreover, in career 

developmental network contexts, an individual is more likely to build trust with the 

members rather than in other networks because she or he believes that the person 

identified as a career developmental network member is a person who is seriously 

interested in and willing to take actions for the career development of that individual. 

Organization members have advantages in forming a frequent and close interaction that 

enhances trust among them because of their geographical and psychological proximity. 

Table 7 in the previous chapter shows a significant relationship in that the larger the 

proportion of developmental network is composed of the people with the same 
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organization membership, the stronger the individual’s relationship with them (r=0.291; 

p<0.01).   

In contrast, another direction involves the transformation of interactions with 

organization members into psychological attachment to the organization.  Tsai and 

Goshal (1998) contend that social interaction plays a critical role in shaping a common 

set of goals and values and in sharing those goals and values among an organization's 

members. Meaningful communication cannot occur without sharing the context 

between communicating parties (Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998).  Therefore, people sharing 

the same membership organization are more advantageous in sharing common values 

and norms based on the commonly experienced context compared to outsiders.  Once 

people accept the common goals, values, and norms, they enhance the concern for the 

collective process and outcomes. This process is called organizational identification 

(Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998).   

In sum, as individuals develop their career developmental network with the 

people who share the same organizational membership, the more frequent and closer the 

interaction becomes between the individuals and their network members. Accumulated 

trust among the career developmental network members leads individuals to be more 

attached to the organization through sharing common contexts, goals, values, and norms 

with the organization members. The data analysis of this study supports the 

hypothesized effect of network composition on the EAO. 
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Developmental Network Composition and Pro-organizational Behaviors: Mediating 

Effects of EAO 

Few previous studies examining the relationship between the structural 

characteristics of an individual social network and behavioral outcomes have been 

found. This study, however, investigated the effect of network composition on pro-

organizational behaviors. OCB and knowledge sharing were chosen as variables 

representing pro-organizational behaviors. The correlation between these two pro-

organizational behavior variables was 0.67 (p<0.01).   

The results of the study do not demonstrate a direct effect of network 

composition on these two behavioral outcome variables. From the structural model 

analysis, however, I found that network composition has an indirect impact on OCB 

(γ=0.96; p<0.01) and knowledge sharing (γ =0.78; p<0.01).  These indirect relationships 

between network composition and pro-organizational behaviors were fully mediated by 

EAO. The network composition directly affects EAO and, in turn, EAO affects the two 

pro-organizational behavior variables (OCB & KS). This finding is consistent with 

existing literature in that relational aspect of the network such as commitment and trust 

mediated the relationship between the structural aspect of network and positive outcome 

variables (Levin & Cross, 2004; Wasko & Fafaj, 2005). This result also supports Davis 

et al. (1997) who contend that identification is one of the significant factors affecting 

choice of stewardship behaviors instead of self-serving behaviors.  

The effect of OCB on KS needs to be highlighted even though it was not 

originally hypothesized. It was found that OCB gave high impact on KS as well as 
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mediated the relationship between EAO and OCB. Indirect effect of EAO on KS via 

OCB based on the standardized regression estimate (γ =0.37; p<0.01) was larger than its 

direct effect (γ =0.20; p<0.01). It implies that OCB is the concept that is a general to 

describe specific pro-organizational behaviors such as knowledge sharing. While 

previous OCB research has focused on identifying the antecedents of OCB (Mowday et 

al., 1979; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), the result of this study 

suggests the needs to investigate the consequences of OCB.    

Separate multiple regression analyses were conducted for each pro-

organizational behavior variable to identify the mediating effect of EAO. For the 

results, EAO, the mediator, was significantly related with the independent variable (i.e., 

network composition) and dependent variables (i.e., OCB and KS). However, it was 

questionable whether the mediating effect of EAO was clearly demonstrated due to the 

lack of a significant relationship between the independent and dependent variables 

when EAO was omitted from the regression model.  

The lack of direct relationships between network composition and pro-

organizational behaviors found in the regression analysis was consistent with the results 

of the SEM analysis. As discussed above, I determined that there was an indirect effect 

of network composition on OCB and KS and that the relationships were fully mediated 

by EAO. It would be contradictory to the results of the regression analysis to reason that 

it was due to a lack of EAO’s mediation effect. Therefore, I could only conclude that 

EAO was mediating despite the violation of the step 2 pre-condition for testing the 

mediation effect suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). Although the decision relied on 
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Frazier et al. (2004) who contended that the step 2 pre-condition was not required, my 

decision was incomplete, unclear, and acknowledged as a limitation of this study.   

Moderating Effect of Relationship Strength 

Tie strength has been an essential element in social network analysis since 

Granovetter (1973) posited that a weak tie was more advantageous in exchanging non-

redundant information by connecting different segments.   

Relationship strength (RS) was hypothesized to moderate the effect of network 

composition on EAO, OCB, and KS. Hypothesizing the variable as a moderator was 

based on Lin’s (1999) contention that the effect of tie strength is contingent on the 

structural characteristics of the network. Through the multiple regression analysis, I 

tested if there was a moderating effect of RS. For the results, the interaction of network 

composition (same organization) and relationship strength (NC×RS) was significant 

only in the regression model of EAO (β =0.346, p<0.01). The moderating effect was not 

found in the other two regression models for OCB and KS.  

While RS moderated the relationship between NC and EAO, RS did not affect 

EAO directly when controlling for NC in the regression model. However, NC was 

significantly related with EAO even when controlling for RS. The finding that RS and 

NC was significantly correlated (r=0.291; p<0.01) provides evidence for Marsden and 

Campbell’s (1984) contention that the source of a relationship can be an indicator of tie 

strength. The relationship with those who shared organizational membership with a 

respondent tended to be stronger than relationships with outsiders. This finding clearly 

indicates that RS significantly impacts EAO if NC is omitted (β=0.107). However, the 
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effect of RS is not a pure effect of tie strength but an effect attributed to the relationship 

with NC. When NC is controlled for, the RS is no longer significantly associated with 

EAO.  RS is the variable that plays a role of moderating the effect of network structure. 

This conclusion is not consistent with some prior social network studies that have 

reported a direct effect of tie strength on organizational outcomes even when controlling 

for network diversity (Morrison, 2002; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; van Emmerik, 

2004).  

OI and OC: Are They Similar or Different? 

I found a violation of discriminant validity between OI and OC (see Figure 5). 

The solution was to integrate the indicators of both latent variables into a new 

overarching variable named emotional attachment to the organization (EAO). This 

result of the validity assessment revives the issue of whether or not these two constructs 

are distinguishable as discussed in numerous studies (Ashforth et al., 2008; Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992; Mael & Tetrick, 1992; van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006).  

As pointed out in Chapter 2, the conceptual confusion between both constructs 

is attributed to the fact that these concepts both deal with emotional relationships 

between an individuals and the organizations to which the individuals belong. van 

Knippenberg and Sleebos (2006) distinguish OI and OC by identifying the former as 

psychological oneness with an organization while the latter implies an exchange 

between an individual and an organization. As evidence of this distinction, Mael and 

Tetrick’s (1992) structural model shows that OI and OC match better with the two 

factor model rather than with single factor model.  
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There is, however, no agreement on the distinction between OI and OC. Some 

literature suggests that OI and OC are identical and interchangeable. For example, Sass 

and Canary (1991) reported that the correlation between OI and OC was slightly higher 

(r=0.89) than that between overall OC and Affective Commitment (AC. r=0.86) which 

are used interchangeably.  Furthermore, this study used AC as an instrument of OC 

among three aspects of organizational commitment in order to measure a facet of the 

respondents’ emotional attachment to their organizations. Riketta (2005) further 

indicates that OI and AC have been interchangeably used in studies for which the other 

measure would have been more appropriate.  His meta-analytic study also reports a high 

correlation between the two constructs (r=0.78).  Thus, the high correlation (r=0.81) 

shown between OI and OC in this study was unexpected. The integration of the two 

measures resulted in a high coefficient alpha (0.91), which supports that both constructs 

are possibly integrated into one single construct.  

I additionally found that two OI items showed low factor loadings. The excluded 

items are: “I am very interested in what others think about my organization” (factor 

loading=0.44), and “If a story in the media criticized my organization, I would feel 

embarrassed” (L=0.47).   Those two items in common measure how the others’ view 

and opinion of the respondent’s organization affects the respondent’s psychological 

attachment to the organization. While Peterson’s (2004) study, based on social identity 

theory, contends that the external reputation and social image of an organization 

influence a worker’s identification with and commitment to her or his organization, the 
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low factor loadings of both items demonstrate that the external reputation rarely matters 

in this Korean context.  

Validity of the Measurement Model of OCB 

One of the most challenging issues that I had to deal with in this study was 

developing an appropriate measurement model of OCB. As stated in Chapter 3, I used 

Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) measuring instrument which is rooted to Organ’s (1988) 

conceptual decomposition of OCB. Although the original measuring instrument 

developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990) contains 24 items with 5 dimensions, I 

administered 16 items of 4 dimensions with the survey for two reasons. One reason was 

that the altruism was not an appropriate dimension for this study because it represents 

behaviors that are directed to help a specific person rather than directed toward the 

whole organization. Smith et al. (1983) support the exclusion of the altruism dimension 

with their study discovering that altruism was distinguishable from the other. The other 

reason I modified the original measure was that this instrument was originally designed 

to be administered to colleagues and supervisors of participants to avoid common 

method bias. Therefore, I removed the three inappropriate items for the self-report 

format survey.  

In the data analysis, I encountered the validity problem of the OCB 

measurement model. The low validity of OCB’s sub-factors and indicators made it 

more difficult to argue that the proposed four factor model fits well with the data. The 

average squared factor loading of all indicators and factors was 0.33 while the average 

squared correlation was 0.49. This means that each factor is more strongly associated 
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with the other factor than its own indicators. In the re-specified measurement model, 

correlations between Conscientiousness OCB and Civic Virtue OCB (r=0.79) and 

between Conscientiousness OCB and Courtesy OCB (r=0.83) were significantly high, 

which might harm the validity of the four factor measurement model of OCB. 

Convergent validity was also a problematic issue. Several factor loadings of indicators 

are notably low. For example, the factor loadings of OCB 15 with Conscientiousness 

OCB was 0.22 and OCB 13 with Sportsmanship OCB was 0.09 (See Figure 6). Even 

after removing both indicators from the measurement model, the averaged factor 

loading was as low as 0.60 (See Figure 7).  

Despite the risk of low validity of the model, I maintained the four factor model 

as originally designed rather than aggregating all the items into one single model for 

two reasons. The first reason was that a large number of indicators often deteriorate the 

goodness of the model fit (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). The second reason was that the 

problem I encountered occurred not because of errors of the instrument itself but 

because of the limitations of this study including cultural differences between western 

countries and Korea, imperfect translation into Korean, and the self-report format 

survey. For example, I modified three items that were supposed to be reversely coded 

into non-reversely coded items in order to enhance the reliability. However, 

substantially low factor loadings were found in the modified items. Considering the fact 

that few problems with respect to sub-factors have been reported in existing literature 

(Konovsky & Organ, 1996), I decided to maintain the original measurement model 

despite the risk of low validity.  
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Gender and Developmental Network 

Through the process of conducting this study, I interestingly found that gender 

difference had significant impact on  network composition, psychological attachment, 

and pro-organizational behaviors.  Such a finding may be explained by the glass ceiling 

which is a universally used term referring to the barrier that causes women to be 

underrepresented in higher level positions in organizations (Bierma & Cseh, 2003; 

Gibelman, 2000; Tharenou, 2001). Furthermore, Korean women face even more 

challenges in their careers than the women in Western cultures due to Confucianism’s 

strong cultural legacy that specifies clear role differences between the genders. 

Informal social circles that provide its members with the necessary social 

resources to be promoted to higher positions in organizations often limit women’s 

participation due to the homophilous nature of network formation. The prevalence of a 

gender-based homophilous network is detrimental to women because executive and 

managerial positions are dominated by men so women have restricted access to the 

necessary social resources to be promoted (Ibarra, 1992).  The glass ceiling is expanded, 

reproduced, and intensified by exclusive and gender-based network formation which is 

dominated by males. 

  Ibarra (1992) posits that women inevitably adopt a dual network strategy to 

deal with this situation.  As evidence, she demonstrates that women have a 

differentiated network pattern in which they have obtained social support and friendship 

from women (expressive network) and access to valuable social resources for 

advancement of their careers and positions through network ties to men (instrumental 
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network) while men were more likely to rely on strong homophilous ties only. Thus, a 

heterogeneous network choice of women reflects their strategy to gain an instrumental 

advantage of the network.  

The data set of this study also lends evidence for this tendency. It also supports 

the existence of gender differences in terms of network composition in the sample. The 

high correlation (r=0.64) between gender (coded as 0=female; 1=male) and same gender 

composition implies that men were more likely to form homophilous networks than 

women.  

Moreover, gender was significantly correlated with EAO (r=0.17; p<0.01), 

OCB(r=0.13; p<0.01), and KS (r=0.13; p<0.01), which demonstrated that men were 

more likely to be attached to and committed to the organization than women. This result 

also demonstrated the prevalence of the glass ceiling since female workers did not 

expect to stay long at the organization. Women tend to perceive their workplaces as 

places where they work for a short period of time to satisfy temporal, financial needs 

rather than expecting lifetime employment and long-term career development. 

Typically, many Korean women leave their jobs when they marry. They do not need to 

possess long-term commitments to organizations and jobs under such a reality.  

The analysis of female data demonstrated that Korean women also adopt a dual 

network strategy for their career commitment as suggested by Ibarra (1992). The 

network composition (same gender) in the female data set was significantly and 

negatively related with EAO (r=-0.220; p<0.05), OCB (r=-0.218; p<0.05), and KS (r=-

0.282; p<0.01). This means that a female worker’s emotional attachment to the 
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organization and pro-organizational behavior increase as she accommodates more males 

into her career developmental network.  The strategically rational choice of women is to 

network with men if they plan to develop careers within an organization and have a 

long-term commitment and attachment to the organization. 

Implications for HRD research 

This section discusses implications to theories and research in the HRD field. 

From a theoretical standpoint, this study is meaningful as an application of the social 

network concept into organization research.  Another contribution of this study is the 

shift in focus from weak tie effects on career outcomes of individuals to a strong tie that 

results in pro-organizational emotions and behaviors. In addition, this study contributes 

to overcoming the conceptual confusion of social capital by attempting to build a bridge 

between the individual level and collective level social capital.   

Social Network Analysis in Organization Research 

This study attempts to apply social network analysis, conceptually and 

methodologically, to an organization study. According to the notion that “the structure 

of any social organization can be thought of as a network and the action of network 

actors are shaped and constrained because of their position and embeddedness in the 

network” (van Wijk et al., 2003, p.430), human behavior in organizations are largely 

explained by the examination of the structural characteristics of the network that 

constrains the actor. Researchers have suggested that the network structure affects an 

array of organizational outcome variables such as group cohesion (Paxton & Moody, 

2003), commitment (Lawler & Yoon, 1996; Morrison, 2002), performance (Sparrowe, 
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Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001), knowledge sharing (Levin & Cross, 2004), and 

organizational citizenship behaviors (Bolino et al., 2002).   However, there is little 

research examining the structural effects of a network on both emotional outcomes and 

behavioral outcomes in one integrated model. This study is a first step toward 

integrating structural characteristics of an individual network and its emotional and 

behavioral outcomes.  

In this paper, I provided empirical supporting evidences for an integrated model 

that shows hypothesized relationships among network composition, relationship 

strength, emotional attachment to an organization, and pro-organizational behaviors. 

From the study, I discovered the mediating role of emotional attachment between 

network composition and pro-organizational behaviors. I also found that the network 

composition in my sample does not directly affect behavioral outcomes; rather, the 

structural impacts of a network on behavioral outcomes are indirect via a mediator. The 

moderating effect of relationship strength is another meaningful finding of this study. It 

moderates network composition only for emotional attachment not for behavioral 

outcomes.  

The findings: 1) direct and indirect effects of network structure, 2) mediating 

effect of emotional outcomes, and 3) moderating effect of relationship strength, are not 

only meaningful achievements of the study but also potential subjects that need to be 

tested in different settings and with different variables in future studies. Through future 

studies, the quality and variety of network research in organizations are likely to 

improve.  
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Shift of Focus in Developmental Network Research 

Another important implication of the study is that it shifts the focus of 

developmental network study from a weak tie to a strong tie. Existing studies on 

developmental networks have focused on the effect of weak ties based on the notion 

that people who invest their social energy in developing a large number of weak ties 

will benefit from non-redundancy of their contacts through access to many other social 

groups (Bian, 1997; Granovetter, 1973; Podolny & Baron, 1997). Weak ties tend to be 

bridges between cohesive clusters and they act as important channels of exchange of 

valuable social resources including non-redundant information and knowledge (Gubbins 

& Garavan, 2005).  

Based on social resources theory, researchers have focused on weak tie benefits 

for career development and career success because investing in building weak ties is 

believed to provide access to more abundant social resources. For example, a research 

model suggests that a weak-tie based network is associated with career success via 

mediation of social resources and network benefits (Gubbins & Garavan, 2005; Seibert 

et al., 2001). A longitudinal study shows that a weak-tie based and less dense 

developmental network leads to professional identity (Dobrow & Higgins, 2005). van 

Emmerik (2004) also demonstrates that relationship strength has negative impacts on 

intrinsic job satisfaction and career satisfaction. These existing studies share the 

perspective that a social network is a reservoir of social resources that should be 

accessed and utilized by the network member.    
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This study replaced the individual career related outcome variable of existing 

research with an organizational outcome and focused on the strong tie effect on those 

outcomes. It shows that a cohesive, closed, and strong-tie based network is positively 

related with an increase in emotional attachment to an organization and in pro-

organizational behaviors in direct and indirect ways. This study taps into other aspects 

of social networks. A social network can be a factory where social capital is created and 

produced. While previous studies focus on the “demand” side of social capital, this 

study draws on the “supply” side of social capital. I will discuss this issue further in the 

next section.        

Resolving a Dilemma between Individual and Collective Social Capitals 

In the introduction chapter of this paper, I indicated that there is a dilemma 

between individual level social capital and collective level social capital. For 

individuals, social capital is synonymous with social resources embedded in a particular 

network in which the individuals participated. Since social capital has also been viewed 

as public good, individuals pursuing self-interest attempt to privatize the social capital 

accumulated at the collective level. It has also been indicated that an organization’s 

social capital is undermined if the individuals utilize their own networks for their own 

interests. Individuals are interested less in contributing to social capital accumulation 

than in social capital utilization and exploitation. People tend to be opportunistic in the 

pursuit of free riding (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).   

This study showed that such a perspective is a byproduct of our limited 

understanding or ignorance of a network’s psychological function. Social network is a 
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place where the members can exchange emotional resources as well as instrumental 

resources. A strong tie based network is more advantageous in social capital 

accumulation than in a weak-tie based network that is primarily operated by the 

instrumental interests of participants. As seen in the results of this study, a strong tie-

based career developmental network provides its members with emotional and 

relational resources which enhance the members’ willingness to provide social 

resources that might benefit the other network members. The dilemma between social 

capital accumulation at the collective level and utilization at the individual level can be 

overcome with this process of exchange of social capital. 

Thus, social capital is better understood and expressed by a conceptual 

expansion of social resources that benefit the network member. As Yang (2003) 

asserted, the concept of knowledge should be expanded to embrace the conceptual, 

perceptual, and affectual facets of knowledge which are holistically interconnected; 

thus, the multiple facets of social capital need to be examined. While the existing 

conceptualization of social capital includes relational, structural, and cognitive aspects 

of social capital, emotional aspects such as organizational attachment, commitment, 

satisfaction, and identification can be cited as a type of social capital that is created, 

accumulated, and shared within a network.  

Implications for HRD Practices 

   This section discusses implications for HRD practitioners. Three major points 

with respect to developing social capital emerged from this study. First, interventions 

and roles of HRD for building developmental networks of employees need to be 
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proposed. Second, from a knowledge management standpoint, the importance of social 

factors to enhance knowledge sharing behaviors of employees should be emphasized. 

Third, HRD’s activities to improve morale and motivation of female employees will be 

suggested. 

HRD Interventions for Building Developmental Networks 

The term developmental network is proposed as an overarching term embracing 

mentoring, sponsoring and coaching, and refers to a set of relationships to assist an 

individual’s career development (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Network perspective 

suggests that individuals seek to build multiple developmental relationships beyond 

officially assigned mentoring relationships. Research on developmental networks has 

shown strong support for developmental relationships as vehicles for personal learning 

and development in individuals’ careers. Studies have suggested, for example, that 

developmental relationships are associated with an enhanced rate of career advancement 

(Podolny & Baron, 1997), status in hierarchy (Lin et al., 1981), salary increases (Seibert 

et al, 2001), personal learning (Higgins & Kram, 2001), and career satisfaction 

(Fagenson, 1989). In addition to these positive outcomes for individual career 

development and advancement, the current study demonstrated that psychological 

attachment and pro-organizational behaviors are possible outcomes of developmental 

network.   

Thus, it is substantially important for HRD practitioners to provide appropriate 

network interventions to employees. To enhance employees’ career development or 

personal learning, HRD practitioners should encourage employees to have the 
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opportunity to network with outside experts and professionals through participation in 

professional organizations and attendance in conferences because weak-tie based 

networks are effective for these purposes. HRD practitioners also need to consider 

different network building interventions to facilitate pro-organizational emotion and 

behaviors. Building a strong tie based network should be a primary option. For 

example, HRD should exert efforts to vitalize the communities of practice which 

heighten the level of interaction with other organizational members and build a sense of 

connectivity and belonging (Brown & Duguid, 1991). Training and development 

activities are also means of eliciting a desired set of attitudes and behaviors. As Bartlett 

(2001) suggested, “HRD practitioners consider desired work-related attitudes such as 

organizational commitment to be an additional outcome of training and development 

activities” (p.348). Training can play a pivotal role in the acquisition, development, and 

maintenance of emotional resources that are valuable to encourage pro-organizational 

behaviors.  

Social Factors Facilitating Knowledge Sharing 

The current study shows that knowledge sharing is highly related to emotional 

attachment to an organization. In practice, knowledge sharing is of vital importance to 

organizations, enabling them to develop skills and competencies, to increase their value 

and sustain their competitive advantage (Renzl, 2006). Individual knowledge is not 

transformed into organizational knowledge until it is shared with and transferred to 

others across an organization. Given the importance of knowledge sharing in 
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organizations, numerous studies have attempted to discover the factors that facilitate or 

impede sharing knowledge.  

This study emphasizes the importance of social factors in knowledge sharing. 

The occurrence of knowledge sharing depends on the willingness of knowledge owners 

to provide their knowledge; it also depends on the knowledge recipients’ willingness to 

receive the owners’ knowledge.  The willingness to share knowledge is perceived as a 

resource produced by or embedded in social relations and structures (Lin, 1999; von 

Krogh, 2003). The impact of structural characteristics on knowledge sharing shown in 

this study supports this perception.  

Hence, in order to facilitate sharing knowledge, HRD practitioners need to focus 

on the social relationships among people in the organization. As knowledge sharing is a 

social issue in nature, even adopting elaborate technology to develop knowledge 

management systems and implementing the new policies to improve individual 

motivation to share knowledge might not be successful if the management fails to build 

cooperative relationships among employees. Responsibilities of HRD practitioners to 

manage and control the relationships include enhancing mutual trust, securing 

reciprocity, and developing the learning culture with which knowledge exchange 

becomes a routine in daily life.  

Gender Effects on Emotional Attachment to Organization 

  As discussed above, the results of this study revealed that gender consistently 

impacted psychological attachment and pro-organizational behaviors. The most 

significant effect of gender was on emotional attachment as the significant gender effect 
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on behavioral outcomes disappeared if EAO was controlled in the multiple regression 

models (See Table 7). Women tended to be less committed to and identified less with 

the organization than men. The low attachment of female employees is interpreted as a 

consequence of the glass ceiling that demotivates women to advance their careers in 

organizations. In an interpretive study on female workers’ experience in the health care 

industry in a South Asian country, Mumtaz, Salway, Waseem, & Umer (2003) 

identified gender-based constraints including: 1) abusive hierarchical management 

structures, 2) disrespect from male colleagues, and 3) lack of sensitivity to women's 

gender-based emotions.  

Therefore, there is a strong need for special programs and interventions to boost 

work morale of female workers in organizations. Literature suggests ways in which 

HRD practice can encourage organizations to be more women friendly workplaces.  

Burud and Tumulo (2004) emphasize the importance of adaptive work practices that 

give employees more control over their work and schedules, involve them in the 

organization of work, and provide essential resources such as dependent care benefits as 

they are expected to increase affective commitment.  Scandura and Lankau (1997) 

found that family responsive policies such as flexible work hour programs may 

significantly affect organizational commitment of female managers.  HRD needs to 

attract, retain, and motivate female workers by striking a balance between work and life.  

HRD practitioners should also discover the factors that decrease the commitment and 

attachment of female employees and exert efforts to eliminate them. A hostile work 

environment, male dominant organizational culture, work rules that are discriminating, 
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and a lack of sensitivity to women’s physical and psychological nature may be 

examples of these factors. HRD can educate supervisors regarding those issues and help 

them learn how to assist female employees in dealing with these concerns (McDonald 

& Hite, 2005). 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The present study was devoted to an investigation of the structural effects of a 

developmental network on psychological and behavioral outcomes toward 

organizations. In spite of its meaningful findings and implications to research, theory, 

and practice, this study revealed several limitations that could be overcome in further 

studies.  

Selecting Measuring Instruments 

One of the most conspicuous limitations of this study lies in selecting the 

measuring instruments. Based on results of the CFAs for OI and OC, I aggregate all the 

indicators of both constructs under a new construct, EAO, as I found a lack of 

discriminant validity between OI and OC measures. The extremely high correlation 

alpha value of the newly created construct (α=0.914) assures that the single factor 

model of EAO fits better with the data than using the two separate constructs.  

Based on the literature review, I selected separate measuring instruments for OI 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1992) and OC (Allen & Meyer, 1990). While the previous research 

maintained that both concepts are discernible (Mael & Tetrick, 1992; van Knippenberg 

& Sleebos, 2006), some conceptual overlap exists between both measures. For example, 

one OI indicator (OI 5) stating, “When someone praises (my organization), it feels like 
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a personal compliment,” is analogous with one of the items of OC (OC 3) that states, “I 

really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.” In addition, an OC item (OC 

6) that states, “I do feel emotionally attached to this organization,” seems to measure an 

identical attributes with organizational identification.  

Another limitation regarding the measuring instrument was found in the OCB 

scales. The low factor validity of OCB represents that the proposed four-factor 

measurement model of OCB might not match with the data. Even after removing two 

OCB indicators with extremely low factor loadings (OCB 13 & OCB 15) from the 

measurement model, the averaged factor loading was as low as 0.60.  

The following recommendations may improve the validity of the measurement for 

future studies. First, future international studies conducted in countries where English is 

not the native language should be careful about the quality of translation. Strict, literal 

translation is not recommended because the connotations that the translated version 

suggests could be different. Extremely liberal translation would also be problematic 

because the original and the translated versions might measure different attributes. 

Striking a balance between both extremes is desirable so that the original connotation as 

well as the construct validity can be maintained.  

A second recommendation is when reviewing literature, researchers need to 

carefully read items of each construct and make sure there is no overlap with the items 

of other constructs or sub-constructs so they are clearly distinguishable. Generally, 

picking up measuring instruments relies heavily on reliability. However, in addition to 

the reliability coefficient, researchers should consider the context for which the 
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measuring instrument was used. Suppose that scale A was highly reliable and showed 

an acceptable level of discriminant validity with scale B, this does not guarantee that 

scale A is discriminantly valid with the other scale C.  

 For practical reasons, I would also recommend using a single-dimensional 

measure rather than a multi-dimensional measure if both types of measures are 

available. A multi-dimensional model, like OCB in this study, should pass a two-step 

validity test (CFA) while a single-dimensional model requires only a one-step test. It 

would be more difficult for multi-dimensional measures to provide evidence of 

convergent and discriminant validities than for a single-dimensional measure. Hence, a 

measuring instrument that lacks sub-constructs is preferred unless comparing or 

investigating sub-constructs was included as one of the research questions in this study.   

Conducting Complete Network Analysis 

This study adopted an egocentric network analysis technique. An egocentric 

network is an individual’s unique set of social contacts. Egocentric network studies do 

not focus on the entire social structure of a population in which the complete network 

analysis is interested. Instead, they are known to be useful for understanding how a 

person’s unique web of contacts relates to variables at the individual level of analysis, 

such as social support, power, advancement, perceptions, and attitudes (Morrison, 2002).   

This type of network analysis has limitations in nature in investigating the 

positional effect of network members within a specific context. As Hatala (2006) 

identified, the uniqueness of social network analysis lies in identifying the relationships 

among a group of individuals rather than looking at the relationships independently and 
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separately from the social contexts. He states that the theoretical properties to support 

the network study include centrality, position, strength of ties, cohesion, and division. 

Egocentric network analysis is not capable of identifying these properties. Therefore, 

the structural advantages and constraints that are unique to each actor could not be 

examined with egocentric network analysis.  

For future research, I would suggest that a complete network analysis be 

conducted. The complete study will enable the researcher to explore the network effects 

of actors on an array of outcome variables in more detail based on the identification of 

the structural pattern, density, and location of social resources embedded in the internal 

web of networks built within an organization. Mapping out the relationships among 

actors within a network and providing a visual presentation of the structure of 

relationships is another big advantage of a complete network analysis. 

Gender and Homophilous Effects 

There were several interesting findings with regard to the gender effect even 

though it is not a focus of this study. I found significant gender differences in emotional 

attachment to organizations, organizational citizenship behaviors, and knowledge 

sharing behaviors. In the discussion section, I suggest that these differences resulted 

from the glass ceiling effects that restricted the opportunities of female employees to 

access to valuable social resource embedded in the male dominated networks. Women 

are self-dropping in organizations due to the restricted opportunities to advance their 

careers in the organization so that they lose the incentive to be committed to and 

identified with the organization.         
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Another finding with respect to gender differences was female employees’ dual 

network strategy. Along with a strong homophilous tendency in networking for career 

development, the gender networks among women showed a significant, negative 

correlation with three outcome variables. In contrast, the more a woman’s 

developmental network includes men, the more she will be attached to the organization 

and be willing to behave pro-organizationally.   

I recommend that future studies investigate the network structure between genders 

and test the glass ceiling effect and dual network strategy with empirical data.  A causal 

comparative research design would be appropriate to see if there is a significant 

difference between a female and male structural pattern of networks, network diversity, 

network density, network cohesiveness, and network outcomes. In addition, 

homophilous networks using the other attributes such as age, race, education, and 

regional origin emerge as subjects of interest, particularly in a tremendously diverse 

society like the United States.    

Summary 

This chapter summarized the study results and then discussed key findings, 

theoretical and practical implications, and provided recommendations for future 

research based on the limitations of this study.  

Key findings of this study were (1) structural characteristics of a developmental 

network can affect the psychological orientation of individuals, (2) emotional 

attachment and identification with an organization mediates the structural 

characteristics and behavioral outcomes, (3) relationship strength moderates the effect 
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of network composition on emotional attachment, (4) the integration of OI and OC into 

EAO offers a strong theoretical and empirical basis, and (5) gender differences were 

significance in the structural characteristics of a developmental network. 

Theoretically, this study provides several implications. First, network research 

has the potential to improve the variety and applicability of an organizational and 

educational study. Second, this study makes a meaningful shift of focus by investigating 

the organizational effects of individualized developmental networks. Third, this study is 

an attempt to resolve a dilemma of a conceptual contradiction between individual level 

and collective level social capital by showing that an organization can benefit from 

certain types of individual developmental networks which aim to meet their personal 

needs.   

In a practical sense, this study suggests (1) effective HRD interventions to build 

developmental networks, (2) social factors that might facilitate knowledge sharing 

across the organization, and (3) programs for women to help enhance emotional 

attachment to their organizations.  

For future research, this study provides several practical suggestions: (1) special 

attention should be paid to selecting the measuring instrument, especially multi-

dimensional measures, (2) complete network analysis rather than an ego-centric format 

analysis needs to be conducted in further research, and (3) a homophilous effect in 

network development is an emerging topic worth studying in a highly diverse society. 



126 

REFERENCES 

Albert, S., Ashforth, B. E., & Dutton, J. E. (2000). Organizational identity and 

identification: Charting new waters and building new bridges. Academy of 

Management Review, 25(1), 13-17. 

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organization. The British 

Psychological Society, 63(1), 1-18. 

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., Poteet, M. L., Lentz, E., & Lima, L. (2004). Career benefits 

associated with mentoring for protegee: a meta-analysis. Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 89(1), 127-136. 

Allen, T., Eby, L., & Lentz, E. (2006). The relationship between formal mentoring 

program characteristics and perceived program effectiveness. Personnel 

Psychology, 59(1), 125-153. 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A 

review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103 (3), 

411-423. 

Ashforth, B. E. & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy 

of Management Review, 14(1), 20-39. 

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: 

An examination of four fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34(3), 

325-374. 



127 

Azevedo. R. E., & Akdere, M. (2008). The economics of utility, agency, theory, and 

human resource development. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 10(6), 

817-833. 

Baron, R., & Kenny, D. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social 

psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182. 

Bartlett, K. R. (2001). The relationship between training and organizational 

commitment: A study in the health care field. Human Resource Development 

Quarterly, 12(4), 335-352. 

Bian, Y. (1997). Bringing strong ties back in: Indirect ties, network bridges, and job 

searches in China. American Sociological Review, 62(3), 366-385. 

Bierma, L., & Cseh, M. (2003). Evaluating AHRD research using a feminist research 

framework. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 14(1), 5-26. 

Bock, G., Lee, J., Zmud, R., & Kim, Y. (2005). Behavioral intention formation in 

knowledge sharing: Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-

psychological forces, and organizational climate. MIS Quarterly, 29(1), 87-111. 

Bolino, M. C., Turnley, W. H., & Bloodgood, J. M. (2002). Citizenship behavior and 

the creation of social capital in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 

27(4), 505-522. 

Bowler, M., & D. Brass (2006). Relational correlates of interpersonal citizenship 

behavior: A social network perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 

70-82. 



128 

Brown, D. (2002). The role of work and cultural values in occupational choice, 

satisfaction, and success: A theoretical statement. Journal of Counseling & 

Development, 80(1), 48-56.  

Brown, J. S., & Duguid, P. (1991). Organizational learning and communities-of-

practice: Toward a unified view of working, learning, and innovation. 

Organization Science, 2(1), 40-57.  

Burt, R. S. (1992). Structural holes: the social structure of competition. Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Burt, R. S. (1997). A note on social capital and network content. Social Networks, 

19(4), 355-373. 

Burt, R.S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 22, 345-423. 

Burud., S., & Tumolo, M. (2004). Leveraging the new human capital. Mountain View, 

CA: Davies-Black.  

Cabrera, A., & Cabrera, E. (2002). Knowledge-sharing dilemmas. Organization Studies, 

23(5), 687-710.  

Chandler, D. E., & Kram, K. E. (2007). Mentoring and developmental networks in the 

new career context. In H. Gunz, & M. Peiperl (Eds.), Handbook of career studies 

(pp. 241-267). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Child, J., & Rodrigues, S. (2003). Social identity and organizational learning. In M. 

Easterby-Smith, & M. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of organizational learning and 

knowledge management (pp. 535-556). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 



129 

Cohen, D. (2007). Enhancing social capital for knowledge effectiveness. In K. Ichijo, & 

I. Nonaka (Eds.), Knowledge creation and management (pp. 240-253). New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Coleman, J. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. The American 

Journal of Sociology, 94(1), 95-120.  

Coleman, J. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.  

Collins, J. D., & Hitt, M. A. (2006). Leveraging tacit knowledge in alliances: The 

importance of using relational capabilities to build and leverage relational capital. 

Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 23(3), 147-167. 

Constant, D, Sproull, L, & Kiesler, S. (1996). The kindness of strangers: The usefulness 

of electronic weak ties for technical advice. Organization Science, 7(2), 119-135. 

Cook, K. S., & Whitmeyer, J. M. (1992). Two approaches to social structure: Exchange 

theory and network analysis. Annual Review of Sociology, 18(1), 109-127.  

Cross, R. L., & Parker, A. (2004). The hidden power of social networks: Understanding 

how work really gets done in organizations: Harvard Business School Press. 

Davis, J. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Donaldson, L. (1997). Toward a stewardship theory 

and management. Academy of Management Review, 22(1), 20-47. 

Degenne, A., & Forse, M. (2006). Introducing social networks. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage.  



130 

Deluga, R. J. (1994). Supervisor trust building, leader-member exchange and 

organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 67(4), 315-332. 

Dobrow, S. R., & Higgins, M. C. (2005). Developmental networks and professional 

identity: A longitudinal study. Career Development International, 10(6/7), 567-

583. 

Dreher, G. F., & Ash, R. A. (1990). A comparative study of mentoring among men and 

women in managerial, professional, and technical positions. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 75(5), 539-546.  

Efraty, D., & Wolfe, D. M. (1988). The effect of organizational identification on 

employee affective and performance responses. Journal of Business and 

Psychology, 3(1), 105-112. 

Egan, T. M., Yang, B., & Bartlett, K. R. (2004). The effects of organizational learning 

culture and job satisfaction on motivation to transfer learning and turnover 

intention. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 15(3), 279-301. 

Fagenson, E. A. (1989). The mentor advantage: Perceived career/job experiences of 

proteges versus non-proteges. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 10(4), 309-

320. 

Feather, N. T., & Rauter, K. A. (2004). Organizational citizenship behaviours in relation 

to job status, job insecurity, organizational commitment and identification, job 

satisfaction and work values. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 77(1), 81-94. 



131 

Feld, S. L. (1981). The Focused organization of social ties. The American Journal of 

Sociology, 86(5), 1015-1035. 

Fraze S., Hardin K., Brashears T., Haygood J., & Smith, J. (2003). The effects of 

delivery mode upon survey response rate and perceived attitudes of texas agri-

science teachers. Journal of Agricultural Education, 44(2), 27-37. 

Frazier, P. A., Tix, A. P., & Baron, K. E. (2004). Testing moderator and mediator 

effects in counseling psychology research. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 

51(1), 115-134. 

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust, NY: Free Press. 

Gall, M., Gall, J., & Borg, W. (2003). Educational research: An introduction (7th ed.). 

Boston: Allyn and Bacon.  

Gibelman, M. (2000). The nonprofit sector and gender discrimination: A preliminary 

investigation into the glass ceiling. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 

10(3), 251-269. 

Gioia, D. A. 1998. From individual to organizational identity. In D. A. Whetten & P. C. 

Godfrey (Eds.), Identity in organizations: Building theory through conversations 

(pp. 17-31). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Granovetter, M. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 

78(6), 1360-1380.  

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The problem of 

embeddedness. The American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510.  



132 

Granovetter, M. (2005). The impact of social structure on economic outcomes. Journal 

of Economic Perspectives, 19(1), 33-50. 

Gubbins, M. C., & Garavan, T. N. (2005). Studying HRD practitioners: A social capital 

model. Human Resource Development Review, 4(2), 189-218. 

Gulati, R. (1995). Does familiarity based trust: The implications of repeated ties for 

contractual choice in alliance. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 85-112. 

Hair, J.F. Jr, Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L., & Black, W.C. (2005). Multivariate data 

analysis (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson. 

Hansen, M. T. (1999). The search-transfer problem: The role of weak ties in sharing 

knowledge across organization subunits. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(1), 

82-85.  

Haslam, S. A. (2004). Psychology in organizations: The social identity approach (2nd 

edition). London: Thousand Oaks. 

Hatala, J. P. (2006). Social network analysis in human resource development: A new 

methodology. Human Resource Development Review, 5(1), 45-71.  

Hatala, J. P., & Fleming, P. R. (2007). Making transfer climate visible: Utilizing social 

network analysis to facilitate the transfer of training. Human Resource 

Development Review, 6(1), 33-63. 

Higgins, M. C. (2000). The more, the merrier? Multiple developmental relationships 

and work satisfaction. Journal of Management Development, 19(4), 277-296. 



133 

Higgins, M. C., & Kram, K. E. (2001). Reconceptualizing mentoring at work: A 

developmental network perspective. Academy of Management Review, 26(2), 

264-288. 

Higgins, M. C., & Thomas, D. A. (2001). Constellations and careers: Toward 

understanding the effects of multiple developmental relationships. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 22(3), 223-247. 

Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A review of scale development practices in the study of 

organizations. Journal of Management, 21, 967–988. 

Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. J. (2000). Social identity and self-categorization processes in 

organizational contexts. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 121-140. 

Hunt, D. M., & Michael, C. (1983). Mentorship: A career training and development 

tool. Academy of Management Review, 8(3), 475-485. 

Ibarra, H. (1992). Homophily and differential returns: Sex differences in network 

structure and access in an advertising firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

37(3), 422-447. 

Ibarra, H. (1995). Race, opportunity, and diversity of social circles in managerial 

networks. Academy of Management Journal, 38(3), 673-703. 

Ibrahim, F. A., Ohnishi, H., & Wilson, R. P. (1994). Career assessment in a culturally 

diverse society. Journal of Career Assessment, 2(3), 276–288. 

Inkpen, A. C., & Tsang, E. W. K. (2005). Social capital, networks, and knowledge 

transfer. The Academy of Management Review, 30(1), 146-165. 



134 

Jackson, J. W., & Smith, E. R. (1999). Conceptualizing social identity: A new 

framework and evidence for the impact of different dimensions. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 25(1), 120-135. 

Kendall, J., Leo, M.,  Perrin, N., & Hatton, D. (2005). Modeling ADHD child and 

family relationships. Western Journal of Nursing Research, 27 (4), 500-518. 

Kessels, J. W. M., & Poell, R. F. (2004). Andragogy and social capital theory: The 

implications for human resource development. Advances in Developing Human 

Resources, 6(2), 146-157.  

Ketchand, A. A., & Strawser, J. R. (2001). Multiple dimensions of organizational 

commitment: Implications for future accounting research. Behavioral Research in 

Accounting, 13(3), 221-251. 

Kilduff, M., & Tsai, W. (2003). Social networks and organizations. CA: Sage. 

Kline, R.B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (2nd ed.). 

NY: Guilford. 

Koka, B. R., & Prescott, J. E. (2002). Strategic alliances as social capital: A 

multidimensional view. Strategic Management Journal, 23(9), 795-816.  

Konovsky, M. A., & Organ, D. W. (1996). Dispositional and contextual determinants of 

organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 17(3), 

253-266. 

Konovsky, M. A., & Pugh, S. D. (1994). Citizenship behavior and social exchange. 

Academy of Management Journal, 37(3), 656-669. 

Kram, K.E. (1985). Mentoring at work. IL: Scott-Foresman.  



135 

Kramer, R. M., Brewer, M. B., & Hanna, B. A. (1996). Collective trust and collective 

action: The decision to trust as a social decision. In R. M. Kramer & T. M. Tyler 

(Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research (pp. 114-139). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kuhn, T., & Nelson, N. (2002). Reengineering identity: A case study of multiplicity and 

duality in organizational identification. Management Communication Quarterly, 

16(1), 5-38. 

Lane, V. R., & Scott, S. G. (2007). The neural network model of organizational 

identification. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 104(2), 

175-192. 

Lawler, E., & Yoon, J. (1996). Commitment in exchange relations: Test of a theory of 

relational cohesion. American Sociological Review, 61(1), 89-108. 

Lee, C. H., & Bruvold, N. T. (2003). Creating value for employees: investment in 

employee development. International Journal of Human Resource Management 

14(6), 981-1000. 

Lee, C., & Kim, I. (2003). 從業員 에行爲  미치는 의組職同一體意識  役割 硏究. [An 

empirical study of the effects of organization identity ties on employee's 

behavior]. 硏人事管理 究 [Pernonnel Management Study], 27(1), 159-187. 

Leonard, D. (2007). Market research in product development. In K. Ichijo, & I. Nonaka 

(Eds.), Knowledge creation and management (pp. 146-157). New York: Oxford 

University Press.  



136 

Levin, D., & Cross, R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating 

role of trust in effective knowledge transfer. Management Science, 50(11), 1477-

1490.  

Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. B.(1996). Developing and maintaining trust in work 

relationships. In R. M. Kramer & T. M. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: 

Frontiers of theory and research (pp. 114-139). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Lin, N. (1999). Building a network theory of social capital. Connections, 22(1), 28-51.  

Lin, N., Ensel, W. M., & Vaughn, J. C. (1981). Social resources and strength of ties: 

Structural factors in occupational status attainment. American Sociological 

Review, 46(4), 393-405. 

MacCallum, R. C., & Austin, J. T. (2000). Applications of structural equation modeling 

in psychological research. Annual Review of Psychology, 51, 201-226.   

Mael, F. A., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of 

the reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 13(2), 103-123. 

Mael, F. A., & Tetrick, L. E. (1992). Identifying organizational identification. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 52(4), 813-824. 

Makino, S., & Inkpen, A. (2003). Knowledge seeking FDI and learning across borders. 

In M. Easterby-Smith, & M. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of organizational learning 

and knowledge management (pp. 233-252). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 



137 

Marsden, P. V. (2005). Recent development in network measurement. In P. J. 

Carrington, J. Scott, & S. Wasserman (Eds.), Models and methods in social 

network analysis (pp.8-30). NY: Cambridge University Press.  

Marsden, P. V., & Campbell, K. E. (1984). Measuring tie strength. Social Forces, 63(2), 

482-501. 

Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A review and meta-analysis of the antecedents, 

correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment. Psychological 

Bulletin, 108(2), 171-194. 

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect-and cognition-based trust as foundations for 

interpersonal cooperation in organizations. The Academy of Management Journal, 

38(1), 24-59. 

McDonald, K., & Hite, L. (2005). Reviving the relevance of career development in 

human resource development. Human Resource Development Review, 4(4), 418-

439.  

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: Homophily 

in social networks. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(1), 415-444. 

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of 

organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1(1), 61-89. 

Mitchell, J. C. (1974). Social networks. Annual Review of Anthropology, 3(1), 279-299. 

Molloy, J. C. (2005). Development networks: Literature review and future research. 

Career Development International, 10(6), 536-547. 



138 

Moorman, R.H., Niehoff, B.P., & Organ, D.W. (1993). Treating employees fairly and 

organizational citizenship behaviors: Sorting the effects of job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and procedural justice. Employee Responsibilities 

and Rights Journal, 6(3), 209-225. 

Morrison, E. W. (2002). Newcomers’ relationships: The role of social network ties 

during socialization. Academy of Management Journal, 45(6), 1149-1160. 

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of 

organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224-247. 

Mullen, E. J. (1994). Framing the mentoring relationship as aqn information exchange. 

Human Resource Management Review, 4(3), 257. 

Mumtaz, Z., Salway, S., Waseem, M., & Umer, N. (2003) Gender-based barriers to 

primary health care provision in Pakistan: The experience of female providers. 

Health Policy and Planning, 18(3), 261-269. 

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the 

organizational advantage. The Academy of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266.  

Narayan, D., & Cassidy, M. F. (2001). A dimensional approach to measuring social 

capital: Development and validation of a social capital inventory. Current 

Sociology, 49(2), 59-102. 

Nelson, K.M. & Cooprider, J.G. (1996). The contribution of shared knowledge to IS 

group performance, MIS Quarterly, 20(4), 409-432. 



139 

O’Reilly, C. & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological 

attachment: The effects of compliance, identification, and internalization on 

prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 492-499. 

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome. 

Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

Paxton, P., & Moody, J. (2003). Structure and sentiment: Explaining emotional 

attachment to group. Social Psychology Quarterly, 66(1), 34-47. 

Peterson, D. K. (2004). The relationship between perceptions of corporate citizenship 

and organizational commitment. Business Society, 43(3), 296-319. 

Podolny, J. M., & Baron, J. N. (1997). Resources and relationships: Social networks 

and mobility in the workplace. American Sociological Review, 62(5), 673-693. 

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research. 

Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531-544. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). 

Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in leader, 

satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 

107-142. 

Portes, A. (2000). The two meanings of social capital. Sociological Forum, 15(1), 1-12. 

Putnam, R. D. (1995). Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital. Journal of 

Democracy, 6(1), 65-78.  



140 

Ragins, B. R. (1997). Diversified mentoring relationships in organizations: A power 

perspective. Academy of Management Review, 22(2), 482-521. 

Ragins, B. R., Cotton, J. L., & Miller, J. S. (2000). Marginal mentoring: The effects of 

type of mentor, quality of relationship, and program design on work and career 

attitudes. Academy of Management Journal, 43 (6), 1177-1194.  

Reagans, R., & McEvily, B. (2003). Network structure and knowledge transfer: The 

effects of cohesion and range. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2), 240-267.  

Renzl, B. (2006). Trust in management and knowledge sharing: The mediating effects 

of fear and knowledge documentation. Omega, 36(2), 206-220.  

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: A meta-analysis. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 66(2), 358-384. 

Robinson, S. L., & Morrison, E. W. (1995). Psychological contracts and OCB: The 

effect of unfulfilled obligations on civic virtue behavior. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 16(3), 289-298. 

Rock, A. D., & Garavan, T. N. (2006). Reconceptualizing developmental relationships. 

Human Resource Development Review, 5(3), 330-354. 

Sass, J. S., & Canary, D. J. (1991). Organizational commitment and identification: An 

examination of conceptual and operational convergence. Western Journal of 

Speech Communication, 55(3), 275-293. 

Scandura, T. (1992). Mentorship and career mobility: An empirical investigation. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13(2), 169-174.  



141 

Scandura, T., & Lankau, M. (1997). Relationships of gender, family responsibility and 

flexible work hours to organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 18(4), 377-391. 

Scott, C. R., Corman, S. R., & Cheney, G. (1998). Development of a structurational 

model of identification in the organization. Communication Theory, 8(3), 298-

336. 

Seibert, S. E., Kraimer, M. L., & Liden, R. C. (2001). A social capital theory of career 

success. The Academy of Management Journal, 44(2), 219-237. 

Settoon, R. P., Bennett, N., & Liden, R. C. (1996). Social exchange in organizations: 

Perceived organizational support, leader-member exchange, and employee 

reciprocity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(3), 219-227. 

Simsek, Z., & Veiga, J. F. (2001). A primer on internet organizational surveys. 

Organizational Research Methods, 4(3), 218-235. 

Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983). Organizational citizenship behavior: 

Its nature and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(4), 653-663. 

Sparrowe, R., Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., & Kraimer, M. K. (2001). Social network and 

the performance of individuals and groups. Academy of Management Journal, 

44(2), 316-325. 

Swann, W. B., Polzer, J. T., Seyle, D. C., & Ko, S. J. (2004). Finding value in diversity: 

Verification of personal and social self-views in diverse groups. Academy of 

Management Review, 29(1), 9-27. 



142 

Tharenou, P. (2001). Going up? Do traits and informal social processes predict 

advancing in management? Academy of Management Journal, 14(5), 1005-1017. 

Thomas, D., & Higgins, M. (1996). Mentoring and the boundaryless career: Lessons 

from the minority experience. In M. B. Arthur & D. M. Rousseau (Eds.), The 

boundaryless career: A new employment principle for a new organizational era 

(pp. 268–281). New York: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Tindall, D. B. (2002). Social networks, identification and participation in an 

environmental movement: Low-medium cost activism within the British 

Columbia wilderness preservation movement. The Review of Canadian Sociology 

and Anthropology, 39(4), 413-453. 

Tsai, W., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm 

networks. Academy of Management Journal, 41(4), 464-476. 

Turban, D. B. & Dougherty, T. W. (1994). Role of protege personality in receipt of 

mentoring and career success. Academy of Management Journal, 37(3), 688-702. 

Turban, D. B., Dougherty, T. W., & Lee, F. K. (2002). Gender, race, and perceived 

similarity effects in developmental relationships: The moderating role of 

relationship duration. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61(2), 240-262. 

Turner, J. (1999). Some current issues in research on social identity and self-

categorization theories. In N. Ellemers, R. Spears & B. Doosje (Eds.), Social 

identity: Context, commitment, content (pp. 6-34). Oxford: Blackwell. 

van Dick, R., Christ, O., Stellmacher, J., Wagner, U., Ahlswede, O., Grubba, C., et al. 

(2004). Should I stay or should I go? Explaining turnover intentions with 



143 

organizational identification and job satisfaction. British Journal of Management, 

15(4), 351-360. 

van Emmerik, I. (2004). The more you can get, the better: Mentoring constellations and 

intrinsic career success. Career Development International, 9(6), 578-594. 

van Knippenberg, D., & Sleebos, E. (2006). Organizational identification versus 

organizational commitment: Self-definition, social exchange, and job attitudes. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(5), 571-584. 

van Wijk, R., Van Den Bosch, F., & Volberda, H. (2003). Knowledge and networks. In 

M. Easterby-Smith, & M. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of organizational learning and 

knowledge management (pp. 428-453). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.  

von Krogh, G. (2003). Knowledge sharing and the communal resource. In M. Easterby-

Smith, & M. Lyles (Eds.), Handbook of organizational learning and knowledge 

management (pp. 372-392). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 

Wanberg, C. R., Kammeyer-Mueller, J., & Marchese, M. (2006). Mentor and protege 

predictors and outcomes of mentoring in a formal mentoring program. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 69(3), 410-423. 

Wasko, M. M., & Faraj, S. (2005). Why should I share? Examining social capital and 

knowledge contribution in electronic networks of practice. MIS Quarterly, 29(1), 

35-57.  

Watson, G. W., & Papamarcos, S. D. (2002). Social capital and organizational 

commitment. Journal of Business and Psychology, 16(4), 537-552. 



144 

Weston, R., & Gore, P. A. (2006). A brief guide to structural equation modeling. The 

Counseling Psychologist, 34(5), 719-751. 

Whitely, W. T., & Coetsier, P. (1993). The relationship of career mentoring to early 

career outcomes, Organization Studies, 14(3), 419-441. 

Wilder, D. A., & Allen, V. L. (1978). Group membership and preference for 

information about others. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 4(1), 106-

110. 

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. 

Journal of Management, 17(3), 601–617. 

Yang, B. (2003). Toward a holistic theory of knowledge and adult learning. Human 

Resource Development Review, 2(2), 106-129.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
  



145 

 
 
 

APPENDIX  

 
APPENDIX A 

Survey Questionnaire 
(English Version) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



146 

The Organizational Outcomes of Structural Characteristics of a 
Developmental Network: Emotional Attachment and Pro-
organizational Behaviors 
 

Dear participants, 
 
I am Sung Jun Jo, a Ph.D. candidate majoring in Human Resource Development at the 
University of Minnesota. I am conducting a research project investigating the effects of 
structural characteristics of a developmental network on psychological attitudes toward 
organization and behavioral outcomes as my doctoral dissertation.  
 
In particular, this survey adopts a social network analysis technique. This technique 
asks you to specify your unique human network that helps your career development. As 
a researcher, I am interested in the structural characteristics of your developmental 
social network not in the specific names of your contacts. This survey, however, 
provides spaces to indicate your contacts for your convenience. If you do not want your 
contacts’ identities to be revealed, do not write actual names, but write nicknames or 
initials that no one but you can identify. 
 
The information that you provide will be kept anonymous and confidential and used in 
aggregated summaries only for research purposes. After publishing the study, I will 
discard your answer sheet. The questionnaire should take you 15-20 minutes to 
complete. This questionnaire consists of three sections. Please complete the 
questionnaire without any missing items so that the data you provide can be used and 
analyzed in the final report of the research. 
 
Feel free to contact me at joxxx007@umn.edu or at 82-10-5844-0772 (Korea) if you 
have any questions or suggestions regarding this survey. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sung Jun Jo 
 
All information collected will be kept absolutely confidential and will be erased 
from my computer after the research is done according to the regulations. 
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Section I 

List 3-5 persons who currently take an active interest in and concerted action to advance 
your career and who may assist you in your personal and professional development, 
whether they are inside or outside your organization, Write their names (nicknames or 
initials) in the second column of the table below. 
 

• Gender: Check if the contact is the same (S) gender as you or not (D) 
• Organization: Check if the contact works at the same (S) organization or not (D)

  
• Occupation: Check if the contact has the same (S) occupation as yours or not 

(D)  
• Tenure of career: Check if the contact’s tenure in his or her career is shorter tha

n yours, almost the same length of time, or longer than yours.  
 

# Name of 
Contacts 

Similarities or Differences with Ego 

Gender Organization Occupation Tenure of Career 

1  S   D S    D S     D Shorter    Same    Longer 

2  S   D S    D S     D Shorter    Same    Longer 

3  S   D S    D S     D Shorter    Same    Longer 

4  S   D S    D S     D Shorter    Same    Longer 

5  S   D S    D S     D Shorter    Same    Longer 

S=Same D=Different 
 
This section asks about the relationship strength between you and the individual you 
identified above during previous twelve months. Write the names (nicknames or 
initials) of the individuals you identified above in the parentheses above in the 
following tables, and then indicate the relationship between you and each contact.   
 

 ※ Exemplary Guideline for Scales  

• Very rare: less than one or two times annually 
• Rare: three to five times annually 
• Sometimes: about once a month 
• Frequent: two or three times in a month 
• Very frequent: one or two times or more weekly 
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 #1. Name or nickname (                 ) 

  

How frequently does this individual initiate work 
or career related interaction with you? 

1       2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you initiate work or career 
related interaction with this person 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person at 
work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person 
informally and socially at work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

 

#2. Name or nickname (                 ) 

  

How frequently does this individual initiate work 
or career related interaction with you? 

1       2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you initiate work or career 
related interaction with this person 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person at 
work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person 
informally and socially at work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

 

#3. Name or nickname (                 ) 

  

How frequently does this individual initiate work 
or career related interaction with you? 

1       2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you initiate work or career 
related interaction with this person 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person at 
work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person 
informally and socially at work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

Very 
Rare Sometimes 

Very  
Frequent 

Very 
Rare Sometimes 

Very  
Frequent 

Very 
Rare Sometimes 

Very  
Frequent 
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#4. Name or nickname (                 ) 

  

How frequently does this individual initiate work 
or career related interaction with you? 

1       2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you initiate work or career 
related interaction with this person 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person at 
work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person 
informally and socially at work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

 

#5. Name or nickname (                 ) 

  

How frequently does this individual initiate work 
or career related interaction with you? 

1       2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you initiate work or career 
related interaction with this person 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person at 
work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

How frequently do you interact with this person 
informally and socially at work? 

1        2       3       4      5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Very 
Rare Sometimes 

Very  
Frequent 

Very 
Rare Sometimes 

Very  
Frequent 
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Section II 
 

Please indicate your level of agreement by checking the number that best reflects 
your perception of yourself. 
 
※ In the questionnaire, “Organization X” refers to the company or organization to which

 you currently belong and are working for the majority of the time. 
 

  
 

 

1 
When someone criticizes Organization X, it feels 
like a personal insult. 

1          2          3          4          5 

2 
I am very interested in what others think about 
Organization X. 

1          2          3          4          5 

3 
When I talk about Organization X, I usually say 
”we” rather than ”they.” 

1          2          3          4          5 

4 Organization X’s successes are my successes. 1          2          3          4          5 

5 
When someone praises Organization X, it feels 
like a personal compliment. 

1          2          3          4          5 

6 
If a story in the media criticized Organization X, 
I would feel embarrassed. 

1          2          3          4          5 

7 
I would be happy to spend the rest of my career 
with Organization X. 

1          2          3          4          5 

8 
I enjoy discussing Organization X with people 
outside of the organization. 

1          2          3          4          5 

9 
I really feel as if Organization X’s problems are 
my own 

1          2          3          4          5 

10 
I think I could not easily become as attached to 
another organization as I am to Organization X. 

1          2          3          4          5 

11 I feel like “part of the family” at Organization X. 1          2          3          4          5 

12 I feel “emotionally attached” to Organization X. 1          2          3          4          5 

13 
Organization X has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me. 

1          2          3          4          5 

14 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to Organization 
X. 

1          2          3          4          5 

15 
I believe in giving an honest day’s work for an 
honest day’s pay. 

1          2          3          4          5 

Strongly 
Disagree Neutral 

Strongly 
Agree 
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16 
I do not consume a lot of time complaining about 
trivial matters at work. 

1          2          3          4          5 

17 I try to avoid creating problems for coworkers.  1          2          3          4          5 

18 I keep abreast of changes in the Organization X. 1          2          3          4          5 

19 
I consider the impact of my actions on my 
coworkers. 

1          2          3          4          5 

20 
I attend meetings that are not mandatory, but are 
considered important. 

1          2          3          4          5 

21 
I attend functions that are not required, but help 
the company image. 

1          2          3          4          5 

22 
I read and keep up with Organization X’s 
announcements, memos, and so on. 

1          2          3          4          5 

23 I do not abuse the rights of others at work. 1          2          3          4          5 

24 
I always focus on the positive side of 
Organization X, rather than the negative side. 

1          2          3          4          5 

25 
I take steps to try to prevent problems with other 
my coworkers. 

1          2          3          4          5 

26 
I think that my attendance at work is above the 
norm. 

1          2          3          4          5 

27 
I never find fault with what Organization X is 
doing. 

1          2          3          4          5 

28 
I am mindful of how my behavior affects other 
people’s jobs. 

1          2          3          4          5 

29 I do not take extra breaks. 1          2          3          4          5 

30 
I obey company rules and regulations even when 
no one is watching. 

1          2          3          4          5 

31 
I share my work reports and official documents 
with members of Organization X frequently. 

1          2          3          4          5 

32 
I always provide my manuals, methodologies and 
models for members of Organization X. 

1          2          3          4          5 

33 
I frequently share my experience or know-how 
from work with other Organization X members. 

1          2          3          4          5 

34 
I provide my “know-where” or “know-whom” at 
the request of Organization X members. 

1          2          3          4          5 

35 
I try to share my expertise from my education or 
training with other Organization X members in a 
more effective way. 

1          2          3          4          5 
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Section III 
 

The following questions are to obtain demographic information about you. Please 
click the item that best describes you. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
 □ female          □ male 
 
2. What is your age range? 
 □ younger than 29     □ 30–39    □ 40-49    □ older than 50 
 
3. Name of your organization (                           ) 
 
4. How long have you been working in your current organization? (    years) 
 
5. How many years of professional experience do you possess.   
(                )  
 
6. What is your hierarchical position in your organization? (               ) 
 
7. What is your primary role or function within your organization? 
   □ Marketing/Sales    □ IT/Internet   □ Manufacturing/Operation                               
   □ Administrative (Planning/Finance/HR/Legal)  □ Research/Development                      
   □ Engineering   □ Management/Leadership      □ Consult  
   □ Other (             )                                        

 

 

The End of Survey 

Thank you so much! 
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Survey Questionnaire 
(Korean Version) 
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개인의 경력네트워크와 직무 및 조직에 대한 태도에 관한 연구 

안녕하세요? 

먼저, 본 연구에 참여해 주신데 감사 드립니다. 

저는 미국 미네소타 대학교 (University of Minnesota) 인적자원개발 (Human 

Resource Development) 전공 박사과정에 있는 학생입니다. 현재 개인의 

경력네트워크와 조직정체성이 개인의 직무 및 조직에 관한 태도와 어떤 연관관계를 

가지고 있는지에 관한 연구를 박사학위 청구논문의 일환으로 수행하고 있습니다. 

이 연구에서는 사회네트워크 분석이라고 하는 방법이 사용되고 있습니다. 이 방법은 

응답자에게 자신의 고유한 인적네트워크를 진술하도록 하고 있습니다. 연구자는 

귀하가 다른 사람들과 맺고 있는 관계의 구조에 관심이 있을 뿐이며, 구체적으로 어느 

누구와 관계망을 형성하고 있는 지에 대해서는 묻고 있지 않습니다. 다만, 설문지 

작성의 편의를 위해 이름 또는 식별자를 쓰실 수 있는 공간을 제공하였습니다. 이는 

전적으로 답변하시는 귀하의 편의를 위한 것입니다. 따라서 개인의 네트워크가 

노출되는 것을 원치 않으시면 본인만 아실 수 있는 이니셜이나 별명 등을 사용하셔도 

좋습니다. 

귀하가 제공하는 정보는 오직 통계처리를 위한 요약자료로만 사용되며, 연구기간 

동안 엄격히 관리되고 연구 후에는 규정에 따라 폐기될 것입니다. 또한 익명으로 

관리되고 비 이 유지될 것입니다. 설문서 작성에는 약 15-20 분 정도 소요될 

것입니다. 설문서는 크게 3 개 섹션으로 구성되어 있습니다. 최종 분석에 귀하의 

소중한 의견이 반영될 수 있도록 가능하면 모든 질문에 응답해 주시면 

감사하겠습니다.  

본 설문지에 대한 질문이나 의견이 있으시면, 연구자에게 이메일 

(joxxx007@umn.edu) 또는 전화 (한국 010-5844-0772)로 연락해 주시기 

바랍니다. 본 연구가 좋은 결실을 맺도록 많은 협조 부탁 드립니다. 

여러분의 경력과 직장생활에 기쁨이 가득하시길 기원합니다. 

 

연구자 조성준 드림 

 
 
모든 설문과 관련된 정보는 절대적으로 비밀이 보장되며, 응답자 분들의 
개인정보는 연구자 외에 어느 누구에게도 유출되지 않을 것입니다. 
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Section I 
 

귀하의 경력과 능력개발에 도움을 가장 많이 주고 있는 사람을 떠올려 

보십시오. 이 사람들이 현재 귀하와 같은 직장에 근무하든 그렇지 않든 

상관없습니다. 3 명이상 5 명 이하면 됩니다. 이 사람들을 아래의 표에 

기록하십시오. 이들의 이름이 노출되기를 원치 않으신다면 본인만 알 수 

있는 별명을 쓰셔도 좋습니다.  

 

• 성별: 이사람의 성별이 귀하의 성별과 같은지 혹은 다른지 표시해 주

세요  

• 직장: 이사람이 현재 귀하와 같은회사, 혹은 다른회사에서 일하고 있

는지 표시해 주세요 

• 직업 및 직종: 이사람이 현재 귀하와 같은 직업 또는 직종에 종사하

고 있는지의 여부를 표시해 주세요 

• 경력: 이 사람의 사회(직장)생활 년수를 본인과 비교해서 맞는곳에 

표시해 주세요 

 

번호 

이름 또는 

   별명 

(식별자) 

본인과의 유사성 혹은 차이 

성별 직장 직업 및 직종 직장 및 사회생활경력 

1  같음  다름 같음  다름 같거나유사   다름 나보다짧다  나와비슷  나보다길다 

2  같음  다름 같음  다름 같거나유사   다름 나보다짧다  나와비슷  나보다길다 

3  같음  다름 같음  다름 같거나유사   다름 나보다짧다  나와비슷  나보다길다 

4  같음  다름 같음  다름 같거나유사   다름 나보다짧다  나와비슷  나보다길다 

5  같음  다름 같음  다름 같거나유사   다름 나보다짧다  나와비슷  나보다길다 

 

다음은 지난 1 년간 위에서 떠올린 사람들과 당신과의 개별적 관계에 대한 

설문입니다. 각 표의 윗 부분에 위에서 떠올린 사람의 이름 또는 별명을 쓴 

후 답해 주시기 바랍니다.  
 

 ※ 빈도답변을 위한 척도 (예) 

• 아주가끔: 1년에 1-2회 정도 혹은 그 미만 

• 가끔: 2-3개월에 1-2회 

• 보통: 월 1회 정도 

• 자주: 월 2-3회 정도 

• 매우자주: 주 1-2회이상  
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번호 1. 이름 또는 별명 (                 ) 

 매우가끔          보통           매우자주 

이 사람은 얼마나 자주 당신을 찾아오거나 먼저 연락 (전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까?    
1      2      3      4      5 

당신은 얼마나 자주 이 사람을 찾아가거나 먼저 연락(전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무적인 일로 만나거나 

대화(전화, 온라인채팅 등 포함)를 나누십니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무 외적으로 만납니까? 1      2      3      4      5 

 

번호 2. 이름 또는 별명 (                 ) 

 매우가끔          보통           매우자주 

이 사람은 얼마나 자주 당신을 찾아오거나 먼저 연락 (전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까?    
1      2      3      4      5 

당신은 얼마나 자주 이 사람을 찾아가거나 먼저 연락(전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무적인 일로 만나거나 

대화(전화, 온라인채팅 등 포함)를 나누십니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무 외적으로 만납니까? 1      2      3      4      5 

 

번호 3. 이름 또는 별명 (                 ) 

 매우가끔          보통           매우자주 

이 사람은 얼마나 자주 당신을 찾아오거나 먼저 연락 (전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까?    
1      2      3      4      5 

당신은 얼마나 자주 이 사람을 찾아가거나 먼저 연락(전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무적인 일로 만나거나 

대화(전화, 온라인채팅 등 포함)를 나누십니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무 외적으로 만납니까? 1      2      3      4      5 
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번호 4. 이름 또는 별명 (                 ) 

 매우가끔          보통           매우자주 

이 사람은 얼마나 자주 당신을 찾아오거나 먼저 연락 (전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까?    
1      2      3      4      5 

당신은 얼마나 자주 이 사람을 찾아가거나 먼저 연락(전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무적인 일로 만나거나 

대화(전화, 온라인채팅 등 포함)를 나누십니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무 외적으로 만납니까? 1      2      3      4      5 

 

번호 5. 이름 또는 별명 (                 ) 

 매우가끔          보통           매우자주 

이 사람은 얼마나 자주 당신을 찾아오거나 먼저 연락 (전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까?    
1      2      3      4      5 

당신은 얼마나 자주 이 사람을 찾아가거나 먼저 연락(전화, 

편지, 이메일)을 합니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무적인 일로 만나거나 

대화(전화, 온라인채팅 등 포함)를 나누십니까? 
1      2      3      4      5 

이 사람과는 얼마나 자주 업무 외적으로 만납니까? 1      2      3      4      5 
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Section II 
다음의 각 진술에 대해, 가장 적합하다고 생각되는 곳에 체크(√) 표시해 

주시기 바랍니다.  

 

※ 질문에서 “이 회사”란 귀하께서 현재 근무하고 계신 회사나 단체를 의미

합니다. 

 
  

 매우아니다          보통           매우그렇다 

1 남들이 이 회사를 비난하면 내 기분이 나빠진다 1        2         3        4         5 

2 
다른 사람들이 이 회사를 어떻게 생각하는지 

궁금하다 
1        2         3        4         5 

3 
내가 이 회사를 지칭할 때, 반드시 “우리”라는 

단어를 넣어서 말한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

4 이 회사의 성공은 나의 성공과 직결된다 1        2         3        4         5 

5 
남들이 이 회사를 칭찬하면, 마치 내게 칭찬하는 

것 처럼 느껴진다 
1        2         3        4         5 

6 
매스컴에 이 회사를 비난하는 내용이 나오면 

나는 창피함을 느낀다  
1        2         3        4         5 

7 
내게 남은 직장생활을 이 회사에서 하게 된다면 

행복할 것이다  
1        2         3        4         5 

8 
나는 외부사람들에게 이 회사에 대해 이야기 

하는 것이 즐겁다 
1        2         3        4         5 

9 
나는 이 회사의 문제가 진정 나의 문제인 것 

처럼 느껴진다 
1        2         3        4         5 

10 
내가 다른 회사로 이직을 할 경우, 이 회사에서 

느끼는 정도의 애착을 갖기는 힘들 것이다 
1        2         3        4         5 

11 
나는 이 회사에서 가족의 일원이 된 것 같은 

느낌이 든다 
1        2         3        4         5 

12 
나는 이 회사에 정서적으로 깊은 애착을 가지고 

있다 
1        2         3        4         5 

13 
나에게 이 회사는 상당한 개인적 의미를 가지고 

있다 
1        2         3        4         5 
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14 나는 이 회사에 강한 소속감을 느낀다 1        2         3        4         5 

15 
내가 이 회사에서 받는 보상만큼 정직하게 

일해야 한다고 믿는다 
1        2         3        4         5 

16 
나는 사소한 일들에 대해 불평을 거의 하지 

않는다 
1        2         3        4         5 

17 
나는 되도록이면 동료들과 문제를 일으키지 

않으려고 노력한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

18 
나는 회사내에 어떠한 변화가 일어나고 있는지 

잘 알고 있다 
1        2         3        4         5 

19 
내가 동료들에 대해 취한 행동이 어떠한 결과를 

가져올지 고려한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

20 
중요하다고 생각하는 회의에는, 누가 강요하지 

않더라도 가급적 참석한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

21 

회사 이미지 제고에 도움이 된다고 생각하는 

일에는 누가 강요하지 않더라도 가급적 

참여한다 

1        2         3        4         5 

22 
회사에서 발표하는 사항이나 연락문 등은 

반드시 읽고 숙지한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

23 나는 다른 동료들의 권리를 침해하지 않는다 1        2         3        4         5 

24 
나는 항상 이 회사의 부정적인 측면보다는 

긍정적인 면에 더 많은 관심을 기울인다  
1        2         3        4         5 

25 
다른 동료들과 문제를 일으키지 않기위한 

행동을 실천하고 있다 
1        2         3        4         5 

26 무슨일이 있어도 출근은 꼭 한다  1        2         3        4         5 
27 나는 이 회사의 단점을 거의 모른다 1        2         3        4         5 

28 
내 행동이 다른 사람의 업무에 어떤 영향을 

끼칠지 항상 고민한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

29 나는 근무시간에 휴식을 하지 않는다 1        2         3        4         5 

30 
누가 지켜보지 않아도 나는 회사의 근무수칙과 

규정을 잘 준수한다. 
1        2         3        4         5 

31 
나는 내가 가지고 있는 각종 보고서나 문서 등을 

자주 이 회사 사람들과 공유한다 
1        2         3        4         5 
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32 
내가 가지고 있는 업무 매뉴얼이나 업무처리 

방법론을 이 회사 사람들을 위해 제공한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

33 
나는 내가 업무를 하면서 얻은 경험이나 

노하우를 이 회사 사람들과 공유한다 
1        2         3        4         5 

34 

나는 내가 가진 지식소스나 거래처에 관한 

정보를 이 회사 사람들이 요청할 경우 항상 

제공한다  

1        2         3        4         5 

35 

나는 내가 여러가지 교육이나 훈련을 받으면서 

익힌 지식들을 보다 더 효과적인 방식으로 이 

회사 사람들에게 전달하려 노력한다. 

1        2         3        4         5 

 
Section III 

 
다음은 귀하의 인적 사항에 대한 질문들입니다. 각 물음에 대하여 성실한

답변을 부탁 드립니다. 

 
1. 귀하의 성별은 무엇입니까? 

 □ 여성          □ 남성 

 

2. 귀하의 연령은 다음 중 어디에 해당합니까? 

 □ 29 세 이하     □ 30–39 세    □ 40-49 세    □ 50 세 이상 

 

3. 소속회사(단체)명 (                                       ) 

 

4. 이 회사에서 얼마동안 근무하셨습니까? (예: 3 년) (                ) 

 

5. 사회 (직장) 생활은 얼마나 하셨습니까? (예: 5 년) (                )  

 

6. 귀하의 이 회사 내에서의 직위는 무엇입니까? (예: 과장)(            ) 

 

7. 귀하가 담당하고 있는 직무는 무엇입니까? 

   □ 마케팅/판매/영업    □ 정보기술(IT)/인터넷   □ 생산/제조                    

   □ 행정관리 (기획/재무회계/인사/법무 감사)      □ 연구/개발                    

   □ 기술 / 엔지니어링   □ 전문경영              □ 컨설팅 

   □ 기타 (             )   

 

설문이 모두 끝났습니다. 대단히 감사합니다. 
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Research Support Consent Form 
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