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ABSTRACT 
 

 
 
THE INFLUENCE OF ONE’S SOCIAL NETWORK ON PSCYHOLOGICAL 
CONTRACT FORMATION 
 
Kathryn L. Engel, Ph.D. 
 
George Mason University, 2008 
 
Dissertation Director: Dr. Jose M. Cortina 
 
 

Psychological contract (PC) breach is a common organizational occurrence and is 

associated with significant negative outcomes for organizations and employees. This 

study investigated the social network as a source of accurate information that may help 

new employees form PCs congruent with their organization. A sample of 129 new 

employee (i.e., with less than one year tenure) and supervisor pairs from diverse 

organizations participated in the study. Results suggest that congruence regarding 

organizational obligations is the aspect of PC congruence most influenced by social 

networks. Results also indicate that networks with large range and strong ties play a role 

in establishing congruent PCs.  For especially new employees (i.e., those with tenure < 

100 days):  low status networks are most effective; large range and strong ties are not 

beneficial for establishing congruent PCs. Overall, results indicate that social networks 

play a role in developing congruent PCs among new employees.  
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1.Introduction 
 
 
 

 

The psychological contract (PC) is defined as the subjective belief held by an 

individual regarding the terms and conditions of the exchange agreement between 

themselves and their employer (Rousseau, 1989).  The majority of research to date has 

focused on the outcomes associated with PCs, focusing specifically on contract breach.  

PC breach is a common organizational occurrence (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) and is 

associated with significant negative employee outcomes, including:  decreased 

organizational citizenship behavior, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job 

performance, trust, perceived organizational support, and perceived obligations to one’s 

employer, as well as increased job stress, absenteeism, and withdrawal behaviors 

(Bunderson, 2001; Chen, Tsui, & Zhong 2008, Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2000; Deery, 

Iverson, & Walsh, 2006, Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003; Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 2004, Johnson 

& O'Leary-Kelly, 2003; Lester, Turnley, Bloodgood, & Bolino, 2002; Robinson, Kraatz, 

& Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Zhao, 

Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007).   

While most research has focused on employees’ responses to PC breach, research 

has begun to recognize the organization’s role in PCs (e.g., Chen, et al., 2008, Tekleab & 

Taylor, 2004) and how organizations (and organizational agents) may respond to 

employee breach.  For example, Chen et al., (2008) found that employee breach was 
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negatively correlated with the amount of mentoring provided and the quality of leader-

member exchange.  Given the negative outcomes for both employees and organizations, 

it is important for employees and organizations to work toward minimizing perceptions 

of breach (Morrison & Robinson, 2004).   

It has been suggested (Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Morrison & Robinson, 2004) 

that a primary cause of perceptions of PC breach is incongruence, i.e., the employee and 

employer have incongruent perceptions of obligations and expectations (Kotter, 1973).  

This current work proposes that one’s social network can foster the development of a 

congruent PC.  The evidence in support of this proposition is organized as follows.  First, 

the nature of PC incongruence is described. Second, a social network’s utility for 

producing a congruent PC is described.  Third, the specific dimensions of the social 

network and how each contributes to the formation of a congruent PC are detailed. 

Psychological Contract Incongruence 

Morrison and Robinson (2004; 1997) have theorized that one of the primary 

causes of perceived PC breach is discrepancy between employee and employer 

perceptions of obligations and expectations.  Morrison and Robinson refer to this as 

incongruence and identify three of its main sources.  The first is variance in preliminary 

assumptions about what one’s expectations and obligations should be.  The second is 

sensemaking errors that result from the complexity and ambiguity of employment 

relationships.  The third is insufficient amount and quality of communication.   

Incongruence is more likely to occur when the PC’s promises and expectations 

are implicit in nature (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). This is because implicit promises 
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and expectations are often ambiguous (Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). When faced 

with ambiguous information, employees and organizational agents rely on environmental 

cues and previous experiences to provide clarity (Griffin & Ross, 1991). When employee 

and organizational agents engage in these sensemaking activities independently, 

incongruence is likely to occur (Robinson & Morrison, 2000).  

The distinction between implicit and explicit promises is not always clear 

(Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). However, PC researchers (e.g., De 

Cuyper & De Witte, 2006; Hui, et al., 2004; Lee, Tinsley, & Chen, 2000; Robinson, et 

al., 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Rousseau, 1990; Zhao, et al., 2007) have 

regularly categorized promises as transactional and relational. Transactional contracts 

address “specific, monetizable exchanges between parties over a finite and often brief 

period of time” (Robinson, et al., 1994, p. 139). Relational contracts address “open-

ended, less specific agreements that establish and maintain a relationship” (Robinson, et 

al., 1994, p. 139). Transactional contracts are considered to be more explicit; while 

relational contracts are considered to be less tangible and more implicit (Zhao, et al., 

2007) suggesting that the relational aspect of contracts may be especially prone to 

incongruence. The present study investigates both relational and transactional aspects of 

one’s PCs—as opposed to one’s overall PC—in an effort to determine if one’s social 

network influences one aspect more than another.  

Researchers (Kotter, 1973; Robinson & Morrsion, 2004; Robinson, 2000; 

Rousseau & Greller, 1994) have recommended several general strategies to minimize 

incongruence.  These recommendations emphasize communication and information 
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acquisition and indirectly suggest an employee’s social network plays an important role 

in the formation of a congruent PC.   

The importance of communication and information acquisition in building PCs 

has been well established (Anderson & Ostroff, 1997; Baba, 1995; Fulk, 1993; Rentsch, 

1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1994; Thomas & Anderson, 1998; Tsui & Wang, 2002).  Missing 

from these previous papers is a discussion of the individuals from whom employees 

obtain information and the differential nature and quality of information from different 

individuals.  The collective influence of these individuals (i.e., an employee’s social 

network) on the congruence of transactional and relational components of one’s PC has 

not been addressed.  Furthermore, the characteristics of the social network that maximize 

congruence across one’s PC are unknown.   

Social Networks 

A social network is a pattern of relationships among people (Brass, 1995) that 

creates spontaneous and emergent patterns of communication resulting from individual 

choices (Langan-Fox, 2001).  The social network has two attributes that may drive its 

influence on PC congruence.  First, the enduring nature of one’s social network facilitates 

employee information gathering and sensemaking over the entire course of employment.  

Organizational sensemaking never stops (Ashmos & Huber, 1987; Katz & Kahn, 1966; 

Weick, 1995); therefore, in order for employees to gain a comprehensive understanding 

of the organization, they must utilize a socialization process that never stops.   

Second, due to its dynamic nature, a social network is adaptable and can maintain 

its usefulness throughout an employee’s tenure.  Employees may add new network 
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members or overlook certain network members in order to access newly relevant 

information or to by-pass what may now be categorized as immaterial.   

Processing Information from One’s Social Network 

Access to information is only part of the sensemaking process.  Information must 

also be processed effectively.  Several factors influence processing.  First, with multiple 

organizational members providing information, it is likely that some information will be 

contradictory.  New employees must have a method of reconciling opposing pieces of 

information.  Second, new employees must consider the number of sources when 

deciding how to interpret a piece of information.  Information received from multiple 

sources may be incorporated into an individual’s belief system more quickly than 

information from a single source (Harkins & Petty, 1981).  Finally, new employees must 

optimally weigh information from different sources (e.g., based on expertise and 

credibility [Brehmer & Hagafors, 1986; Brinbaum & Stegner, 1979; Birnbaum, Wong & 

Wong, 1976]) when making initial judgments about their organization. 

Benefits of the Social Network 

A social network is a pattern of relationships among people (Brass, 1995); 

spontaneous and emergent patterns of communication resulting from individual choices 

(Langan-Fox, 2001).  Social networks have been linked to several organizationally-

relevant outcomes:  job attainment, job satisfaction, power, and promotions (Brass, 1984; 

Krackhardt & Brass, 1994; Burt, 1992).   

The social network has also been linked to information acquisition.  Social 

networks act as conduits of information (Burt, 1992), i.e., they facilitate the flow of 
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information.  Access to contacts and the timing of interaction with contacts play essential 

roles in the gathering of information; social networks reduce demands on information 

gathering by providing access to the social capital of others.  Social capital refers to 

social relationships that potentially provide benefits to individuals (Burt, 1992, 1997; 

Brass, 2000).  By establishing a social network, an individual reduces the need to gather 

every piece of information him/herself.  Therefore, the social network provides a great 

deal of information, without tremendous cost, because it provides the social capital of all 

its members.   

However, access to this increased social capital is not entirely without cost; the 

opportunity costs of forming networks must also be considered.  There are potential 

opportunity costs associated with the development and maintenance of strong ties.  The 

time and attention required to form and maintain such ties can interfere with the 

opportunity to develop a larger number of ties (Gargiulo & Benassi, 1999; Granovetter, 

1985).  A second potential opportunity cost is that associated with social liabilities 

(Labianca & Brass, 1997).  A social liability is the opposite of social capital and refers to 

the problems that can result from negative relationships, e.g., a contact may be a time 

drain, may engage in sabotage, or may intentionally provide false or misleading 

information.   

Aspects of a Social Network 

Relationships in a social network vary in strength, type, and quality (Krackhardt, 

1999).  These dimensions can be operationalized as tie strength, size, range, and status 

(Morrison, 2002).  In this section, I focus on these dimensions, describe how each is 
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operationalized, and discuss how each contributes to the formation of a congruent 

psychological contract.   

It is important to note that the information provided by each contact is the factor 

that influences PC congruence, i.e., the contact himself does not directly influence PC 

congruence.  However, assessing the accuracy of information provided by each contact is 

outside the scope of this particular research effort.  The mediating role of accurate 

information is not investigated in the current study which hypothesizes direct 

relationships between network characteristics and PC congruence.  In the following 

sections, the effect of each network characteristic on congruence is described.  

Each aspect of one’s social network has strengths and weaknesses in its influence 

on PC congruence.  A recurring trade-off emerges between the value in acquiring a large 

amount of information (from unique sources) and the time necessary to process that 

information.  Research suggests that the benefits of multiple unique sources of 

information outweigh their costs (Burt 1992, Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Morrison, 

2000).  In other words, it is important that employees be exposed to a wide range of 

information even if they cannot immediately process it.  Nevertheless, the benefits of 

each aspect of the network are, to some degree, tempered by their costs.  

Network Size.  Perhaps the most basic aspect of a social network is size; network 

size describes the number of individuals with whom one is in contact in the organization 

(Burt, 1992).  By interacting with a large number of organizational members, employees 

are exposed to a large amount of information (Erbe, 1977; Morrison, 2002).  However, 

the literature describing network size is mixed, and a large network is not without its 

drawbacks.   For example, employees with large social networks may experience 
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information-processing difficulties.  Information overload can occur as employees must 

recall, evaluate, accept, reject, and integrate large amounts of information (Burt, 1992; 

Miller & Jablin, 1991; Jablin, 1987). 

This disadvantage notwithstanding, large networks have several benefits. A large 

network increases the chances that an employee will receive necessary information early 

in the socialization process.  Early access to information facilitates prompt evaluation of 

preliminary assumptions about the organization (Ross, Green, & House, 1997) which in 

turn allows the new employee to begin building realistic expectations (Morrison & 

Robinson, 1997; Wanous, 1992).  Early access to information can quickly dispel 

unrealistic expectations and may help new employees avoid “reality shock” (Dugoni & 

Ilgen, 1981; Irving & Meyer, 1994).  The fact that such information is received early is 

also valuable because employees may discount information as inaccurate if it is received 

later; i.e., employees may believe that if information were really important it would have 

emerged earlier (Weick, 1995).   

Hypothesis One:  Network size is positively related to PC congruence.   
 

The degree to which a large network results in high-quality and up-to-date 

information is dependent on other aspects of the network.  These boundary conditions are 

described in the upcoming sections.   

Network Range.  Network range refers to the diversity or heterogeneity of one’s 

social network (Campbell, Marsden, & Hurlbert, 1986).  In the current study, network 

range was operationalized as the number of different organizational departments 

represented in one’s network. In order to disentangle network size and range, range was 
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adjusted by subtracting size from range. This adjusted range value was used in all 

analyses. 

Information from a range of individuals across the organization facilitates the 

acquisition of organizational knowledge and sense making (Kammeyer-Mueller & 

Wanberg, 2003; Reichers, 1987; Thomas & Anderson, 1998) by collectively providing 

rich and comprehensive organizational information.  A network with a large range (e.g., 

employees from different departments, different shifts) provides access to unique and 

incremental information from multiple sources and stakeholders within the organization 

and is predictive of organizational knowledge (Burt, 1992; Morrison, 2002).  A large 

network range is beneficial because it provides a greater number of unique avenues 

through which information is received.  This allows an employee to tap multiple areas of 

the organization and to collect a range of viewpoints on organizational issues.  An 

employee with a social network of smaller range will be confined to more provincial 

news (Granovetter, 1982).   

Hypothesis Two:  Network range is positively related to PC congruence. 
 

Tie Strength.  A strong tie is one in which the employee and his/her contact meet 

often, have an enduring relationship, and a relatively high level of organizational 

intimacy (Granovetter, 1973).   

Research on social contagion (Erickson, 1988) suggests that individuals are more 

likely to adopt the attitudes or beliefs of those with whom they regularly interact (Meyer, 

1994).  This suggests that close ties may be extremely influential in the formation of 

one’s PC.  Employees who meet often with a particular contact have the opportunity to 

establish trustworthiness and loyalty and may, therefore, be privy to richer and more 
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sensitive information (Hansen, 1999).  These employees may be informed of smaller 

details or important organizational nuances not shared with others; such nuances can be 

important in establishing realistic expectations.  Indeed, research supports the idea that 

strong ties are more likely than loose ties to result in shared information (Boorman, 1975; 

Brass, Buttefield, & Scaggs, 1998; Delany, 1980; Erbe, 1977).   

Additionally, the transfer of accurate information occurs when there is no 

supplementation or omission and the information is decoded without bias (Higgins & 

Bargh, 1987).  This is most likely to occur when individuals have a strong tie (Rousseau, 

2001) because these individuals are familiar with each other’s communication-based 

idiosyncrasies and because they engage in less censoring when relaying information.  

These two aspects of their communication make message decoding more automatic and 

less complex (Fiske, 1993).  The strongest ties facilitate the most automatic social 

information processing (Fiske, 1993); that is, information from strong ties is more likely 

to be accepted automatically and incorporated quickly into one’s schema of the 

employee-employer relationship.   

Hypothesis Three:  Tie strength is positively related to PC congruence. 
 

Network Status.  Network status refers to the degree to which an individual’s 

contacts hold positions of power in the organization (Lin, 1982).  A high-status network 

contributes to the development of a congruent psychological contract in several ways.  

However, the literature describing network status is mixed and a high-status network is 

not without its drawbacks.  First, responses from organizational higher-ups may be 

subject to social desirability bias.  These individuals may face pressure to present the 

organization in a positive light, even when that presentation is not completely accurate.  
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Unfortunately, this inaccurate information will be heavily weighted due to its source.  

Second, individuals of higher status are more likely to have been with the organization 

for longer periods of time.  These organizational “old-timers” may be unable to provide 

accurate information to someone in a lower position, simply because they cannot fully 

remember the realities of employment at lower positions (Feldman, 1976; Moreland & 

Levine, 1982).   

Even with these potential costs of a high-status network, there are significant 

benefits associated with high-status contacts.  First, a high status contact may be able to 

provide information to which lower status contacts are not privy (Kram, 1985), e.g., 

information concerning the future direction of the organization and the expected 

contribution of a given employee in the future.  Second, the information from a high-

status contact may be especially accurate because high-status contacts have direct access 

to information and are sharing it first-hand.  Third, such information may be perceived as 

accurate due to the high-status of the source and the trust associated with communication 

from high-status organizational members.  Accurate information is especially useful 

because it decreases time required to interpret and evaluate; therefore, information from 

high-status contacts may be useful in quickly adjusting pre-existing assumptions about 

the organization.  Fourth, high-status contacts likely have access to and provide 

information that is of more consequence (Murray, Rankin, & Magill, 1981).   

Hypothesis Four:  Network status is positively related to PC congruence.   
 

Interactions 
 

It is hypothesized that the complexity of a social network cannot be adequately 

represented by additive affects alone.  Interactions among network characteristics also 
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influence the congruence of one’s PC.  First, tie strength is expected to moderate the 

network size-PC congruence relationship.  In order to maximize the positive relationship 

between network size and PC congruence, ties in the network must also be strong.  New 

employees may experience information overload when organizing and processing the 

large amount of information (Burt, 1992; Miller & Jablin, 1991; Jablin, 1987) provided 

by a large network.  Strong network ties may mitigate this problem by providing 

information of consequence (Hansen, 1999) which is more helpful than the superficial 

information provided by weak ties.  Furthermore, research (Boorman, 1975; Brass, 

Butterfield, & Scaggs, 1998; Delany, 1980; Erbe, 1977) indicates that strong ties provide 

more information than do weak ties suggesting that the wealth of information held by a 

large network is not “unlocked” until strong ties are formed. Finally, strong ties 

maximize the relationship between size and congruence by providing information that 

requires very little processing (Fiske, 1993) and is quickly incorporated into one’s PC.  

This information may be used a guide for interpreting and filtering information from 

other contacts; i.e., these strong ties may help employees quickly identify relevant pieces 

of information and discard extraneous information.   

Hypothesis Five:  Tie strength moderates the relationship between size and PC 
congruence, such that as tie strength increases, the relationship between size and 
congruence becomes more positive.   
 

 Tie strength is also expected to moderate the relationship between network range 

and congruence. Large range networks provide many unique pieces of information that 

require significant information processing and may yield information processing errors. 

Therefore, the moderating role of strength in the size-congruence relationship is 

hypothesized for the range-congruence relationship as well.   
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Hypothesis Six:  Tie strength moderates the relationship between range and PC 
congruence, such that as tie strength increases, the relationship between range and 
congruence becomes more positive.   
 

 Tie strength also moderates the network status-PC congruence relationship.  In 

order to maximize the positive relationship between network status and PC congruence, 

ties to those high status contacts must also be strong.  A high-status network provides 

accurate, up-to-date information that may not be available through public channels.  Tie 

strength maximizes the effects of a high-status network in two ways.  First, strong ties 

“unlock” the information held by high-status contacts (Boorman, 1975; Brass, Buttefield, 

& Scaggs, 1998; Delany, 1980; Erbe, 1977); i.e., a strong tie is more likely to obtain 

information from high-status contacts because of their frequent communication.  Second, 

high status contacts are more likely to divulge the most relevant information (e.g., 

“insider” information) to a contact they feel is trustworthy (Miller & Jablin, 1991).  An 

employee is able to establish this sense of trustworthiness through regular 

communications (Hanson, 1999), that is, by building a strong tie.   

Hypothesis Seven:  Tie strength moderates the relationship between status and PC 
congruence, such that as tie strength increases, the relationship between status and 
congruence becomes more positive.   
 
Network status moderates the network size-PC congruence relationship.  In order 

to maximize the positive relationship between network size and PC congruence, contacts 

in the network must also be of high status.  High-status contacts provide up-to-date, 

accurate, and “insider” information (Kram, 1985; Murray, et al., 1981) not available from 

lower-status contacts.  A large network which includes some high-status contacts will 

provide employees with beneficial information not available from a large network with 
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low-status contacts.  Employees equipped with accurate or “insider” information from 

high-status ties could use it to evaluate the accuracy of other information provided by 

their network and to quickly identify and discard inaccurate information. This filtering 

will allow employees to make the most efficient use of their large networks. Size alone 

may yield a congruent PC; however, when combined with information from high status 

contacts, the relationship between size and congruence is strengthened.   

Hypothesis Eight:  Network status moderates the relationship between size and 
PC congruence, such that as status increases, the relationship between size and 
congruence becomes more positive.   
 
In a similar manner it is hypothesized that network status moderates the range-PC 

congruence relationship.  Again, high-status contacts provide accurate information which 

employees can use to filter the vast amounts of information received from a large range 

network.  Thus allowing employees to make the most efficient use of their large range 

networks. 

Hypothesis Nine:  Network status moderates the relationship between range and 
PC congruence, such that as status increases, the relationship between range and 
congruence becomes more positive.   
 
Together, these nine hypotheses describe the optimal social network and the 

manner in which network characteristics interact.  It is possible that some aspects of the 

social network lead to more congruence with one component of the PC rather than 

another (i.e., transactional or relational).  For example, a high status network may not 

inform expectations about relational aspects of the PC, but may inform transactional 

aspects (e.g., in terms of an employee’s opportunities for advancement).  Relationships 

between network characteristics and specific portions of the PC are not hypothesized 

because the existing literature does not provide sufficient support for these hypotheses.  
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However, in order to assess relationships at the most specific level possible, congruence 

on the relational and transactional obligations are assessed in lieu of overall PC 

congruence. These analyses will provide insight on the portions of the PC most 

influenced by certain network characteristics.  

Individual Differences in Social Network Formation 

Personality and other individual differences affect the amount of time dedicated to 

establishing one’s social network and the type of contacts one seeks (Day & Kilduff, 

2003).  New employees have a limited amount of discretionary time.  Individual 

differences may drive some new employees to spend more time networking with 

coworkers than do others.  Furthermore, individual differences influence the value that 

new employees attribute to certain types of contacts (e.g., a high-status contact vs. a 

contact in another department); these value judgments determine whom employees 

choose include in their social networks.  The following discussion focuses on individual 

differences that influence both the amount of time one chooses to dedicate to network 

development and the types of contacts that are included.   

Individuals high on extraversion are typically high on the dimensions of 

sociability, gregariousness, and talkativeness (Barrick and Mount, 1991).  Due to their 

social facility, extraverts perceive interpersonal interactions as positive and rewarding 

(Watson & Clark, 1997) and tend to seek out social interaction and new relationships 

(Bozionelos, 2003; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Crant, 1995; Judge, Martocchio, & Thoresen, 

1997).  Specifically, Bozionelos (2003) and Wanberg and Kammeyer-Mueller (2000) 

found that extraverts were likely to engage in social networking.  These findings indicate 

that extraverts enjoy, seek out, and are successful in social interactions and networking. 
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There is no evidence to suggest that extraverts will prefer one type of contact (e.g., high 

status vs. low status; in their own department vs. in another department) over another.  

Instead, the above described research simply suggests that extraverts will likely establish 

large networks.   

Hypothesis Ten:  Extraversion is positively related to network size. 
 
Self-monitoring describes the extent to which individuals observe, regulate, and 

control the way they present themselves in social settings (Snyder, 1974).  Self-

monitoring affects individuals’ orientations toward social interaction (Ashford & Taylor, 

1990).  Specifically, Snyder, Gangestad, and Simpson (1983) found that high self-

monitors maintained relationships with different types of friends, while low self-monitors 

(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000) preferred homogeneous social networks with contacts who 

were generally similar to them and who expressed similar values.  Research (Krackhardt, 

1999) also indicates that low self-monitors tend to build strong ties and remain 

committed to those ties. It follows that low self-monitors may prefer contacts at their own 

status level (i.e., to persevere homogeneity of status).  However, there is no known 

empirical evidence linking self-monitoring behaviors to the status preferences. It is also 

possible that low self-monitors may have smaller networks as a function of their network 

homogeneity; however, there is no direct evidence suggesting that low self-monitors 

build smaller networks than do high self-monitors. 

Hypothesis Eleven:  Self-monitoring is positively related to network range. 
 
Hypothesis Twelve:  Self-monitoring is negatively related to tie strength. 
 
In an ambiguous employment setting, many new employees engage in proactive 

behaviors to understand their new environment.  However, research suggests that the 
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amount of proactivity displayed by new employees varies greatly (Black & Ashford, 

1995; Crant, 2000).  Specific to network formation, new employees differ in the extent to 

which they proactively seek out networking opportunities (Morrison, 2002; Reichers 

1987).  Individuals with proactive personalities will not wait for the organization to 

announce formal networking or socialization activities; instead, they will independently 

seek out sources of information (Crant, 2000).  A proactive individual’s desire to gain an 

understanding of the organization motivates him/her to gather as much information as 

possible (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992).  Relationships between proactive personality and 

specific types of contacts (e.g., status, range) are not hypothesized because research 

simply suggests these individuals will seek out information.  There is not research to 

suggest that proactive individuals prefer certain types of contacts (i.e., there is no 

research to suggest they will be preoccupied with tie strength, status, or range). Instead, 

their proactive pursuit for information will manifest itself in the development of large 

networks.   

Hypothesis Thirteen:  Proactive personality  is positively related to network size. 
 
Careerism, the degree to which an employee views the organization as a stepping 

stone to a higher-level job in the future (Rousseau, 1990), may also influence the type of 

network an employee forms.  Individuals high on careerism may focus on establishing 

ties with high-status organizational members.  Such contacts are perceived as having 

more boundary-spanning capabilities and access to information about job opportunities 

with other organizations as well as advanced positions in the current organization (Ibarra, 

1995).  With the exception of status, individuals high on careerism will likely value the 

quantity of their ties more than the qualitative aspects of their ties.  That is, they will 
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likely focus on building large networks to capitalize on any source of information 

potentially related to career advancement regardless of their contacts’ range or tie 

strength. 

Hypothesis Fourteen:  Careerism is positively related to network size. 

Hypothesis Fifteen:  Careerism is positively related to network status.   
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2. Method 
 
 
 
 
Participants 
 
 New Employees.  Consistent with previous work on socialization (e.g., Baurer, 

Morrison, & Callister, 1998; DeVos, et al, 2003; Morrison, 1993a, Morrison, 1993b) 

permanent full-time employees with at least three months and less than one year of tenure 

were included in the present study.   

 A total of 129 employees from a total of 33 organizations completed the 

employee survey.  The mean employee tenure was 204.02 days (SD=114.22 days). The 

33 organizations were categorized into eight groups:  a major mid-Atlantic university 

(contributed 41.9% of the sample), a research-based consulting firm (11.6%); a mid-

western police department (8.5%), multiple consulting firms (17.8%), multiple 

universities (6.2%), multiple banks (3.0%), multiple public corporations (3.9%), and 

multiple hospitals (2.3%). To determine whether organization type influenced PC 

congruence, seven dummy coded variables were created to represent the eight different 

organization types. PC congruence was then regressed on this set of dummy codes. None 

of the coefficients linking organization to PC congruence were significant; this indicates 

that, for this sample, organization type did not influence PC congruence.   

 Supervisors.  Matching each new employee with his/her direct supervisor was 

uncommon in other PC research, which has ignored the employer’s side (Tekleab & 
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Taylor, 2003), used unit-level reports from the organization (e.g., Porter, Pearce, Tripoli, 

& Lewis, 1998), or used between-group comparisons of managers and workers (e.g., 

Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2000).  The direct supervisor of each new employee was 

included in this study.  This methodological decision is supported by Shore and Tetrick 

(1994, p. 101) who state that, “the employee is more likely to view the manager as the 

chief agent for establishing and maintaining the psychological contract.”  One-hundred-

three supervisors completed the supervisor survey; 26 of those supervisors responded for 

more than one employee, resulting in completed surveys for 129 employee-supervisor 

pairs.   

Measures 

 Participant Demographics.  In order to link employees to their direct supervisors, 

employees provided their email address and their supervisor’s e-mail address.  

Employees provided their organizational tenure, current position, and department.   

Organizational Demographics.  Information regarding each organization’s 

socialization practices was collected. Measures of socialization were assessed because 

previous research (e.g., Robinson, et al., 1994; Thomas & Anderson, 1998) has indicated 

that PCs evolve and change during socialization. Therefore, these variables were 

investigated as potential control variables to ensure that PC congruence as a result of 

one’s social network (and not as a result of one’s exposure to formal organizational 

socialization) was analyzed. Specifically, hiring procedures, training programs, 

orientation programs, training, and formal mentoring programs were assessed.  

Supervisors also reported the types of information (e.g., work load, benefits, typical 



21 

career progression, training opportunities) their organization typically communicates to 

applicants and new employees via these socialization practices.  Finally, supervisors 

indicated the number of organizational members that employees meet with during the 

interview/hiring processes. Appendix A contains all measures completed by supervisors.  

Appendix B contains all measures completed by new employees.   

 PC Congruence.  PC congruence was assessed by comparing each employee’s PC 

to his/her organization’s PC (as reported by direct supervisor). It is important to note that 

each supervisor completed the survey for a particular employee and was asked to think 

about the company’s promises to and expectations of that particular employee; i.e., 

supervisors did not respond for employees in general. The promises and expectations 

described by Robinson, et al. (1994), Rousseau (1990), and Turnley and Feldman (1999) 

formed the basis for the specific items used to assess PC congruence.  The scales used by 

these researchers were not replicated; instead, an expanded list of individual obligations 

was used.  First, employees and supervisors rated employer-based obligations.  

Employees and their direct supervisors rated the organization’s obligations to employees 

on 23 items using a five-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all obligated) to 5 (highly 

obligated).  For example, direct supervisors rated the extent to which the organization is 

obligated to provide competitive pay to employees, and employees rated the extent to 

which they feel the organization is obligated to provide competitive pay.  Additional 

examples of employer-based obligations include:  opportunities for promotion and 

advancement, competitive pay, family-friendly policies, flexible schedules, supervisor 

support, and training.   
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 Similarly, 15 items assessed employee-based obligations.  Employee-based 

obligations include, for example:  working extra hours, volunteering to do non-required 

tasks on the job, and giving advance notice if taking a job elsewhere.   

 Research has suggested that time (e.g., Robinson et al., 1994) and organizational 

factors may affect how employees and supervisors perceive PCs. Therefore, an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to identify the latent factor structure of 

employee and organization obligations.  

Principal axis factoring with a varimax rotation was applied to the 15 employee 

obligations.  Separate factor analyses were conducted for employees and supervisors. 

EFA suggested a three factor solution for employee responses and a four factor solution 

for supervisor responses. The resulting factor structures contained many low-loading 

items with most items loading on multiple factors. Likewise, principal axis factoring with 

a varimax rotation was applied to the 23 organization obligations. EFA suggested a five 

factor solution for employee responses and a seven factor solution for supervisor 

responses. In both cases, there were low factor loadings across all factors and most items 

loaded on multiple factors. After removing some problematic items, the factor loadings 

did not improve. Because the factor analyses did not provide a clear factor structure, 

independent raters were used to categorize employee and organization obligations.  

Two raters categorized employee obligations as transactional, relational, or other. 

Three of the employee obligations were categorized as “other” (i.e., take personal 

initiative to attend additional training courses; attendance and participation in 

organizational meetings; perform his/her job in a reliable manner). Raters indicated they 
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used the “other” category when neither relational nor transactional seemed appropriate. 

After deleting these three items, inter-rater reliability was substantial (kappa=.68, p=.00) 

according to Landis and Koch’s (1977) guidelines. After assessing scale reliability (via 

Cronbach’s alpha), two items (i.e., cooperate well with his/her colleagues; assist her/his 

colleagues with their work) were removed to improve scale reliability. Two scales of 

employee obligations emerged (See Table 1; all Tables are in Appendix C). The six item 

measure of employee relational obligations had a Cronbach’s alpha of .74 when rated by 

employees and .68 when rated by supervisors. The four item scale of employee 

transactional obligations had a Cronbach’s alpha of .73 when rated by employees and .71 

when rated by supervisors. 

Using the same strategy, the two raters categorized organization obligations. No 

organization obligations were categorized as “other.” Again, inter-rater reliability was 

substantial (kappa=.72, p=.00). Initial Cronbach’s alpha values indicated that it was not 

necessary to delete any obligations. Two scales of organization obligations emerged (See 

Table 2). The 18 item measure of organization relational obligations had a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .93 when rated by employees and .92 when rated by supervisors. The five item 

measure of organization transactional obligations had a Cronbach’s alpha of .82 when 

rated by employees and .85 when rated by supervisors. 

PC congruence was assessed on each of the four dimensions identified above 

(i.e., employee relational obligations, employee transactional obligations, organization 

relational obligations, and organization transactional obligations).  In order to calculate 

congruence on each dimension, Euclidian distances were calculated to represent the 
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difference between employee and supervisor ratings.  This methodological decision is 

supported by Venkatraman (1989) who described multiple strategies for investigating fit 

in the strategy literature and Joshi, Kathuria, and Porth (2003) who employed the 

approach described here to calculate alignment in responses from multiple managers.  

Specifically, the calculations involved:  (1) computing the square root of summed 

squared differences between an employee and his/her supervisor to create scale scores of 

disagreement and (2) converting the “disagreement” score to a measure of congruence by 

subtracting each disagreement score from the maximum disagreement score among all 

matched pairs.  As a result, high score represent greater congruence. 

 Social Network.  Characteristics of the social network were assessed using the 

procedure outlined in Morrison (2002), which in turn is modeled after previous studies 

that measured social networks (i.e., Burt, 1984; Ibarra, 1992, 1995; Podolny & Baron, 

1997). Morrison’s approach provides information on an individual’s unique set of social 

contacts.  Its purpose is to gain an understanding of how an individual’s personal network 

relates to variables at the individual level (Walker, Wasserman, & Wellman, 1993), rather 

than to provide a picture of the overall social structure within an organization (Marsden, 

1990; Morrison, 2002).  This type of network analysis is optimal for studying new 

employees since they represent a relatively small part of the organization’s overall social 

system (Morrison, 2002).   

In order to measure network size, each employee provided the initials of people at 

the organization who have been sources of job- or organization-related information; the 

number of initials provided indicates one’s network size.  Second, employees indicated 
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the group (e.g., department, team) in which each contact works (i.e., network range).  

Network range was operationalized as the number of different groups represented in a 

network (Morrison, 2002).  That is, it ranges from 1 to N; where N=the number of 

contacts listed in the network.  As described in the Introduction, in order to disentangle 

size and range, which are strongly related (r=.44, p<.00), range adjusted for network size 

was computed (adjusted range=network size minus network range).  Third, employees 

indicated the number of levels between each contact and the CEO (or President) of their 

organization (i.e., network status).  Consistent with previous research (e.g., Ibarra, 1995; 

Morrison, 2002) network status was operationalized as the average hierarchical level of 

the network members.  Finally, employees rated the frequency with which they talk to or 

exchange information with each of their contacts (i.e., tie strength). Consistent with 

previous research (e.g., Ibarra, 1995; Morrison, 2002), network status was 

operationalized as the average strength of all ties within one’s network.   

Nature of Information Obtained from one’s Social Network.  In order to assess the 

type of information new employees obtain from their networks, participants reported 

whether they received information regarding the following from their network:  work 

load, tasks required for successful job performance, compensation, benefits, typical 

career progressions, organizational culture, organizational leadership, future 

organizational changes, staffing plans, and training opportunities. This information was 

coded dichotomously; i.e., “yes” this information was received or “no” this information 

was not received.  

Pre-Employment Organizational Knowledge. In order to distinguish pre-

employment organizational knowledge from that obtained post-employment, employees 
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were asked if they had any knowledge of the organization prior to employment. Using the 

same categories described above, employees were asked to identify the types of 

information they had prior to employment. This information was coded dichotomously 

(i.e., yes, no).  Next, employees reported the perceived accuracy of that information and 

the source of that information (e.g., friend, media-based information).  

Psychological Contract Breach.  PC breach was assessed using Robinson and 

Morrison’s (2000) 5-item measure.  Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale 

(1=Strongly Disagree; 5=Strongly Agree).  Sample items include: “Almost all the 

promises made by my employer during recruitment have been kept so far.” Cronbach’s 

alpha for this measure was .90. 

Extraversion.  Extraversion was assessed using Goldberg’s (1999) 10-item 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) measure.  Participants responded using a 5-

point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 5=Strongly Agree).  Sample items include:  “I 

am the life of the party” and “I feel comfortable around people.” Cronbach’s alpha for 

this measure was .81. 

Self-Monitoring.  Self-monitoring was assessed using Snyder and Gangestad’s 

(1986) 18-item measure.  Participants responded using a true/false response scale.  

Sample items include:  “At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say 

things that others will like” and “I can only argue for ideas which I already believe.” 

Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .76.  

Proactive Personality.  Proactive personality was assessed using Bateman and 

Crant’s (1993) 17-item measure.  Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale 

(1=Strongly Disagree; 5=Strongly Agree).  Sample items include:  “I am constantly on 
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the lookout for new ways to improve my life” and “I feel driven to make a difference in 

my community, and maybe the world.”  Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .88. 

Careerism.  Careerism was assessed using Rousseau’s (1990) five-item measure.  

Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 5=Strongly 

Agree).  Sample items include:  “I took this job as a stepping stone to a better job with 

another organization” and “I expect to work for a variety of different organizations in my 

career.” Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was .77. 

Procedure 

 Employee participants at the participating organizations were recruited via email; 

i.e., participants were asked to participate in a study to support a graduate student’s 

dissertation research. Employee participants completed an online survey and were asked 

to forward an online survey to their direct supervisor.  Employees were also notified that 

the researcher would send follow-up emails to their supervisor reminding him/her to 

complete the supervisor survey.  The employee survey required approximately 30 

minutes to complete, and the supervisor survey required approximately 10 minutes. 
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3. Results 

 
 

Descriptive statistics and variable intercorrelations are reported in Tables 3 and 4. 

Data in Table 3 indicate that across all four dimensions, PC congruence is relatively low 

(i.e., when compared to the maximum possible congruence values (see footnote in Table 

3)). Table 4 indicates that network size and network range (when adjusted for network 

size) are significantly correlated; this suggests that results need to be interpreted 

cautiously, as multicollinearity may be an issue.  One common solution for addressing 

multicollinearity is to change the model specifications (i.e., eliminate a predictor).  

However, in this case since hypotheses are linked to specific predictors, no predictors are 

dropped and the full model is investigated.  

In order to investigate the differences between employee and supervisor ratings of 

obligations, independent samples t-tests were conducted (See Table 5). These data 

indicate that supervisors (M=94.66) perceive organization obligations to be significantly 

greater than do employees (M=88.57, t=-3.8, p<.05).  Specifically, supervisors (M=74.30) 

perceive organization relational obligations to be significantly greater than do employees 

(M=68.60, t=-4.52, p<.05).  These findings are consistent with previous research (e.g., 

Tekleab & Taylor, 2003) which indicates that individuals have a tendency to 

overestimate their obligations and contributions to a relationship. However, supervisors 

(M=60.04) and employees (M=60.36) do not differ significantly (t=.42, p=.68) when 

rating employee obligations. 
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PC Congruence as a Predictor of PC Breach 

In order to investigate the relationship between PC congruence and breach, breach 

was regressed on the four PC congruence scores (See Table 6). Of these four, only 

congruence regarding employee transactional obligations was significant (b=-.23, t = -

2.66, p=.01). The effect occurred such that as congruence on employee transactional 

obligations increased, PC breach decreased. This finding is consistent with theoretical 

models that Morrison and Robinson (2004; 1997) have hypothesized—which link 

incongruence to PC breach. 

Network Characteristics as Predictors PC Congruence 

Before investigating the hypotheses linking network characteristics to PC 

congruence, potential control variables were considered. Employee tenure was 

investigated as a control variable because previous research (Robinson, et al., 1994; 

Thomas & Anderson, 1998) has indicated that PCs change over an employee’s tenure 

with an organization. Additionally, the following variables assessing organization 

socialization were investigated as control variables: amount and accuracy of 

organizational information an employee had prior to beginning his/her employment, 

number of socialization practices employed by the organization, and number of 

organizational members a job candidate meets during the interview/hiring process. 

Organization type was previously eliminated as a potential control (Please see Method 

section). Since tenure was correlated with organization transactional obligations (r=-.19, 

p=.03), it was entered as a control when predicting organization transactional obligations. 

Likewise, since the number of organization members met during interview/hiring process 

was correlated with employee transactional and relational obligations (r=.20, p=.02; 
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r=.22, p=.01, respectively), it was entered in step one when predicting these two aspects 

of PC congruence.  

In order to investigate H1-H9, four separate regressions were conducted—one to 

investigate each of the four dimensions of PC congruence (i.e., employee relational, 

employee transactional, organization relational, and organization transactional). In each 

regression, one aspect of PC congruence was regressed on:  control variables as 

applicable in step one, network characteristics in step two, and interaction terms in step 

three. The results for the main effects (H1-4) are described first followed by the results 

for the moderated relationships (H5-9). 

Direct Relationships between Network Characteristics and PC Congruence 

Tables 7-10 contain results of regressions for all four dimensions of PC 

congruence. Results indicated that neither network size nor range were predictive of 

congruence on any of the four PC dimensions. Therefore, there is no support for H1 or 

H2. Results indicate that the mean strength of one’s network predicts congruence on 

organization relational obligations (b=.22, t=2.22, p=.03). The effect occurred such that 

as mean network strength increased, congruence increased. This provides some support 

for H3. Network status was not linked to PC congruence; therefore, there is no supporting 

evidence for H4.  

Moderated Relationships between Network Characteristics and PC Congruence 

Moderated regression results (see Tables 7-10) reveal few significant moderated 

relationships. Results indicate that mean network status moderates the relationship 

between network size and congruence of employee transactional obligations (b=.19, 

t=1.79, p=.08).  Cohen (1988) supports the use of this more liberal p value (i.e., p<.10 as 
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opposed to p<.05).  The effect is in the hypothesized direction (see Figure 1; all Figures 

are in Appendix D) and indicates that for employees with a higher mean status network, 

the relationship between network size and congruence is positive; for those employees 

with a lower mean status network, the relationship is negative. This finding provides 

some support for H8. Results also indicate that mean network strength moderates the 

relationship between network size and congruence of organization transactional 

obligations (b=-.44, t=-1.91, p=.07). However, the effect is not in the hypothesized 

direction (see Figure 2) and indicates that for employees with a higher mean network 

strength, the relationship between size and congruence is negative; for those employees 

with a lower mean strength, the relationship is positive.  Thus, H5 is not supported.  

Additionally, there is no supporting evidence for an interaction between network strength 

and range (H6), network strength and status (H7), or status and range (H9).     

Follow-Up Analysis:  Alternative Operationalizations of Network Strength 

As a follow-up to the significant relationships between mean network strength and 

congruence on organization relational obligations, alternative operationalizations of 

network strength (i.e., total network strength, strongest tie, and weakest tie) were 

explored. Mean network strength was highly correlated with one’s strongest (r=.47, 

p=.00) and weakest ties (r=.82, p=.00); total network strength was also highly correlated 

with one’s strongest (r=.56, p=.00) and weakest ties (r=.24, p=.00). Regression results 

(see Table 11) indicate that these operationalizations of tie strength are not significant 

predictors of congruence. 

Follow-Up Analysis:  Curvilinear Relationships 
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For each of the network characteristics, it is possible that increasing values may 

eventually reach the point of diminishing returns. For example, with network range, 

diminishing returns may occur when the potential benefits of a diverse network (e.g., 

access to a large amount of unique information) outweigh potential costs (e.g., 

information processing difficulties). No curvilinear relationships were hypothesized; 

however, the lack of significant results for direct relationships suggests that curvilinear 

relationships merit investigation. As in the analyses described above, four separate 

regressions were conducted—one to investigate each of the four dimensions of PC 

congruence. In each regression, one aspect of PC congruence was regressed on:  control 

variables as applicable in step one, network characteristics in step two, and squared 

network characteristics in step three. Results indicate that for network range, a curvilinear 

relationship exists (b=.43, t=2.15, p=.03; ∆R2=.05, p=.30; see Figure 3) such that as 

network range increased, congruence on organization transactional obligations increased 

exponentially. This result suggests that the quantity of unique information received from 

a large range network compensates for any potential information processing difficulties 

and contributes significantly to congruence on organization transactional obligations. In 

light of this significant curvilinear relationship, both moderated relationships involving 

network range (i.e., H6 and H9) were re-investigated using the quadratic form of network 

range. Neither of these moderated relationships were significant.  

Follow-Up Analysis:  The Role of Employee Tenure  

Because there was a great deal of variance in employee tenure even within this 

sample of recent employees (M=217.32, SD=121.52), a sub-group of especially new 

employees (i.e., those employees with less than 100 days tenure) was investigated (N=47, 



33 

M=50.42, SD=35.06).  Research on schema development provides some insight into why 

especially new employees might differ from other new employees in terms of how they 

respond to information from their social networks.  Experts (e.g., employees with greater 

tenure) have more complete and complex schemas (e.g., PCs) which are more 

constrained in terms of the amount of new information that can be incorporated (Welch-

Larson, 1994).  Therefore, experts are less likely to be influenced by new information.  

However, novices (e.g., especially new employees), are likely to be more reactive to new 

information and are more likely to adapt their PCs during early employment.  

Independent sample t-tests were conducted to determine if the two sub-groups 

differed in terms of their networks characteristics. Results (see Table 12) indicate that the 

newest employees had networks with significantly greater range (M=4.56) than did other 

new employees (M=3.45, t=2.24, p=.03). Other network characteristics were not 

significantly different across the two groups.   

Tables 13 and 14 provide variable intercorrelations for employees with less than 

100 days tenure and more than 100 days tenure, respectively.  For simplicity sake, these 

correlation matrices include only the variables entered in the regression equations. It is 

important to note that there are multiple significant correlations between the predictor 

variables (i.e., network characteristics).  This suggests that results need to be interpreted 

cautiously, as multicollinearity may be an issue.   

For each sub-group (i.e., tenure < 100 days; tenure > 100 days), four regressions 

were conducted—one to investigate each of the four dimensions of PC congruence. First, 

the results for the group with especially low tenure are presented (see Table 15). Results 
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indicate that congruence on organization relational obligations was the only form of 

congruence predicted by network characteristics for this sub-sample. 

Network range predicts congruence on organizational relational obligations 

(b=.55, t=1.86, p=.09). This effect is in the hypothesized direction and indicates that as 

range increased, congruence increased. Results also indicate that the mean status of one’s 

network predicts congruence on organization relational obligations (b=-1.04, t=-2.48, 

p=.03). However, this effect is not in the hypothesized direction and occurred such that as 

mean network status increased, congruence decreased. Additionally, mean network 

strength moderates the relationship between network size and congruence of organization 

relational obligations (b=1.77, t=3.17, p=.01). The effect is not in the hypothesized 

direction (see Figure 4) and indicates that for employees with a higher mean network 

strength, the relationship between size and congruence is negative; for those employees 

with a lower mean strength, the relationship is more negative. Also, mean network 

strength moderates the relationship between network range and congruence of 

organization relational obligations (b=-1.55, t=-2.82, p=.02). The effect is not in the 

hypothesized direction (see Figure 5) and indicates that for employees with a higher 

mean network strength, the relationship between range and congruence is negative; for 

employees with a lower mean strength, the relationship is less negative. Finally, 

curvilinear relationships between each network characteristic and PC congruence were 

explored; results do not support any curvilinear relationships in this sub-sample.  

Next, the same analyses were used to investigate the second sub-sample (i.e., 

employees with more than 100 days tenure).  Results (see Table 16) are similar to results 

for the low-tenure sub-group in that congruence on organization relational obligations 
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was the only form of congruence predicted by network characteristics.  However, for this 

sub-sample, mean network strength was the only network characteristic predictive of 

congruence on organization relational obligations (b=.24, t=2.15, p=.03).  The effect was 

in the hypothesized direction, and occurred such that as mean network strength increased, 

congruence increased.  

Follow-Up Analysis:  The Role of Organization  

Because a large percentage (41.9%, N=55) of the sample was from one 

University, this sub-group of employees was investigated.  Independent sample t-test 

results (see Table 17) indicated that University employees had networks with 

significantly weaker ties (M=4.06) than did non-University employees (M=4.30, t=-1.96, 

p=.05). Other network characteristics were not significantly different across the two 

groups. 

As in previous analyses, four regressions were conducted—one to investigate 

each of the four dimensions of PC congruence—within each of the two sub-samples. 

None of the coefficients directly linking network characteristics to congruence were 

significant and none of the coefficients for moderated relationships were significant.  

 
Individual Differences as Predictors of Network Characteristics 

To investigate H10-H15, each network characteristic was regressed on the 

relevant individual differences. None of the hypothesized relationships linking individual 

differences to network characteristics were significant. The standardized coefficients 

ranged in value from .009 to .080. Thus, H10-H15 were not supported.  
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4. Discussion 
 
 
 
 

The purpose of this paper was to investigate the social network as a source of 

accurate and timely information that may help new employees form more congruent PCs. 

Specifically, the influence of employees’ social networks on the congruence of their PCs 

and the characteristics of the social network that maximize congruence were investigated.  

In general, results suggest that employees and supervisors do not have congruent 

perceptions of organization obligations—especially organization relational obligations. 

This is not surprising since relational obligations are considered to be less tangible and 

more implicit (Zhao, et al., 2007). Results also indicate that not all types of congruence 

are related to PC breach.  Only congruence on employee transactional obligations was 

negatively related to PC breach.  This is surprising given Morrison and Robinson’s 

theoretical models (2004; 1997) hypothesizing that incongruence is a cause of PC breach.  

It is possible that for these new employees (i.e., tenure less than one year), incongruence 

has not had adequate time to “bubble-up” to the level of breach.  It is also possible that a 

simple direct effect is not sufficient to model the relationship between incongruence and 

breach.  Indeed, researchers have investigated the role of age (e.g., Bal, De Lange, 

Jansen, Van Der Velde, 2008), organizational change (e.g., Robinson & Morrison, 2000), 

and alternative employment opportunities (e.g., Robinson & Morrison, 2000)—just to list 

a few—as additional factors contributing to breach. This body of research suggests that 
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there are a constellation of variables (and not just congruence alone) that contribute to 

perceptions of breach.    

Network Characteristics Predictive of PC Congruence – Entire Sample 

As expected, tie strength was predictive of PC congruence. Specifically, tie 

strength predicted congruence on the PC dimension of organization relational obligations. 

This suggests that frequent communication with organizational members facilitates the 

transfer of accurate information regarding organizational obligations more so than 

employee obligations. It is possible that organizational members are more comfortable 

explaining what the organization provides than discussing more employee-related matters 

(e.g., expectations of new employees). Perhaps discussions of more personal topics 

emerge as new employee tenure increases and ties between employee and contacts 

strengthen. The current study only included new employees with less than one year 

tenure. It is possible that a study that included employees with greater tenure may be able 

to detect relationships between tie strength and congruence on employee obligations.  

It was hypothesized that network range would predict PC congruence.  There was 

no support for this hypothesis when a linear relationship between range and congruence 

was tested.  However, there was evidence of a curvilinear relationship between range and 

congruence indicating that as range increased, congruence increased exponentially. This 

finding suggests that the breadth of non-redundant information (Burt, 1992) provided by 

a large range network outweighs potential information processing difficulties associated 

with this abundance of information.  
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Similarly, it was anticipated that network size would play a role in predicting PC 

congruence. Network size and range were related in that as range increased, size also 

increased. Therefore, network range was adjusted for network size in order to control for 

the influence of size.  Results did not support direct relationships between network size 

and aspects of congruence. Additionally, results indicate that a large network does not 

predict congruence—even when this large network contains some strong ties. However, 

moderated regression results do indicate that with the addition of high status contacts, a 

large network is related to congruence on employee transactional obligations.  It appears 

that the benefits provided by high-status contacts (e.g., accurate information) compensate 

for the potential costs of a large network (e.g., time and cognitive effort required to 

process information).  Research (e.g., Research (Burt, 1992; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; 

Morrison, 2000) suggests that the benefits of a large network (e.g., large amount of 

information) outweigh the costs.  However, it is possible that for new employees already 

bombarded with new information, the additional cognitive effort required to manage a 

large network simply overwhelms their information processing capabilities. New 

employees may not be able to reap the benefits typically associated with a large network. 

This may be especially true since a large network does not guarantee unique 

information—as a large range network is more inclined to—and may necessitate more 

information filtering and processing.  

It was also hypothesized that network status would predict PC congruence. 

However, results did not support this hypothesis. Research conducted by Feldman (1976) 

and Moreland and Levine (1982) provides some explanation for these results. They found 
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that information from high status contacts may be subject to social desirability bias. 

Therefore, high status contacts may provide inflated descriptions of what an employee 

can expect from his/her new organization. Additionally, it is likely that high status 

contacts have been with the organization for long periods of time and it is possible that 

they can not fully remember the realities of employment at lower positions. The lack of 

support for tie strength as a moderator of the status-PC congruence relationship indicates 

that even the most frequent communication (via a strong tie) with these high status 

contacts may not uncover all the organizational insights a new employee needs.  

Network Characteristics Predictive of PC Congruence –Tenure Sub-Groups 

 Investigation of the two tenure sub-groups (i.e., tenure < 100 days, tenure > 100 

days) yielded slightly different results. Since the networks of these especially new 

employees differed on network range only, this suggests that especially new employees 

may respond to information from their networks differently than do other new 

employees. However, it should be noted that neither sub-sample was large enough to 

provide sufficient power for the analyses.  Given the limited sample size, these results 

should be interpreted cautiously and replication is needed.   

Results indicate that for the newest employees, network status was predictive of 

organization relational obligations such that as status increased, congruence decreased.  It 

is possible that these newest employees may be especially influenced by their high status 

contacts—and that, unfortunately, these high status contacts may not be able to provide 

accurate information to especially new employees. Additionally, network range was 

predictive of congruence on organization relational obligations such that as range 
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increased, congruence increased.  Even with the addition of strong ties (i.e., when tie 

strength is investigated as a moderator of the size-congruence relationship), large 

networks did not produce higher levels of congruence. This suggests that for employee 

with less than 100 days tenure, the information processing difficulties associated with 

large or diverse networks outweigh the potential benefits.  

When investigating employees with slightly more tenure (i.e., tenure > 100 days), 

a similar pattern emerged.  That is, congruence on organization relational obligations was 

the only aspect of congruence predicted by network characteristics.  Specifically, as tie 

strength increased, congruence increased. Since t-tests indicated that the two tenure sub-

groups are not significantly different in terms of their mean network strength, this finding 

suggests that the employees with slightly more tenure benefit from their strong ties more 

than do the newest employees.  It is possible that the newest employees rate ties as strong 

(i.e., indicating frequent communication, as assessed in the current study), but are not yet 

benefitting from a truly strong tie (i.e., a tie who provides accurate information that 

necessitates little processing). However, it is possible that these different results are 

simply the product of different sub-sample sizes.  Future researchers should employ a 

more comprehensive assessment of network strength.  The present study assessed only 

frequency of communication.  Future researchers should also assess the enduring nature 

of the relationship and the level of organizational intimacy, as suggested by Granovetter 

(1973). 

Individual Differences as Predictors of Network Characteristics 
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There were no significant main effects for individual differences predicting network 

characteristics.  One interpretation of these findings is that a new employee’s personality 

alone is not enough to determine his/her social network. That is, there may be 

organizational or other boundaries affecting how new employees interact with other 

organizational members.  For example, an employee high on extraversion may strongly 

desire to build a large network and he/she may have the social facility to do so; but, there 

may be an organizational boundary in his/her way (e.g., organizational norms may not 

support non-task related conversations).   

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
 

The current study used a set of 15 specific employee obligations and 23 

organization obligations to assess PC congruence. These specific obligations were 

generated based on the promises and expectations described by Robinson, et al. (1994), 

Rousseau (1990), and Turnley and Feldman (1999). However, an EFA conducted on the 

data failed to identify the expected underlying factor structure; that is, clear factors of 

transactional and relational obligations did not emerge. Additionally, while the rater-

identified categories were internally consistent (as assessed via Cronbach’s alpha), the 

categories were not consistent with how previous research (e.g., Robinson, et al., 1994; 

Rousseau, 1990) has categorized obligations. For example, Robinson et al. (1994) and 

Rousseau (1990) both categorized the employee obligation of “providing notice” as a 

transactional obligation, but in the current research it was categorized as a relational 

obligation. This suggests that the current results should be interpreted carefully.  For 

example, when interpreting results regarding organization relational obligations—it 
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should be noted that the obligation of “job security” which is typically considered to be a 

relational obligation was actually categorized as a transactional obligation.   

The lack of consistent factor structures has larger implications as well.  A 

consistent method for assessing PCs must be identified so that all researchers can be 

confident they are assessing the same constructs.  It may be necessary to shift focus from 

individual obligations to an overall assessment of PC congruence.  This is an important 

area for future researchers as it is imperative to understand the role these individual 

obligations collectively play in describing one’s overall PC.   

Data were collected at a single point in time and so direction of causality is not 

certain. It was assumed that network structure affected perceived obligations. It is also 

reasonable to argue that newcomers who had more organizational information prior to 

beginning employment formed different types of networks than those who did not. 

However, amount and accuracy of organizational information known prior to 

employment were not correlated with any of the network characteristics.  This provides 

some supporting evidence for the directionality assumption.  

This study was unique in that it considered both the new employee and the 

organization (operationalized as the immediate supervisor). Prior research (e.g., Tekleab 

& Taylor, 2003) has identified the immediate supervisor as the primary agent who 

represents the organization’s side of PCs.  This decision is supported by Liden, et al. 

(2005), Jablin (2001), and Shore & Tetrick (1994). My data indicate that supervisors 

perceive greater organization obligations and organization relational obligations than do 

employees. It is possible that supervisors, in isolation, do not provide an unbiased 
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representation of the organization; i.e., supervisors may feel pressure to represent their 

organization in a positive light. Future researchers should consider collecting and 

aggregating responses from multiple organizational agents (e.g., HR managers, 

organizational leaders, supervisors); Rousseau (1995) used a similar methodology where 

she collected data from HR managers, interviewers, and top managers. Such a strategy 

may enable a more accurate assessment of organization obligations.  

Conclusion 

This study provides insight into new employees’ social network formation and the 

manner in which specific social networks influence the congruence of a new employee’s 

PC with that of his/her organization. This research suggests that congruence on 

organizational relational obligations was most influenced by social networks. For 

especially new employees (i.e., tenure < 100 days), low status networks were most 

beneficial for establishing congruent PCs; large or diverse networks were not beneficial. 

During the first year of employment, networks with a large range and strong ties were the 

most beneficial in establishing congruent PCs.  Overall, results indicate that social 

networks play a role in developing congruent PCs among new employees. 
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Appendix A. Supervisor Measures 
 
 

• Psychological Contract (Tekleab & Taylor, 2003):   
 
All of the items in this section will be answered using the following response scale: 
 
1 = To a very small extent 
2 = To a small extent 
3 = To a moderate extent 
4 = To a great extent 
5 = To a very great extent 
 
To what extent do you believe that the employee for whom you are completing this 
questionnaire is obligated to provide each of the following to (organization name)? 
 
1. Deal honestly with (company). 
2. Work extra hours if needed to get the job done. 
3. Follow (company) policies and procedures. 
4. Cooperate well with his/her colleagues. 
5. Assist his/her colleagues with their work. 
6. Use the organization’s properties honestly. 
7. Take personal initiative to attend additional training courses. 
8. Remain with this organization for at least some years.  
9. Take work home regularly. 
10. Give advanced notice if taking a job elsewhere. 
11. Protection of proprietary information. 
12. Attendance and participation in organizational meetings.   
13. Volunteer to do tasks that fall outside his/her job description. 
14. Develop new skills as needed. 
15. Perform his/her job in a reliable manner. 
 
To what extent do you believe that (organization name) is obligated to provide each of 
the following to the employee for whom you are completing this questionnaire? 
 
1. Fair treatment. 
2. Feedback on performance. 
3. Training. 
4. Provide leadership and direction. 
5. Opportunities for career development within the organization. 
6. Opportunities to use his/her skills and capacities. 
7. A good atmosphere at work. 
8. Respect for his/her personal situation. 
9. Opportunities for flexible working hours depending on his/her personal needs. 
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10. Opportunities for promotion and advancement. 
11. Competitive pay. 
12. Pay based on current level of performance. 
13. Long-term job security. 
14. Career development. 
15. Health care benefits. 
16. Retirement benefits. 
17. Supervisory support.  
18. Organizational support.  
19. Challenge in the job.  
20. Responsibility.  
21. Decision-making input.  
22. Recognition.  
23. Support with personal problems. 
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• Organizational Demographics 
 
Please indicate whether your organization employs any of the following socialization 
practices.   
 

Socialization Practice Yes No 

Realistic job preview   
If yes, does this preview provide information on (check all that may apply): 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for the job 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Company benefits 
_____ Typical career progressions 
_____ Organizational culture  
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
On-the-job training   
If yes, does this on-the-job-training provide information on (check all that may apply): 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for the job 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Company benefits 
_____ Typical career progressions 
_____ Organizational culture  
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
Off-site training   
If yes, does this off-site training provide information on (check all that may apply): 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for the job 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Company benefits 
_____ Typical career progressions 
_____ Organizational culture  
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
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Socialization Practice Yes No 

Employee handbook   
If yes, does this employee handbook provide information on (check all that may apply): 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for the job 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Company benefits 
_____ Typical career progressions 
_____ Organizational culture  
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
New employee orientation   
If yes, does this employee orientation provide information on (check all that may apply): 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for the job 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Company benefits 
_____ Typical career progressions 
_____ Organizational culture  
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
Formal mentoring program   
 
Please answer the following questions regarding your organization’s hiring procedures. 
 
1. Applicants are typically interviewed by/meet with _____ member(s) of the 

organization during the hiring process.   
 
2. Applicants are typically interviewed by/meet with _____________ during the hiring 

process (check all that apply): 
a. Potential coworkers 
b. Potential supervisor(s) 
c. Middle managers 
d. Senior-level executives 
e. Organizational members from their department/team 
f. Organizational members from multiple departments/teams 
g. All of the above 
h. Others, if others please list: ________________________________ 
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Appendix B. Employee Measures 
 

• Today’s Date:___________ 
• Start Date at your current organization: _________ 
 
• Psychological Contract:   
 
All of the items in this section will be answered using the following response scale: 
 
1 = To a very small extent 
2 = To a small extent 
3 = To a moderate extent 
4 = To a great extent 
5 = To a very great extent 
 
To what extent do you believe that you are obligated to provide each of the following to 
(organization name)? 
 
1. Deal honestly with (company). 
2. Work extra hours if needed to get the job done. 
3. Follow (company) policies and procedures. 
4. Cooperate well with his/her colleagues. 
5. Assist his/her colleagues with their work. 
6. Use the organization’s properties honestly. 
7. Take personal initiative to attend additional training courses. 
8. Remain with this organization for at least some years.  
9. Take work home regularly. 
10. Give advanced notice if taking a job elsewhere. 
11. Protection of proprietary information. 
12. Attendance and participation in organizational meetings.   
13. Volunteer to do tasks that fall outside his/her job description. 
14. Develop new skills as needed. 
15. Perform his/her job in a reliable manner. 
 
To what extent do you believe that (organization name) is obligated to provide each of 
the following to you? 
 
1. Fair treatment. 
2. Feedback on my performance. 
3. Training. 
4. Provide leadership and direction. 
5. Opportunities for career development within the organization. 
6. Opportunities to use your skills and capacities. 
7. A good atmosphere at work. 
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8. Respect for your personal situation. 
9. Opportunities for flexible working hours depending on your personal needs. 
10. Opportunities for promotion and advancement. 
11. Competitive pay. 
12. Pay based on current level of performance. 
13. Long-term job security. 
14. Career development. 
15. Health care benefits. 
16. Retirement benefits. 
17. Supervisory support.  
18. Organizational support.  
19. Challenge in the job.  
20. Responsibility.  
21. Decision-making input.  
22. Recognition.  
23. Support with personal problems. 

 
• Measure of Breach (as used by Robinson and Morrison, 2000)) 
 
 
To what extent do you believe your employer has fulfilled each of the following 
obligations?  Please respond using the following scale: 
 
1 = To a very small extent 
2 = To a small extent 
3 = To a moderate extent 
4 = To a great extent 
5 = To a very great extent 

1.  Almost all the promised made by my employer during recruitment have been kept so 
far.  
2.  I feel that my employer has come through in fulfilling the promises made to me when 
I was hired.  
3.  So far my employer has done an excellent job of fulfilling its promises to me.  
4.  I have not received everything promised to me in exchange for my contributions. 
5.  My employer has broken many of its promises to me even though I’ve upheld my side 
of the deal.  
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• Measure of Social Network:  (Morrison, 2002) 
Please write the initials of people at the organization who have been the greatest sources of job-related or organization-related 
information for you. 
 
Contact #1  
Contact #2  
Contact #3  
Contact #4  
Contact #5  
Contact #6  
Contact #7  
Contact #8  
Contact #9  
Contact #10  
Contact #11  
Contact #12  
Contact #13  
Contact #14  
Contact #15  
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Please indicate the number of levels between each contact and the CEO (or President) of your organization.  For example, if 
your organization is structured like the following: 
 

Chairman/CEO 
| 

Executive VP 
| 

Regional VP 
| 

Division VP 
| 

Group Manager 
| 

Team Manager 
| 

Assistant Team Manager 
Staff Member 

 
And, if you list a Staff Member as a contact, then the corresponding number is 7 (because there are 7 levels between the Staff 
Member and the Chairman/CEO). Likewise, if you list a Group Manager as a contact, then the corresponding number is 4 
because there are 4 levels between the Group Manager and the Chairman/CEO). 
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This is just an abstract example of how your organization may be structured.  Please think about the structure of your 
organization when answering the following question.  If you don’t know exactly how many levels are between each of your 
contacts and the President, please approximate.  
 
Contact #1  
Contact #2  
Contact #3  
Contact #4  
Contact #5  
Contact #6  
Contact #7  
Contact #8  
Contact #9  
Contact #10  
Contact #11  
Contact #12  
Contact #13  
Contact #14  
Contact #15  
 
What is the name of the group or department in which you work? ________________________________ 
In the table below, please indicate the group or department in which each contact works. 
 
Contact #1  
Contact #2  
Contact #3  
Contact #4  
Contact #5  
Contact #6  
Contact #7  
Contact #8  

52

52
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Contact #9  
Contact #10  
Contact #11  
Contact #12  
Contact #13  
Contact #14  
Contact #15  
 
How frequently do you communicate with each of your Contacts (listed in question #8)?  Communication includes all forms of 
communication (e.g., face-to-face, phone, email, IM). 
1=Monthly or less 
2=Weekly 
3=Multiple times a week 
4=Daily 
5=Multiple times each day 
 
Contact #1  
Contact #2  
Contact #3  
Contact #4  
Contact #5  
Contact #6  
Contact #7  
Contact #8  
Contact #9  
Contact #10  
Contact #11  
Contact #12  
Contact #13  
Contact #14  
Contact #15  
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Please use the following checklist to indicate the nature of information you receive from your network.  Please check all types 
of information that you receive from anyone within your network.  For example, if you obtained information related to training 
opportunities from anyone within your network, you would check the box under “Training Opportunities.” 
 

Nature of Information Your 
Network 
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Did you know any of this information prior to your employment with the organization?   
Yes ____ 
No  ____ 
If no, please skip the next three questions.   
If yes, please answer the next three questions.   
 
(1) Which type of information did you have prior to your employment with the organization?   
Please check all that apply: 
_____ Work load 
_____ Tasks required for successful job performance 
_____ Compensation 
_____ Benefits 
_____ Typical career progression within the organization 
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_____ Organizational culture 
_____ Organizational leadership 
_____ Future organizational changes 
_____ Staffing plans 
_____ Training opportunities 
_____ Other (please describe):  
 
 
 
(2) How accurate was the information you had prior to your employment with the organization? 
_____ Extremely inaccurate 
_____ Somewhat accurate 
_____ Neither accurate nor inaccurate 
_____ Accurate 
_____ Extremely Accurate 
 
If some pieces of information were accurate while others were inaccurate, what percentage would you 
classify as being accurate? 
_____% 
 
(3) How did you obtain this information?  Please check all that apply. 
_____ Friend 
_____ Previous co-worker 
_____ Media-based information about the organization (e.g., on-line, television, radio, newspaper, 
magazines) 
_____ Reputation of the firm 
_____ Promotional materials from the organization 
_____ Other (please describe): 
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• Extraversion Measure (Goldberg, 1999) 
 
Each question will be answered using the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
 
1. I am the life of the party. 
2. I feel comfortable around people. 
3. I start conversations.  
4. I talk to a lot of different people at parties. 
5. I don't mind being the center of attention.  
6. I don't talk a lot. 
7. I keep in the background.  
8. I have little to say. 
9. I don't like to draw attention to myself.  
10. I am quiet around strangers.  
 
• Self-Monitoring Measure (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) 
 
Each question will be answered using the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
 
1. I find it hard to imitate the behavior of other people. 
2. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will 

like. 
3. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 
4. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no 

information. 
5. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 
6. I would probably make a good actor. 
7. In groups of people, I am rarely the center of attention. 
8. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different 

persons. 
9. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 
10. I'm not always the person I appear to be. 
11. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone 

else or win their favor. 
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12. I have considered being an entertainer. 
13. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. 
14. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. 
15. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 
16. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite as well as I should. 
17. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 
18. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 
 
 
• Proactive Personality Measure (Bateman & Crant, 1993) 
 
Each question will be answered using the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
 
1. I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life 
2. I feel driven to make a difference in my community, and maybe the world. 
3. I tend to let others take the initiative to start new projects. 
4. Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change. 
5. I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles to my ideas. 
6. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality. 
7. If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.   
8. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen.   
9. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others’ opposition. 
10. I excel at identifying opportunities.   
11. I am always looking for a better way to do things.  
12. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.   
13. I love to challenge the status quo. 
14. When I have a problem, I tackle it head-on. 
15. I am great at turning problems into opportunities.   
16. I can spot a good opportunity long before others can.   
17. If I see someone in trouble, I help out in any way I can.   
 
• Careerism Measure (Rousseau, 1990) 
 
Each question will be answered using the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
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1. I took this job as a stepping stone to a better job with another organization. 
2. I expect to work for a variety of different organizations in my career. 
3. I do not expect to change organizations often during my career. 
4. There are many career opportunities I expect to explore after I leave my present 

employers. 
5. I am really looking for an organization to spend my entire career.
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Appendix C. Tables 
 
 
 

Table 1. Rater Categorization of Employee Obligations for Employees and Supervisors. 

Relational Obligations
1. Work extra hours if necessary to get the job done.
2. Remain with this organization for at least some years.
3. Take work home regularly.
4. Give advanced notice if taking a job elsewhere.
5. Volunteer to do tasks that fall outside his/her job description.
6. Develop new skills as needed. 

Transactional Obligations
7. Deal honestly with the company.
8. Follow company policies and procedures.
9. Use the oranization's properties honestly.
10. Protection of proprietary information.  

 
Table 2. Rater Categorization of Organization Obligations for Employees and 
Supervisors. 

Relational Obligations
1. Fair treatment.
2. Feedback on performance.
3. Training.
4. Provide leadership and direction.
5. Opportunities for career development within in the organization. 
6. Opportunities to use his/her skills and capacities.
7. A good atmosphere at work.
8. Respect for his/her personal situation.
9. Opportunities for flexible working hours depending on his/her personal needs.
10. Long-term job security.
11. Career development.
12. Supervisory support.
13. Organizational support.
14. Challenge in the job.
15. Responsibility.
16 Decision-making input.
17. Recognition.
18. Support with personal problems.

Transactional Obligations
19. Opportunities for promotion and advancement.
20. Competitive pay.
21. Pay based on current level of performance.
22. Health care benefits.
23. Retirement benefits.  
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics.  

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum
Standard
Deviation

1. Tenure (in days) 217.32 1.00 360.00 121.52
2. Total number of socialization practices employed by organization 3.60 0.00 6.00 1.49
3. Number of organizational members employee met with during interview/hiring process 6.12 2.00 17.00 3.92
4. Amount of organizational information employee had prior to employment+ 4.22 1.00 10.00 2.60
5. Percentage of pre-employment organizational information that was accurate 72.92 10.00 99.00 28.97
6. Employee ratings of employee obligations 60.39 38.00 75.00 7.44
7. Employee ratings of organizational obligations 88.57 46.00 115.00 14.36
8. Supervisor ratings of employee obligations 60.04 46.00 73.00 5.95
9. Supervisor ratings of organizational obligations 94.66 68.00 115.00 11.24

10. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee transactional obligations1 3.26 0.00 4.47 1.13

11. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee relational obligations2 4.08 0.00 6.68 1.38

12. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization transactional obligations3 3.80 0.00 6.32 1.23

13. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization relational obligations4 6.50 0.00 10.07 1.76
14. PC breach 9.58 5.00 23.00 3.66
15. Mean network status 3.72 1.00 10.00 1.81
16. Network size 5.59 1.00 15.00 3.43
17. Network range adjusted for network size 3.87 0.00 11.00 2.55
18. Mean network strength 4.20 2.20 5.00 0.66
19. Extraversion 34.16 21.00 45.00 5.78
20. Self-Monitoring 49.45 30.00 68.00 7.32
21. Proactive personality 58.90 44.00 77.00 7.18
22. Careerism 15.50 7.00 25.00 3.84

1 The maximum possible congruence score (if there were no disagreement) here is: 8.0
2 The maximum possible congruence score (if there were no disagreement) here is: 9.80
3 The maximum possible congruence score (if there were no disagreement) here is: 8.94
4 The maximum possible congruence score (if there were no disagreement) here is: 16.97

+Determined by summing the different categories of information an employee indicated he/she knew about pre-employment
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Table 4. Variable Intercorrelations.  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Tenure (in days) --
2. Total number of socialization practices employed by the 
organization 0.01 --

3. Number of organizational members employee met with during 
interview/hiring process 0.00 0.11 --

4. Amount of organizational information employee had prior to 
employment+ -0.09 0.00 -0.14 --

5. Percentage of pre-employment organizational information that 
was accurate 0.15 -0.04 0.03 -0.10 --

6. Employee ratings of employee obligations 0.09 0.05 -0.11 0.10 -0.17 --
7. Employee ratings of organizational obligations 0.10 0.09 -0.03 0.17 -0.03 .41* --
8. Supervisor ratings of employee obligations 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.11 0.02 -0.01 --
9. Supervisor ratings of organizational obligations -0.06 .30* -0.01 -0.05 -0.02 -0.12 0.02 -0.13 --
10. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee transactional 
obligations 0.00 0.01 -.23* 0.20 0.06 .45* .28* .27* -.11

11. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee relational 
obligations -.17* -0.10 .19* -.08 0.16 -.23* -0.13 0.13 -0.02

12. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization transactional 
obligations -.19* 0.14 0.11 -0.08 0.03 0.02 .35* -0.12 0.10

13. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization relational 
obligations -0.05 0.04 -0.08 -0.02 -0.08 .31* .57* 0.00 -0.20

14. PC breach -0.04 -0.06 0.14 -0.08 0.00 -.27* -0.15 -0.02 0.14
15. Mean network status 0.11 0.09 -0.01 0.11 0.01 -0.03 -0.06 0.14 0.09
16. Network size -.19* 0.14 0.07 -.14 0.15 0.02 -0.03 -0.12 -0.07
17. Network range adjusted for network size -.20* 0.13 .22* -0.15 0.10 0.08 -0.04 0.07 0.00
18. Mean network strength 0.11 -0.14 -0.16 0.22 -0.07 0.16 .20* 0.00 -0.11
19. Extraversion -0.10 -0.12 -0.02 -0.02 -0.11 0.06 0.13 0.01 0.03
20. Self-Monitoring -0.09 0.10 -0.01 -0.02 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.11 -0.11
21. Proactive personality 0.00 0.00 -0.14 .36* -0.15 .25* .33* 0.14 -0.05
22. Careerism 0.10 0.01 -0.02 -0.05 0.07 -0.05 -0.06 0.16 0.07
*p<.05
+Determined by summing the different categories of information an employee indicated he/she knew about pre-
employment  
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Table 4. Continued.  

Variable 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
1. Tenure (in days)
2. Total number of socialization practices employed by the 
organization
3. Number of organizational members employee met with during 
interview/hiring process
4. Amount of organizational information employee had prior to 
employment+
5. Percentage of pre-employment organizational information that 
was accurate
6. Employee ratings of employee obligations
7. Employee ratings of organizational obligations
8. Supervisor ratings of employee obligations
9. Supervisor ratings of organizational obligations
10. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee transactional 
obligations --

11. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee relational 
obligations 0.01 --

12. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization transactional 
obligations 0.04 0.15 --

13. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization relational 
obligations 0.14 -0.09 .51* --

14. PC breach -.25* 0.13 0.07 -0.08 --
15. Mean network status -0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.03 -0.02 --
16. Network size -0.06 0.04 -0.12 -0.03 -.22* 0.04 --
17. Network range adjusted for network size 0.03 0.11 -0.02 -0.07 -0.14 0.18 .84* --
18. Mean network strength .20* -.016* 0.02 .23* -0.07 -0.03 -0.12 -0.14 --
19. Extraversion 0.09 -0.10 -0.01 -0.03 -0.11 -0.10 -0.07 0.11 0.11 --
20. Self-Monitoring 0.13 -0.04 -0.10 0.03 -0.07 -0.03 0.12 0.01 0.04 .54* --
21. Proactive personality 0.15 -.30* -0.01 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.16 .36* .26* --
22. Careerism -0.04 -0.02 -0.13 -0.14 0.18 -0.05 0.10 -0.09 -0.06 -0.14 .019* 0.13 --
*p<.05
+Determined by summing the different categories of information an 
employee indicated he/she knew about pre-employment  
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Table 5. Independent Samples T-Tests. 

Mean Standard 
Deviation Mean Standard 

Deviation t p
Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Organization 
Obligations 88.57 14.36 94.66 11.24 -3.80 *

Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Employee 
Obligations 60.39 7.44 60.04 5.96 0.42 0.68

Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Employee 
Transactional Obligations 11.95 1.98 11.93 1.77 0.07 0.95

Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Employee 
Relational Obligations 48.44 5.97 48.11 4.91 0.49 0.63

Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Organization 
Transactional Obligations 19.96 3.72 20.36 3.20 -0.91 0.36

Employee vs. Supervisor Ratings of Organization 
Relational Obligations 68.60 11.38 74.30 8.71 -4.52 *
*p <.10

Employee Ratings Supervisor Ratings

 

 

Table 6. Regression of PC Breach onto Four Dimensions of PC Congruence. 

Dependent Variable:
Beta t p

Predictors
Congruence on Employee Transactional Obligations -0.19 -2.12 0.01
Congruence on Employee Relational Obligations 0.09 1.04 0.30
Congruence on Organization Transactional Obligations 0.12 0.11 0.27
Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations -0.09 -0.95 0.34

PC Breach

 

 

63



 

64 

Table 7. Regression of Congruence on Employee Transactional Obligations onto Each Network Characteristic and Interaction 
Term.  

 

Dependent Variable:

R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p
Predictors
Step One
Number of Organizational Members Met 0.06 0.05 .06* -0.24 -2.46 0.02
Step Two 0.09 0.04 0.03
Number of Organizational Members Met -0.22 -2.15 0.03
Network Size 0.02 0.09 0.93
Network Range -0.10 -1.02 0.31
Mean Network Status 0.02 0.12 0.91
Mean Network Strength 0.14 1.40 0.16
Step Three 0.15 0.06 0.06
Number of Organizational Members Met -0.23 -2.24 0.03
Network Size 0.04 0.23 0.82
Network Range -0.18 -1.64 0.10
Mean Network Status -0.07 -0.37 0.71
Mean Network Strength 0.16 1.43 0.15
Size*Mean Strength -0.01 -0.04 0.97
Range*Mean Strength -0.13 -0.58 0.56
Size*Mean Status 0.19 1.79 0.08
Range*Mean Status 0.15 0.59 0.56
Mean Strength*Mean Status 0.04 0.14 0.89
*p <.05

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on 
Employee Transactional Obligations
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Table 8. Regression of Congruence on Employee Relational Obligations on Each Network Characteristic and Interaction 
Term. 
 

Dependent Variable:

R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p
Predictors
Step One 0.04 0.03 0.04
Number of Organizational Members Met 0.20 1.99 0.05
Step Two 0.08 0.03 0.04
Number of Organizational Members Met 0.14 1.37 0.17
Network Size 0.01 0.04 0.97
Network Range -0.03 -0.28 0.78
Mean Network Status 0.15 0.83 0.41
Mean Network Strength -0.11 -1.06 0.29
Step Three 0.11 0.01 0.03
Number of Organizational Members Met 0.14 1.31 0.19
Network Size -0.05 -0.29 0.77
Network Range -0.04 -0.32 0.75
Mean Network Status 0.21 1.11 0.27
Mean Network Strength -0.10 -0.86 0.39
Size*Mean Strength -0.13 -0.56 0.58
Range*Mean Strength 0.20 0.88 0.38
Range2*Mean Strength
Size*Mean Status 0.06 0.53 0.60
Range*Mean Status -0.31 -1.16 0.25
Range2*Mean Status
Mean Strength*Mean Status 0.39 1.52 0.13

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on 
Employee Relational Obligations
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Table 9. Regression of Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations onto Each Network Characteristic and Interaction 
Term.  

Dependent Variable:

R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p
Predictors
Step One 0.06 0.02 0.06
Network Size -0.08 -0.45 0.65
Network Range 0.02 0.10 0.92
Mean Network Status 0.00 -0.04 0.97
Mean Network Strength 0.22 2.22 0.03
Step Two 0.13 0.05 0.07
Network Size -0.01 -0.08 0.93
Network Range -0.03 -0.14 0.89
Mean Network Status 0.07 0.68 0.50
Mean Network Strength 0.19 1.79 0.08
Size*Mean Strength 0.14 0.64 0.52
Range*Mean Strength -0.33 -1.53 0.13
Size*Mean Status -0.21 -0.80 0.43
Range*Mean Status 0.05 0.19 0.85
Mean Strength*Mean Status -0.06 -0.58 0.57

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on 
Organization Relational Obligations
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Table 10. Regression of Congruence on Organization Transactional Obligations onto Each Network Characteristic and 
Interaction Term.  

 

Dependent Variable:

R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p
Predictors
Step One 0.04 0.03 .04**
Tenure -0.19 -1.94 0.06
Step Two 0.06 0.02 0.02
Tenure -0.22 -2.15 0.03
Network Size -0.25 -1.39 0.17
Network Range 0.14 0.78 0.44
Mean Network Status 0.06 0.56 0.58
Mean Network Strength 0.01 0.13 0.90
Step Three 0.12 0.02 0.06
Tenure -0.26 -2.52 0.01
Network Size -0.24 -1.31 0.19
Network Range 0.14 0.73 0.47
Mean Network Status 0.07 0.64 0.53
Mean Network Strength 0.09 0.83 0.41
Size*Mean Strength -0.44 -1.91 0.07
Range*Mean Strength 0.29 1.31 0.19
Size*Mean Status -0.06 -0.22 0.82
Range*Mean Status 0.16 0.61 0.54
Mean Strength*Mean Status -0.06 -0.57 0.57
**p <.10

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on 
Organization Transactional Obligations
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Table 11. Follow-up Analyses for Network Strength: Regression of Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations onto 
Alternative Operationalizations of Network Strength.  

 

Dependent Variable:

Beta t p
Predictors
Total Network Strength -0.01 -0.13 0.89
Strongest Network Tie 0.03 0.24 0.81
Weakest Network Tie 0.17 1.46 0.15

Employee and Supervisor Congruence 
on Organization Relational Obligations

 

 

Table 12. Independent Samples T-Tests. 

Mean Standard 
Deviation Mean Standard 

Deviation t p

Network Size 6.26 3.35 5.21 3.44 1.68 0.09

Adjusted Network Range 4.56 2.4 3.45 2.57 2.24 0.03

Mean Network Status 3.65 1.74 3.76 1.86 -0.29 0.77

Mean Network Strength 4.18 0.63 4.21 0.68 -0.27 0.79

Less than 100 
Days Tenure

More than 100 
Days Tenure
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Table 13. Variable Intercorrelations for Employees with Less than 100 Days Tenure.  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Number of organizational members employee met with during 
interview/hiring process

--

2. Tenure (in days) -0.30 --
3. Network Size -0.06 -0.02 --
4. Mean Network Status 0.23 0.06 .-20 --
5. Network range adjusted for network size -0.17 0.17 .74* -0.04 --
6. Mean Network Strength 0.04 -0.25 -.25* -0.03 -.63* --
7. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee transactional 
obligations

-0.19 0.13 0.08 -0.29 -0.07 0.10 --

8. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee relational 
obligations

0.19 .44* -0.24 -0.01 -0.24 -0.04 0.02 --

9. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization transactional 
obligations

-0.02 0.05 -0.20 0.26 -0.25 -0.13 0.18 -0.04 --

10. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization relational 
obligations

-0.13 0.16 -0.13 0.39 -0.31 0.30 0.19 0.01 .42* --

*p<.05  
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Table 14. Variable Intercorrelations for Employees with More than 100 Days Tenure.  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Number of organizational members employee met with during 
interview/hiring process

--

2. Tenure (in days) 0.05 --
3. Network Size 0.09 -.28* --
4. Mean Network Status -0.06 0.15 0.07 --
5. Network range adjusted for network size .27* -.26* .85* .22* --
6. Mean Network Strength -0.18 0.04 -0.15 -0.03 -0.08 --
7. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee transactional 
obligations -0.24 -0.04 -0.09 -0.02 -0.01 0.17 --

8. Employee-Supervisor congruence on employee relational 
obligations 0.19 -.23* 0.06 -0.01 0.18 -0.14 0.01 --

9. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization transactional 
obligations 0.12 -0.16 -0.11 -0.03 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.17 --

10. Employee-Supervisor congruence on organization relational 
obligations -0.07 0.01 -0.01 -0.10 -0.05 ,24* 0.17 -0.06 .52* --

*p<.05  
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Table 15. Regression of Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations onto Network Characteristics and Interactions for 
Employees with Less than 100 Days Tenure.  
 

Dependent Variable:
R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p

Predictors
Step One 0.52 0.08 0.52
Network Size 0.01 0.03 0.98
Network Range 0.39 1.75 0.10
Mean Network Status -0.17 -0.46 0.65
Mean Network Strength 0.22 0.77 0.45
Step Two 0.67 0.40 0.15**
Network Size 0.44 1.23 0.24
Network Range 0.55 1.86 0.09
Mean Network Status -1.04 -2.48 0.03
Mean Network Strength -0.50 -1.55 0.15
Size*Mean Strength 1.77 3.17 0.01
Range*Mean Strength -1.55 -2.82 0.02
Size*Mean Status -0.13 -0.35 0.73
Range*Mean Status -0.12 -0.19 0.85
Mean Strength*Mean Status 0.36 0.41 0.69
**p <.10

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations
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Table 16.  Regression of Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations onto Network Characteristics and Interactions 
for Employees with More than 100 Days Tenure.  
 

Dependent Variable:
R 2 Adj R 2 ΔR 2 Beta t p

Predictors
Step One 0.07 0.02 0.07
Network Size -0.06 -0.30 0.77
Network Range 0.03 0.12 0.90
Mean Network Status -0.07 -0.63 0.53
Mean Network Strength 0.24 2.15 0.03
Step Two 0.13 0.02 0.06
Network Size 0.00 -0.02 0.98
Network Range -0.01 -0.02 0.98
Mean Network Status 0.00 0.03 0.97
Mean Network Strength 0.22 1.79 0.08
Size*Mean Strength 0.05 0.20 0.84
Range*Mean Strength -0.24 -0.98 0.33
Size*Mean Status -0.20 -0.66 0.51
Range*Mean Status 0.05 0.19 0.85
Mean Strength*Mean Status -0.01 -0.10 0.92

Employee and Supervisor Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations

 

 

72



 

73 

Table 17. Independent Samples T-Tests.  

Mean Standard 
Deviation Mean Standard 

Deviation t p

Network Size 5.6 3.42 5.58 3.47 0.03 0.98

Adjusted Network Range 4.11 2.64 3.69 2.5 0.83 0.41

Mean Network Status 3.90 1.60 3.58 1.96 0.92 0.36

Mean Network Strength 4.06 0.60 4.30 0.62 -1.96 0.05

University Employee Non-University 
Employee
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Appendix D. Figures 
 
 

 

Figure 1. Mean Network Status Moderating the Relationship between Network Size and 
Congruence on Employee Transactional Obligations. 
 

 

Figure 2.  Mean Network Strength Moderating the Relationship between Network Size 
and Congruence on Organization Transactional Obligations. 
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Figure 3. Curvilinear Relationship for Network Range Predicting Congruence on 
Organization Transactional Obligations. 

 

 
 
Figure 4. Mean Network Strength Moderating the Relationship between Network Size 
and Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations. 
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Figure 5. Mean Network Strength Moderating the Relationship between Network Range 
and Congruence on Organization Relational Obligations. 
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