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Social structure matters in organizational life, but our understanding of the origins of social network structure remains
limited. In this paper, we observe that the literature on individual differences and social networks focuses almost

exclusively on ego’s views of herself and of her network. Our approach complements this egocentric perspective with a
more altercentric view, in which others’ perceptions of and reactions to ego’s personality and relational behavior shape the
structure of ego’s network. Our altercentric perspective builds on earlier evidence that the construct of self-monitoring is
associated with brokerage, but it suggests that the effect of self-monitoring on brokerage is amplified in those perceived
as highly empathic and attenuated in those perceived as lower in empathy. A mechanism that underlies this effect is the
greater propensity of others to reciprocate the social interactions of high-empathy, high self-monitors than those low in
empathy. We find support for these predictions in a study of the dynamic emergence of a social network among a complete
cohort of MBA students and conclude that alters are active agents in the formation of ego’s network.
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Introduction
In the past two decades, a substantial body of research
has accumulated indicating that the structure of an indi-
vidual’s social network has important and wide-ranging
personal and career implications (reviewed in Burt 2005,
Kilduff and Brass 2010, Burt et al. 2013), but our
understanding of the origins of such network struc-
tures remains limited. Various scholars have considered
organizational antecedents of different types, but per-
haps the most widely studied answer has come from
microlevel research on the self-monitoring personality
construct. Self-monitoring is a personality characteris-
tic that accounts for “individual differences in the self-
control of expressive behaviors [in response to varying
social situations]” (Snyder 1974, p. 527), and scholars
have demonstrated, across a range of different settings,
that individuals high in self-monitoring are more likely
than are low self-monitors to develop advantageous bro-
kerage positions in social networks (e.g., Mehra et al.
2001, Kilduff and Krackhardt 2008, Oh and Kilduff
2008, Sasovova et al. 2010).

This study aims to advance the literature on net-
work formation by investigating the impact that oth-
ers’ perceptions of the focal individual’s behavior may
have on the relationship between self-monitoring and the
forging of social network ties. The agentic view that
undergirds the literature on self-monitoring and social
networks—and the literature on network formation more

generally—is implicitly egocentric, focusing its atten-
tion on the tendency of high self-monitors to forge ties
that bridge disconnected social groups. The flip side of
this coin, however, is that the extant literature implic-
itly portrays alters as passive recipients of social influ-
ence attempts. The assumption, usually unstated, is that
alters will respond positively to the social gestures of
high self-monitors by forming ties with them. We relax
this assumption and consider systematic differences in
how others’ perceptions of ego’s behavior may influence
their propensity to accept or reciprocate ego’s ties. In
doing so, we argue that others are active contributors to
ego’s ability to build her network through their choices
to reciprocate her social interactions.

Many aspects of alters’ perceptions may affect their
willingness to connect with ego and thereby affect the
evolution of ego’s social network. As an initial investi-
gation into this question, we focus in particular on per-
ceptions of ego’s empathy. We chose empathy for two
related reasons. The first is the existence of a social
psychological literature that points to the importance of
empathy in the emergence of social relations. This work
suggests quite unequivocally that when ego is viewed as
empathic—as understanding others’ thoughts and feel-
ings (Hogan 1969, Rogers 1980, Davis 1994)—this con-
fers to interaction partners a feeling of being understood,
which induces a desire to form and maintain a social
relationship (Reis et al. 2004, Oishi et al. 2010). The
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second reason is the availability within this literature of
well-established measures of this construct that point to
discrepancies between self and observer perceptions of
empathy and to the greater accuracy of observer percep-
tions (Davis and Kraus 1997). Discrepancies between
alters’ views of ego’s behavior and ego’s self-perceptions
make it easier to establish the value of an altercentric
perspective on the formation of social networks.

In recognition of the important role of alters’ perspec-
tives in the formation and evolution of ego’s network,
the crux of our argument is, very simply, that others’ per-
ceptions of ego’s empathy should moderate the effect of
ego’s self-monitoring personality on the structure of her
social network. In line with recent research on dynamic
network analysis, we consider the interaction of self-
monitoring and perceived empathy on both static and
dynamic conceptions of brokerage. Consistent with our
prediction, results indicate that self-monitoring is a par-
ticularly strong antecedent of brokerage for people who
are perceived to be high in empathy, both in static, cross-
sectional models and in models of network dynamics.
To further elucidate the moderating effect of perceived
empathy, we directly examine the propensity for a given
person’s potential contacts to reciprocate her social ges-
tures. Consistent with our theory, results of a dyad-level
analysis indicate that the focal actor’s perceived empa-
thy and self-monitoring personality interact positively in
their effect on others’ reciprocation of the actor’s social
advances. We find support for these hypotheses in a
dynamic analysis of the emerging socializing network
among the complete cohort of MBA students in a top
business school.

A key contribution of this study lies in highlighting
the potential benefits of complementing the current ego-
centric perspective with a more altercentric approach to
the study of the relationship between individual differ-
ences and networks. Psychologists have long established
that observers’ views of ego’s personality traits possess
a high degree of agreement and stability (Funder et al.
1995, Riemann et al. 1997, McCrae and Weiss 2009) and
strongly predict important outcomes (Connelly and Ones
2010, Oh et al. 2011). Yet much of the literature on indi-
vidual differences and social networks focuses almost
exclusively on ego’s views of herself and of her network.
Our perspective suggests that others’ perceptions of and
reactions to ego’s personality and relational behavior
will play a significant role in shaping the structure of
ego’s network—that is, that alters are active agents in
the formation of ego’s network.

Self-Monitoring and Brokerage
It is no longer controversial to assert that networks
matter. In voluminous research across a variety of disci-
plines dating back to Moreno’s (1937) sociometry, schol-
ars have demonstrated that individual action is embed-
ded in networks of social relations (Granovetter 1985)

and that the structure of individuals’ networks has con-
sequences for their actions and for their outcomes. In
research on intraorganizational networks, considerable
scholarly attention has been focused on one network
structure in particular: brokerage1 (e.g., Burt 1980, 1992;
Gargiulo and Benassi 2000; Buskens and van de Rijt
2008; Sasovova et al. 2010; Obstfeld et al. 2014). Bro-
kers have networks that link them with diverse and
disconnected others, bridging structural holes in the
social fabric of the organization. As a result, brokers
have vision advantages (Burt 2005), as their sparse, far-
reaching networks allow them to see valuable informa-
tion earlier and more completely than others. Consistent
with this view, empirical evidence has amassed indi-
cating that brokers tend to get promoted faster (Brass
1984), to produce more creative output (Fleming et al.
2007), to get paid more (Burt 1997), and to receive more
favorable performance evaluations (Burt 2004), among
myriad other positive outcomes.

The many benefits of networks rich in brokerage beg
the question: Where does brokerage come from? Schol-
ars have addressed numerous antecedents of brokerage,
including career history (Kleinbaum 2012), training (Burt
and Ronchi 2007), and organizational structure (Klein-
baum and Stuart 2014), but the most robust research
stream has focused on individual personality. In this do-
main, psychologists have argued that brokerage results
from high self-monitoring, a psychological construct con-
cerning the extent to which people seek to modify their
behavior to match the varying expectations of different
social settings (Snyder 1974, Gangestad and Snyder
2000, Toegel et al. 2007). Theory on self-monitoring
builds on Goffman’s (1959) notion of self-presentation
by arguing that people vary in the extent to which they
tend to present themselves favorably to different audi-
ences. High self-monitors are more concerned with the
social cues and norms that others use to indicate appro-
priate behavior in different settings (Snyder 1974). Like
shrewd politicians, high self-monitors tune in to the
beliefs and emotions that may be more socially adap-
tive to express within a particular situation (Gangestad
and Snyder 2000). They engage in relatively high levels
of both surface and deep acting (Scott et al. 2012) and
are attentive to the achievement of status (Flynn et al.
2006). High self-monitors, for example, are quick to rec-
ognize when a situation calls for somber formality, or
when it is more informal and sportive, and will adjust
their own manners accordingly. On the other hand, low
self-monitors tend to heed Polonius’ advice in Shake-
speare’s Hamlet: “To thine own self be true.” They tend
to express self-consistent behavior across diverse social
contexts, regardless of—even in spite of—what might
be expected in a particular situation (Kilduff and Day
1994, Gangestad and Snyder 2000). Low self-monitors
are more likely to tell jokes in a serious setting, or stay
staid in a more relaxed one, if such behavior is natural
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to their personality, even when it should be clear that
the behavior is ill-matched to the social atmosphere and
will not ingratiate them to others who are present.

There is a certain prima facie parallel between self-
monitoring personality, which prompts one to adapt
one’s behavior to match diverse social settings, and
a brokerage network, which links one to discon-
nected, socially diverse others; self-monitoring has been
described as “a psychological analogue to bridging
structural holes” (Burt 2012, p. 548). So it is not sur-
prising that research on the psychological antecedents
of brokerage has focused on self-monitoring. In early
work, Caldwell and O’Reilly (1982) showed that high
self-monitors perform better at boundary-spanning work,
building relationships with distant others more effec-
tively than low self-monitors, who may prefer to remain
within a cohesive social circle in which behavioral
norms match their own inclinations. Cross-sectional
studies have found a positive relationship between self-
monitoring and brokerage in the friendship networks of
employees at a small high-technology firm (Mehra et al.
2001) and in the acquaintance networks of entrepreneurs
(Oh and Kilduff 2008). More recently, dynamic analysis
of network evolution has indicated that self-monitoring
personality predicts increases in network brokerage over
time. Sasovova et al. (2010) tracked friendships within
a radiology department longitudinally and found that
high self-monitors added more new social connections
over time and that these connections were more likely
to involve people previously disconnected from their
networks, thereby increasing their brokerage. In short,
research at the intersection of social networks and psy-
chology has consistently demonstrated a robust effect of
high self-monitoring on brokerage.

One of the key features of this literature is that it
takes the perspective of ego, emphasizing ego’s adap-
tation to varying situations. High self-monitors’ social
initiative is implicitly assumed to be accepted and recip-
rocated by targeted alters. For example, Sasovova et al.
(2010) wrote of an “expectation that high self-monitors
will be more capable of gaining the friendship of oth-
ers” (p. 643; emphasis added). Building on this foun-
dation, economic models of network formation make
the explicit assumption that “actors are able to strate-
gically arrange their ties in order to optimize their
expected utility (Jackson 2006)” (Burger and Buskens
2009, pp. 63–64; emphasis added).

An Altercentric Perspective
Although empirical findings (e.g., Mehra et al. 2001, Oh
and Kilduff 2008, Sasovova et al. 2010) suggest that
self-monitoring is associated with network brokerage
on average, we propose that a more complete under-
standing of the effect of self-monitoring on social net-
works requires greater consideration of alters’ perspec-
tives. Alters form their own views of ego, and those

views very likely shape their propensity to form ties with
ego.2 Self-monitoring may have a positive effect on the
creation of social relationships in general, but high self-
monitors may sometimes risk being perceived as doing
“whatever it takes to enhance their social appearance in
a given situation” (Day and Schleicher 2006, p. 699) or
of actively constructing their “public selves to achieve
social ends” (Gangestad and Snyder 2000, p. 546). In
other words, the high self-monitor’s chameleon-like ten-
dencies could lead alters to see them as socially self-
serving, uninterested in paying genuine attention to other
people and, consequently, as undesirable contacts. Thus,
high self-monitors can experience varying degrees of
success in their attempts to form social relationships
as a result of differences in how others perceive them.
In this sense, self-monitoring—similar to extraversion
(Bendersky and Shah 2013, Felier and Kleinbaum 2015),
high self-esteem (Baumeister et al. 1996), and emotional
intelligence (Austin et al. 2007, Kilduff et al. 2010, Côté
et al. 2011)—may be a generally positive quality that
has a “dark side.”

We argue that these variations are attributable, in part,
to differences in the degree to which ego is perceived
by others as empathic, defined as the degree to which
others perceive that ego understands their thoughts and
feelings (Rogers 1980). Empathic people make others
feel understood in their company, and social psycholog-
ical research indicates that feeling understood is “a crit-
ical ingredient in most positive relationship outcomes,
including interpersonal liking, intimacy, and relational
longevity” (Oishi et al. 2010, p. 406). Feeling as if
one’s perspectives and feelings are understood by some-
one else is thought to make people feel “that they are
worthy of respect, of being heard, and that their feel-
ings and behaviors make sense” (Greenberg et al. 2001,
p. 382–383), providing a sound basis for an interper-
sonal relationship. Self-verification theory suggests that
alters will prefer interactions with ego if he or she is seen
as accurately perceiving important parts of themselves,
such as goals and emotions (Swann et al. 1992, 2003).
Feeling understood by another person promotes satis-
faction in social relationships (Reis et al. 2004), such
as friendships (e.g., Parks and Floyd 1996, Gore et al.
2006), and it elevates positive emotions (Oishi et al.
2008). Indeed, feeling understood by another person has
a host of far-reaching positive consequences. Satisfac-
tion with life is higher on days when people report feel-
ing more understood by others (Lun et al. 2008), and
an experimental induction of feeling understood led peo-
ple to show increased self-efficacy, including a higher
pain tolerance and more favorable perceptions of phys-
ical obstacles ahead of them (Oishi et al. 2013). And
yet, despite its importance in social interaction, empathy
has played a little role in the literature on psychological
antecedents of network structure.
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If self-monitoring is about reading social situations
and understanding what behaviors are appropriate in
those situations, and perceived empathy is about con-
veying to others an understanding of their thoughts and
feelings, we suggest that these qualities are complemen-
tary in their effects on network formation. Based on the
social value that alters derive from feeling understood by
an empathic other (Reis et al. 2004), we expect that high
self-monitors who are perceived as highly empathic will
find it easier to form social relationships than high self-
monitors who project less empathy. At the same time,
empathy alone, in the absence of high self-monitoring,
will be insufficient for the formation of ties that lead
to a high-brokerage network position. A person who is
perceived as highly empathic but who is low in self-
monitoring may create in others a feeling of being under-
stood but may have trouble attracting new social con-
nections because of a lack of sensitivity to important
variations in the social environment. Such people live as
if “put-on images are falsehoods, as if only those pub-
lic displays true to their privately experienced self are
principled” (Gangestad and Snyder 2000, p. 531). Low
self-monitors’ penchant for principled but situationally
inappropriate behavior—such as, for example, express-
ing strong views in a situation where deference to oth-
ers would be more appropriate—may alienate potential
contacts, no matter how empathic those contacts per-
ceive the focal individual to be (see also Friedman and
Miller-Herringer 1991). We therefore predict an inter-
action between self-monitoring and perceived empathy
such that network brokerage is elevated for those indi-
viduals who are high in both self-monitoring and empa-
thy, with each variable amplifying the effect of the
other.

The literature on brokerage in social networks is
developing rapidly. Early research focused almost exclu-
sively on cross-sectional networks, with static measures
of aggregate brokerage (e.g., Burt 1982, 1992). More
recently, as scholarly understanding of cross-sectional
structure matures and new data sources and analytical
methods become available, the focus is shifting to how
these network structures form and evolve over time.
Ahuja et al. (2012), in their introduction to a special
issue of Organization Science on network dynamics,
asserted that scholars of social networks are increasingly
interested in understanding how networks evolve over
time. The longitudinal equivalents of cross-sectional bro-
kerage are the ties and the structural holes that an indi-
vidual adds to her network from one point in time
to the next (Sasovova et al. 2010). Consistent with
this direction, we hypothesize that the interaction of
self-monitoring with empathy will affect not only the
static, cross-sectional structure of brokerage—in which
the focal actor is linked to others who are disconnected
from each other—but also its dynamic evolution through
the formation of new ties and new structural holes in the
focal person’s network.

Hypothesis 1A. Perceived empathy moderates the
positive effect of self-monitoring on brokerage: for peo-
ple perceived as being higher in empathy, the self-
monitoring effect on network brokerage is stronger than
for people perceived as being lower in empathy.

Hypothesis 1B. Perceived empathy moderates the
positive effect of self-monitoring on the formation of new
ties: for people perceived as being higher in empathy,
the self-monitoring effect on the formation of new ties
in their network is stronger than for people perceived as
being lower in empathy.

Hypothesis 1C. Perceived empathy moderates the
positive effect of self-monitoring on the formation of new
structural holes: for people perceived as being higher in
empathy, the self-monitoring effect on the formation of
new structural holes in their network is stronger than
for people perceived as being lower in empathy.

Although Hypothesis 1 explores the moderating effect
of perceived empathy on the well-established relation-
ship between self-monitoring and brokerage, elucidating
the mechanisms by which empathy and self-monitoring
affect brokerage dynamics requires finer-grained consid-
eration of how others’ perceptions of the focal actor
affect how likely they are to reciprocate the ties that
the high self-monitor seeks to forge. Indeed, the abil-
ity to induce others to reciprocate one’s social ties
lies at the heart of agentic network change. Scholarly
research has long recognized that there are two actors
who each have a role in the existence of a social rela-
tionship (e.g., Friedkin 1990). And whereas voluminous
research has documented the general tendency for people
to reciprocate behaviors such as helping (e.g., Bartlett
and DeSteno 2006), gift giving (e.g., Cook and Rice
2006), and the performance of favors (e.g., Regan 1971,
Flynn 2003), relatively little research has explored reci-
procity in the processes of initiation of conversation,
self-disclosure (cf. Sprecher et al. 2013), and other ges-
tures of friendship that contribute to the formation of
social ties on a day-to-day basis (Friedkin 1990).

We argue that perceived empathy is a key variable
that increases the likelihood that the contacts of high
self-monitors will reciprocate their social ties. Echoing
our argument above, high self-monitoring induces ego to
attend to variations in situational cues and to showcase
socially appropriate and desirable behavior across a wide
range of settings and when in the company of a variety
of people. In the absence of apparent empathy, however,
this social flexibility may seem self-serving or superfi-
cial and may not incline alters to engage in social inter-
actions with ego. Similarly, although perceived empathy
engenders a feeling of being understood—a feeling that
induces positive affect for alters—empathy alone may
not be enough to produce in alters a desire to befriend
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ego, if ego lacks the social savvy of the high self-
monitor. As such, we argue that people high in both per-
ceived empathy and self-monitoring will be most likely
to have their social interactions reciprocated by others.
This, we propose, is the theoretical engine that propels
them into positions of brokerage in social networks.

Hypothesis 2. Perceived empathy moderates the pos-
itive effect of self-monitoring on reciprocity: for peo-
ple perceived as being higher in empathy, the effect of
self-monitoring on the likelihood that other people will
reciprocate ties is greater than for people perceived as
being lower in empathy.

To conclude our theory development, and given that
the importance of perceived empathy for social inter-
action lies, in part, in the induction of positive affect
and interpersonal attraction in alters, we underscore
three primary reasons for our focus on perceived empa-
thy, rather than other constructs that might lead to
those outcomes. First, research on empathy offers com-
pelling and generalizable arguments that rest on a con-
siderable theoretical and empirical literature and that
play an important role in explaining the creation and
maintenance of social relationships (e.g., Davis 1994,
Reis et al. 2004, Lun et al. 2008, Oishi et al. 2010),
yet empathy has been conspicuously absent from the
social networks literature. Second, our focus on per-
ceived empathy—a fundamentally relational quality—
enables us to bring an altercentric perspective from
social psychology into the analysis of network forma-
tion. And third, unlike some other variables that also
influence interpersonal attraction and positive affect—
such as sociodemographic similarity (e.g., Byrne 1971,
McPherson et al. 2001) or physical attractiveness (Dion
et al. 1972)—understanding the effects of perceived
empathy on social network formation may yield valuable
practical implications for management training, since
individuals can learn skills (such as effective listening)
that enable them to convey greater empathy.

Data and Methods
We tested these hypotheses about the role of perceived
empathy in moderating the positive association between
self-monitoring and network brokerage by examining
the emergence of the socializing network among first-
year master of business administration (MBA) students.
Although studies of MBA students may lack the external
validity to generalize readily to other kinds of organiza-
tions, this limitation is counterbalanced by the fact that
we are able to observe the network during its forma-
tive phase. Similar to Sasovova et al. (2010), we mea-
sured friendship networks because these networks repre-
sent connections that are entered into voluntarily through
effortful social interactions (rather than being “given”
to students via formal structural arrangements, such as

study group assignments), because friendship networks
influence professional success (e.g., Burt 1992, Ingram
and Roberts 2000) and success in business school (Bald-
win et al. 1997), and because friendship networks are
particularly salient in our study population.

A new cohort of MBA students is a particularly apt
setting in which to study the role of personality in shap-
ing social networks for two reasons. First, few people
know one another in advance. Unlike any going con-
cern, an MBA cohort is constructed from scratch, with
no prior history, few preexisting relationships, and little
formal structure to shape or constrain the formation of
social ties. Additionally, although instrumental reasons
for forming ties undoubtedly emerge later (e.g., one per-
son has prior work experience in an industry in which
another would like to work), the earliest period is char-
acterized by people who have just arrived in a new place
seeking out stability and order in their social world.
The network emerges largely from this blank slate.
Those formal structures that do exist—section assign-
ments and study groups—are randomly assigned and
can be accounted for econometrically, leaving significant
variance to be explained by intrapersonal factors, such
as personality. As a result, this setting is well suited to
examining the socioemotional dynamics of empathy and
self-monitoring as they affect incipient social networks.

Sample and Data Collection
Our sample included all 268 first-year MBA students
(33% women, 57% white non-Hispanic, 60% U.S. cit-
izens, mean age of 28.0 years) at a private East Coast
university, who participated in this study as part of
their required coursework in organizational behavior.
Our analysis required collection of four different data
sets. First, we collected online surveys of the emerg-
ing social network in the new cohort of MBA students
at two points in time: first in late September, in the
fourth week of classes and five weeks after students had
arrived on campus for orientation (hereafter “time 1”);
and again in early November, six weeks later (here-
after “time 2”). After following a link to the study web-
site, students answered a question (adapted from Burt
1992, p. 123) that was designed to assess their posi-
tion within the evolving first-year MBA social network:
“Consider the people with whom you like to spend your
free time. Since you arrived at [university name], who
are the classmates you have been with most often for
informal social activities, such as going out to lunch,
dinner, drinks, films, visiting one another’s homes, and
so on?” Because of the large number of first-year stu-
dents who had so recently met one another, we were
concerned about the possibility of biased or incomplete
recall (Brewer 2000). Consequently, we used a roster-
based name generator, with the roster displayed in one
column per section of the MBA program and names
listed alphabetically within each section.3 Respondents
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indicated the presence of a social tie with a given per-
son by checking the box next to that person’s name. No
upper limit was placed on the number of names that
a respondent could check, but a minimum of two was
required. The median respondent cited 18 social ties at
time 1 and 22 at time 2. Both distributions had very
long right tails (time 1: min = 2, max = 134, SD = 20.1;
time 2: min = 2, max = 188, SD = 29.3). The overall
increase in mean network size was expected during a
period in which networks are actively being formed. The
response rate was 100% in both surveys.

Second, we gathered data from a self-report scale
to measure students’ levels of self-monitoring. This
instrument was administered during the fourth week of
classes. Two students failed to complete this survey and
were dropped from all analyses, yielding a final response
rate of 99.3%. The number of incomplete observations
is too small for any statistical analysis, and since there
is nothing that clearly distinguishes these students in the
observable data, we simply assume they were missing at
random.

Third, in the seventh week of the term, students com-
pleted surveys in which they privately rated the empathy
levels of peers in their study groups. Like many business
schools, the institution we studied assigned each stu-
dent in our sample to a study group through a stratified,
quasi-random process that is designed to create diversity
within each study group and relative parity of experi-
ence across study groups. Study groups were required
to meet at least five days a week, often convening for
several hours each day, throughout the period of our
study. The first months of the fall term are perhaps the
most academically intense period at the school we stud-
ied; within this cauldron, we believe that by the seventh
week of the term, students had sufficient time to form
meaningful impressions of the socioemotional qualities
of their study group members. Study groups thus provide
an excellent setting in which to gather peer evaluations
of empathy. Each student’s empathy was rated by at least
three other students, with a modal number of five raters
per student. The response rate for our peer-evaluated
empathy scale was 100%. Since perceived empathy is
reported by numerous study group members, there is the
possibility that error terms in our regressions might be
correlated because of the structure of peer evaluations
of empathy within study groups, violating the regression
assumption of independent errors. To account for this
dependence, we adjust the standard errors in all models
that include perceived empathy by clustering our esti-
mates around study group assignment.

Finally, demographic information was provided by the
school’s registrar about students’ gender, race, citizen-
ship, age, class section, study group assignment, and res-
idence status (on or off campus). All identifying infor-
mation was removed, leaving these various data sets
linked together only by anonymous student ID numbers.

Measures and Models
Our outcome of interest was the emergence of brokerage
in the social network, so we examined both the pres-
ence of brokerage in the cross-sectional networks and
the emergence of brokerage longitudinally. We describe
each of these analyses in turn.

Cross-Sectional Analysis. First, we examined the pres-
ence of brokerage in a static analysis using Burt’s (1992)
structural constraint measure. Actor i’s structural con-
straint at time t is defined as

Constraintit =
n
∑

j=1

(

Pijt +

n
∑

q=1

PiqtPqjt

)2

1

where Pijt represents the proportion of actor i’s ties that
comprise actor j in time t. The inner summation incor-
porates the indirect constraint imposed on each actor i
by actor j through connections among actors q who
interact with both i and j . We used the igraph pack-
age (Csárdi and Nepusz 2006) in the R statistical com-
puting environment (R Core Team 2013) to calculate
constraint. The dependent variable in our cross-sectional
models is Brokerageit = (Constraintit5

−1/2. This mono-
tonic transformation introduces no bias to estimation and
eliminates skewness (p > 0035, indicating no significant
deviation from normal in the transformed variable; see
D’Agostino et al. 1990), thereby improving model fit.
Additionally, the negative sign in the exponent results
in a direct measure, rather than an inverse measure, of
brokerage, which facilitates an intuitive interpretation of
results. In our static models of brokerage, we estimated
models using ordinary least squares regression. To con-
serve space, we report time 2 results, but identical results
obtain in time 1.

Dynamic Analysis. Second, to further elucidate
the interplay between perceived empathy and self-
monitoring in the dynamic emergence of network struc-
ture, we follow Sasovova et al. (2010) in estimating a
series of models that examine changes in the network
from time 1 to time 2. We define two different dependent
variables in these analyses, Ties Added and Structural
Holes Added.
Ties Added is the count of inward ties that the focal

actor possesses at time 2, but not at time 1. Because Ties
Added is based on inward ties, or citations to the focal
person by others in their survey responses, it relies only
on the reports of others, which are likely to be more reli-
able than self-reports by the focal actor (Sasovova et al.
2010). Structural Holes Added is the count of structural
holes that the focal actor possesses at time 2, but not at
time 1. By “structural holes,” we mean the number of
triads in which the focal actor is cited by two alters who
do not cite each other.4

Our measures of social ties and structural holes added
are count variables, so models are estimated using Pois-
son quasi-maximum likelihood. Because Poisson is in
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the linear exponential family, the conditional mean of the
data is assumed to be correctly specified, but no assump-
tions about the distribution of the data are required
to generate consistent coefficient estimates. Specifically,
unlike maximum likelihood, quasi-maximum likelihood
Poisson estimation does not assume that the data are dis-
tributed with the mean equal to the variance of the event
count (Gouriéroux et al. 1984, Wooldridge 1997, Silva
and Tenreyro 2006).
Self-monitoring: To measure self-monitoring, we used

Snyder and Gangestad’s (1986) 18-item self-report scale
that requires participants to label statements about them-
selves as either true or false. This revised scale is psycho-
metrically superior to Snyder’s (1974) original 25-item
self-monitoring scale (Lennox and Wolfe 1984). Sam-
ple items include “In different situations and with dif-
ferent people, I often act like very different persons”; “I
would not change my opinions (or the way I do things)
in order to please someone or win their favor” (reverse
scored); and “I would probably make a good actor.” Reli-
ability for the self-monitoring scale was acceptable in our
sample (Cronbach’s � = 0073). Finally, we normalized
each individual’s self-monitoring score by subtracting the
global minimum self-monitoring score and dividing by
the range in self-monitoring scores; the resulting normal-
ized variable had a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 1
by construction (mean = 0.49, SD = 0.22).

To gain a deeper understanding of the composition
of the self-monitoring scale, we performed a princi-
pal components analysis with an oblique rotation (pro-
max), which allows the components to correlate with
each other. The scree plot revealed a sharp drop-off after
two components (component 1 eigenvalue = 3.46, 19.2%
of variance explained; component 2 eigenvalue = 1.86,
29.5% cumulative variance explained). Examining the
loadings of the first six components, only these first two
components were interpretable in terms of prior theory
and empirical research, so we retained only these com-
ponents. Using the same 0.30 factor loading criterion,
the results of our analysis correspond closely to those of
Briggs and Cheek (1988), who termed the two compo-
nents of self-monitoring “public performing” and “other-
directedness.”
Perceived empathy: Consistent with our altercentric

theoretical approach, we measured perceptions of empa-
thy using peer ratings of participants’ behaviors. Because
we were interested in measuring others’ perceptions
of ego’s tendency to show understanding of others’
thoughts and feelings, and not in perceptions of ego’s
tendency to actually feel the same emotions that others
are feeling or to feel sympathy for others in distress, our
research falls within the “cognitive” tradition of empa-
thy research (e.g., Hogan 1969; see also the perspective-
taking subscale in Davis 1980) rather than the “emo-
tional” tradition (e.g., Mehrabian and Epstein 1972; see

also the empathic concern and personal distress sub-
scales in Davis 1980). Cognitive measures of empa-
thy seek to capture understanding of another person’s
thoughts and feelings. They are characterized in the lit-
erature on empathy as cognitive because the focus is
on understanding another person, and they are not con-
cerned with measuring the tendency to respond emotion-
ally to the experiences of others. Incidentally, although
our construct of interest is the perceptions of empathy
and not empathic accuracy per se, research indicates
that others’ perceptions are likely to be good indica-
tors of ego’s objective accuracy in understanding others.
That is, studies have found that aggregated peer rat-
ings of empathy are reliably correlated with objective
accuracy in identifying others’ thoughts and emotional
states, whereas self-ratings of empathy or perspective-
taking tendencies have little relationship with empathic
accuracy (Davis and Kraus 1997). More generally, in
two large meta-analyses, observer ratings of personality
predicted important outcomes such as academic achieve-
ment and job performance better than self-ratings did
(Connelly and Ones 2010, Oh et al. 2011).

We used the empathy scale of the Emotional and
Social Competencies Inventory (ESCI; see Wolff 2005),
a multirater 360-degree instrument. The ESCI was devel-
oped based on a theoretical model of emotional and
social competencies (Boyatzis 1982, 2009) and has been
used in previous research (e.g., Kellett et al. 2002, Offer-
mann et al. 2004, Koman and Wolff 2008, Margaret
and Diana 2008). The items composing the empathy
scale asked peers (in our case, all members of one’s
study group) to indicate the frequency with which the
focal actor exhibited five different behaviors reflect-
ing empathy, on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (con-
sistently): “Understands another person’s motivation,”
“Understands others by listening attentively,” “Does not
understand subtle feelings of others” (reverse scored),
“Understands others by putting self into others’ shoes,”
and “Understands others’ perspectives when they are
different from own perspective.” Averaging across peer
ratings for each item for each participant, internal con-
sistency for the perceived empathy scale was excellent
in our sample (Cronbach’s � = 0090). Rater consensus
(or interrater reliability) when averaging across items
(average intraclass correlation coefficient = 0.58) com-
pared favorably to other studies of observer ratings of
personality (e.g., John and Robins 1993, Funder et al.
1995). As with the self-monitoring variable, we normal-
ized each individual’s perceived empathy score by sub-
tracting the global minimum empathy score and dividing
by the range in perceived empathy scores; the resulting
normalized variable had a minimum of 0 and a maxi-
mum of 1 by construction (mean = 0059, SD = 0.16).
Control variables: To account for demographic dif-

ferences that may affect social network structure, we
included in our models the participants’ gender and a
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binary indicator of whether they belonged to the major-
ity racial group, white non-Hispanic. We also included
a binary indicator for whether the focal actor was a
U.S. citizen, because international student status was
believed to play a significant role in socializing pat-
terns among MBA students. For both racial and citi-
zenship groups, we tested the robustness of our results
using alternative specifications; we report the most par-
simonious approach here and note that results for alter-
native specifications were substantively identical. We
included a dummy variable for on-campus residence,
another plausible determinant of social interactions (Fes-
tinger et al. 1950, Marmaros and Sacerdote 2006), as
well as a binary indicator of whether the person was
older than 30 to account for the possibility that older
students tend to engage in different socializing patterns
than younger students. Finally, we controlled for each
student’s section assignment, in case interaction patterns
differed by section.

Dyad-Level Analysis. We test Hypothesis 2 using
dyad-level models of tie formation at time 2, condi-
tional on the state of the tie at time 1. Dyad-level
models include individual-level variables describing the
focal actor, including the self-monitoring and perceived
empathy scores and their interaction, as well as the
control variables described above. Additionally, dyad-
level covariates are included to indicate whether the two
dyad members are in the same section and study group,
whether they both live on campus, and whether they
belong to the same gender group. The dependent vari-
able in our dyad-level analyses is a binary indicator of
the presence of a tie between two specific individuals,
so models are estimated using logistic regression.

Of course, estimation of dyad-level network models
is complicated by the fact that each individual in the
data set participates in multiple different dyads, which
are consequently not independent of one another. That
is, Yijt may be correlated with Yikt to the extent that
unobservable attributes of person i affect both dyadic
observations. Additionally, Yijt may be correlated with
Yjit because of unobservable attributes of the dyad.
Consequently, conventional estimation approaches will
underestimate standard errors and could falsely report
results as significant (Kenny et al. 2006). We address
this problem empirically by estimating models with stan-
dard errors that are simultaneously clustered on both
members of the dyad individually and on the undirected
dyad itself. Furthermore, since our peer-reported mea-
sure of perceived empathy requires that standard errors
also be clustered around the focal person’s study group,
our dyad models employ a four-way clustering of stan-
dard errors around the focal individual, her study group,
the other member of the dyad, and the dyad itself. This
approach—developed conceptually by Cameron et al.
(2011) and implemented for Stata in clus_nway.ado

(Kleinbaum et al. 2013)—is functionally similar to other
approaches to dealing with dyadic dependence, such as
the bootstrap-like resampling approach of the quadratic
assignment procedure (QAP) for logistic or linear regres-
sion or the use of exponential random graph models
(ERGMs) (Cameron et al. 2011). For robustness, mod-
els were alternatively specified using logistic and linear
multiple regression, with quadratic assignment proce-
dure adjustments to standard errors (LR-QAP and MR-
QAP, respectively) and using exponential random graph
models; because all these approaches account for the
nonindependence of observations and because results
were substantively identical across all specifications, we
included the results of the multiway clustering approach,
which are more readily interpretable. Results of alterna-
tive specifications are available in the online supplement
(available as supplemental material at http://dx.doi.org/
10.1287/orsc.2014.0961).

Results
Descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix appear
in Table 1; several network statistics are included for
descriptive purposes, even though they are not used in
other analyses.5 Table 2 presents the results of regres-
sion models of cross-sectional brokerage in the time 2
network on demographic and dispositional covariates;
time 1 results were substantively identical. In the base-
line results in Model 1, we found no differences in
brokerage by gender, race, or citizenship status. We
also found no differences across sections (coefficients
not shown). On-campus residence and being age 30 or
younger were both associated with higher levels of bro-
kerage (p < 0005). In Model 2, we added to our base-
line model a covariate for self-monitoring, and consistent
with the prior literature (e.g., Mehra et al. 2001, Oh and
Kilduff 2008, Sasovova et al. 2010), we found a positive,
significant (p < 00002) effect of self-monitoring on bro-
kerage. In Model 3, we added a covariate to the baseline
model to capture the main effect of perceived empa-
thy and found the effect to be positive but not statisti-
cally significant (p > 0020). In Model 4, we entered both
self-monitoring and perceived empathy covariates into a
regression model together. Results directly paralleled the
independent effects of self-monitoring in Model 2 and of
perceived empathy in Model 3: perceived empathy had
no significant main effect on brokerage, but the effect of
self-monitoring remained positive and significant. Thus,
results from the prior literature—the main effect of self-
monitoring on brokerage—are robust to the main effect
of perceived empathy.

In Model 5, we find support for Hypothesis 1A. The
results indicate a positive, significant interaction between
self-monitoring and perceived empathy (p < 0002) in
their effect on brokerage in the cross section, consis-
tent with a moderating effect. Although we did not
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theorize an interaction at the level of the factors of
self-monitoring, we note that the interaction effect is
captured by the “public performing” component of self-
monitoring and not the “other-directedness” component
(results not shown). The public performing component
of self-monitoring is highly correlated with extraversion
(John et al. 1996) and is characterized by items such as
“I have considered being an entertainer.” A person high
in public performing may thus risk being seen as self-
absorbed and not genuinely interested in understand-
ing others. Our interaction result is therefore consistent
with our hypothesized mechanism because those self-
monitors who are high in public performing are precisely
the people at risk of failing to forge meaningful con-
nections with others if others view them as lacking in
empathy.6

We took numerous steps to further understand this
interaction. First, we split our sample at the median
value of perceived empathy, then reran Model 2 (i.e.,
regressions of self-monitoring and control variables,
but not perceived empathy or its interaction with
self-monitoring) on the separate subsamples. In the
high-empathy subsample, results were similar to those
reported in Model 2 of Table 2, except that the coeffi-
cient on self-monitoring is more than 50% larger (� =

1050, p < 00001). In the low-empathy subsample, the
self-monitoring effect is statistically insignificant (p >
0025). Second, to further unpack the interaction effect,
we estimated marginal effects of the self-monitoring
coefficient in Model 5. When perceived empathy was
held constant at any value below the sample median,
self-monitoring had no significant effect on brokerage.
The self-monitoring effect on brokerage became sta-
tistically significant at the 0.05 level when perceived
empathy was held constant at 0.5, approximately one-
half standard deviation below its mean value. When
perceived empathy was held constant at the 75th per-
centile value in our sample, the self-monitoring effect
was large (� = 1046) and highly statistically significant
(p < 00001). In contrast, at extremely low values of per-
ceived empathy, the self-monitoring effect on brokerage
was negative, although statistically insignificant. These
tests not only provide robust support for the hypothe-
sis that the self-monitoring effect on brokerage in the
cross section is moderated by others’ perception of the
focal person’s empathy; they also suggest that perceived
empathy may be a necessary condition for brokerage in
high self-monitors.

To gain a deeper understanding of the possible mecha-
nisms underlying this moderating effect, we examine the
dynamic microfoundations of brokerage—the formation
of ties and of structural holes. We model the formation
and dissolution of ties between time 1 and time 2 as
a function of self-monitoring, perceptions of empathy,
their interaction, and control variables. In Table 3, we
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Table 2 Regression Models of Brokerage at the Individual Level in the Time 2 Network

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Self-Monitoring 00935 00950 −10404
4002595∗∗ 4002665∗∗ 4100105

Perceived Empathy 00466 00499 −10719
4003995 4004045 4100525

Self-Monitoring×Perceived Empathy 40142
4105625∗

Female −00129 −00122 −00133 −00125 −00088
4001275 4001245 4001285 4001245 4001205

On-Campus Residence 00376 00335 00394 00354 00344
4001055∗∗ 4001065∗∗ 4001065∗∗ 4001065∗∗ 4000995∗∗

U.S. Citizen 00193 00076 00173 00053 00035
4001705 4001605 4001655 4001555 4001595

Age≤ 30 00314 00323 00300 00309 00298
4001695+ 4001715+ 4001655+ 4001665+ 4001645+

White 00098 00121 00109 00133 00150
4001475 4001455 4001465 4001445 4001485

Constant 40140 30738 30857 30427 40689
4001895∗∗ 4002355∗∗ 4003565∗∗ 4004145∗∗ 4007305∗∗

Observations 268 266 268 266 266
R-squared 0010 0014 0010 0015 0018

Notes. Substantively identical results obtain in a cross-sectional analysis of the time 1 network.
Cluster-robust standard errors are in parentheses. Section dummies are included but are not
significant.

+p < 0010; ∗p < 0005; ∗∗p < 0001.

present the results of individual-level regression mod-
els of network change. In Models 6–8, the dependent
variable is the count of the number of new inward7 ties

Table 3 Individual-Level Poisson Quasi-Maximum Likelihood Regression Models of the
Number of Ties and Structural Holes Added from Time 1 to Time 2

DV: Inward Ties Added Inward Structural Holes Added

Variable Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11

Self-Monitoring 00505 00515 −00227 10132 10162 −00437
4001315∗∗ 4001345∗∗ 4004025 4002885∗∗ 4002995∗∗ 4008995

Perceived Empathy 00259 −00468 00870 −00735
4001475+ 4003595 4003005∗∗ 4008225

Self-Monitoring×Empathy 10286 20698
4006245∗ 4103535∗

Female −00039 −00041 −00031 −00197 −00200 −00181
4000665 4000675 4000655 4001245 4001265 4001225

On-Campus Residence 00120 00129 00127 00344 00370 00373
4000535∗ 4000555∗ 4000535∗ 4001105∗∗ 4001165∗∗ 4001135∗∗

U.S. Citizen 00211 00197 00192 00370 00317 00306
4000795∗∗ 4000775∗ 4000785∗ 4001685∗ 4001535∗ 4001525∗

Age≤ 30 00244 00238 00233 00610 00580 00563
4001045∗ 4001005∗ 4000985∗ 4002265∗∗ 4002095∗∗ 4002025∗∗

White −00009 00000 00006 −00149 −00109 −00095
4000715 4000695 4000725 4001575 4001495 4001505

Constant 20113 10949 20369 40777 40221 50175
4001055∗∗ 4001365∗∗ 4002175∗∗ 4002515∗∗ 4003205∗∗ 4005345∗∗

Observations 266 266 266 266 266 266

Notes. Cluster-robust standard errors are in parentheses. Section dummies are included but are not
significant. DV, dependent variable.

+p < 0010; ∗p < 0005; ∗∗p < 0001.

added during the interval between time 1 and time 2;
Models 9–11 consider the number of structural holes
added during the same interval. Importantly, our models
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of ties and holes added rely on the reports of other peo-
ple, not on the reports of the focal individual.

Models 6 and 9 indicate that high self-monitors expe-
rience a higher rate of network churn than low self-
monitors, consistent with the findings of Sasovova et al.
(2010): they form both new ties and new structural holes
more rapidly than do low self-monitors. In Models 7
and 10, we add in the main effect of perceived empa-
thy and obtain two interesting results. First, the main
effects of self-monitoring on the formation of both ties
and structural holes are unaffected by the addition of
empathy to the models. Second, the main effect of per-
ceived empathy on tie formation (Model 2) is weak
and marginally significant (�= 00259, p < 0010). Taken
together, Models 7 and 10 suggest that perceived empa-
thy may have some main effect on the augmentation
of one’s network.8 Finally, in Models 8 and 11, we
introduce the interaction between self-monitoring and
empathy. Results indicate that the interaction is positive

Table 4 Dyad-Level Logistic Regression Models of Reciprocity Over Time

Subset: No time 1 tie Time 1 tie outward only

Variable Model 12 Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17

Self-Monitoring 00715 00730 −00491 −00236 −00225 −10430
4001535∗∗ 4001515∗∗ 4003735 4002825 4002895 4006335∗

Perceived Empathy 00478 −00707 00337 −00834
4001905∗ 4003385∗ 4003555 4006895

Self-Monitoring×Perceived Empathy 20100 20155
4006115∗∗ 4009955∗

Female 00066 00061 00078 00114 00120 00140
4000965 4000955 4000925 4001215 4001215 4001235

On-Campus Residence −00040 −00022 −00024 −00297 −00296 −00289
4001395 4001435 4001405 4001715+ 4001745+ 4001735+

U.S. Citizen 00215 00194 00187 00426 00396 00373
4001085∗ 4001055+ 4001055+ 4001315∗∗ 4001325∗∗ 4001275∗∗

Age≤ 30 00293 00281 00274 −00247 −00240 −00225
4001235∗ 4001175∗ 4001155∗ 4001135∗ 4001105∗ 4001095∗

White 00042 00054 00063 00057 00080 00089
4000905 4000885 4000875 4001355 4001375 4001355

Same Section 00740 00740 00741 00064 00062 00061
4000445∗∗ 4000445∗∗ 4000445∗∗ 4000955 4000955 4000965

Same Study Group 10590 10600 10598 00459 00465 00478
4001975∗∗ 4001975∗∗ 4001975∗∗ 4001665∗∗ 4001645∗∗ 4001635∗∗

Both on Campus 00350 00350 00350 00105 00112 00111
4002125+ 4002125+ 4002125+ 4002085 4002095 4002095

Same Gender 00312 00312 00313 00212 00211 00212
4000855∗∗ 4000855∗∗ 4000855∗∗ 4001055∗ 4001055∗ 4001055∗

Constant −40456 −40762 −40074 −10371 −10587 −00964
4002255∗∗ 4002645∗∗ 4002775∗∗ 4002485∗∗ 4003295∗∗ 4004515∗

Observations 61,180 61,180 61,180 3,192 3,192 3,192

Notes. Models 12–14 show the effects of self-monitoring and empathy on the formation of new ties by including in the model only those
dyads in which both dyad members report no tie at time 1; the dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether the other person cites
the focal person at time 2. In Models 15–17, observations were included when the focal actor reported a tie to the particular contact at
time 1 but that tie was not reciprocated at time 1; the models show the role of self-monitoring and empathy in inducing reciprocity by
time 2. Four-way, cluster-robust standard errors are in parentheses. Section dummies are included but are not significant.

+p < 0010; ∗p < 0005; ∗∗p < 0001.

and significant on the addition of both ties (Model 3;
p < 0005) and structural holes (Model 6; p < 00051):
similar to the cross-sectional results of Table 2, the
evidence marshaled in Table 3 shows that high self-
monitors experience greater network churn than low
self-monitors but that empathic high self-monitors aug-
ment their networks at a faster rate than high self-
monitors perceived as low in empathy. The results in
Models 8 and 11 thus support Hypotheses 1B and 1C,
respectively.

In Hypothesis 2, we argued that a mechanism by
which empathy moderates the effect of self-monitoring
on brokerage lies in the greater ability of high-empathy
people than of low-empathy people to induce others to
reciprocate social ties. To test this hypothesis, we esti-
mated dyad-level logit models of tie formation by time 2,
conditional on the dyadic relation at time 1. Across all
the models in Table 4, our dependent variable is a binary
indicator for whether the other member of the dyad

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

12
9.

17
0.

19
5.

66
] 

on
 2

6 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5,
 a

t 1
5:

22
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 



Kleinbaum, Jordan, and Audia: Altercentric Origins of Brokerage
Organization Science 26(4), pp. 1226–1242, © 2015 INFORMS 1237

reports a tie to the focal member at time 2, as a function
of the focal actor’s empathy and self-monitoring scores
and their interaction.

In Models 12–14, we examine the subset of our sam-
ple (N = 61,180 dyads) in which neither member of the
dyad reported social relations with the other at time 1;
this is the risk set of dyads in which the formation
of a new tie is possible. Results in Model 12 indi-
cate a significant (p < 0001) effect of the focal actor’s
level of self-monitoring on whether others report new
ties with them: a one-standard-deviation increase in self-
monitoring score (over the mean value) implies a 17%
increased likelihood of tie formation. In Model 13, we
add the main effect of others’ perceptions of the focal
actor’s empathy to the model and find that it, too,
exerts a strong independent effect on whether others
report socializing ties with her; increasing the perceived
empathy score from its mean by one standard devia-
tion implies an 8% higher probability of tie formation.
Model 14 adds an interaction between perceived empa-
thy and self-monitoring, and consistent with our earlier
findings, their interaction is positive and significant (�=

20100, p < 0001). High-empathy high self-monitors are
better able to induce others to form new ties with them
than are people who are lower in these qualities.

In Models 15–17 of Table 4, we zero in on those dyads
in which the focal actor may be actively trying to form
a tie: specifically, we look at the subset of dyads (N =

2,926) in which the focal actor reported a tie at time 1
but the other actor did not. Results in Models 15 and
16 indicate that in these dyads, neither self-monitoring
nor perceived empathy has a significant main effect on
the propensity of the other actor to reciprocate the tie to
the focal actor by time 2. But in Model 17, we see that
their interaction is positive and significant (� = 20155,
p < 0005): consistent with our hypothesized moderating
effect, high-empathy high self-monitors are better able
to induce reciprocity in others than are people who are
lower in one or both of these qualities. Thus, the evi-
dence marshaled in Table 4 supports Hypothesis 2: a
mechanism for the moderating effect of perceived empa-
thy lies in its role in engendering reciprocity in social
relations.

Discussion and Conclusion
We have long known that social networks confer
advantages to well-connected individuals. In seeking to
unpack the antecedent conditions for the formation of
networks rich in brokerage, the self-monitoring person-
ality type has drawn significant scholarly interest. In
this paper, we extend this line of work by examin-
ing the impact of alters’ views of ego’s behavior on
the relationship between self-monitoring and social net-
works. Specifically, we focused on perceived empathy
because conveying to others that we understand them,

their thoughts, and their feelings significantly impacts
our social relations. Consistent with this perspective,
we find positive interactions of self-monitoring and per-
ceived empathy in their effect on brokerage both cross-
sectionally and longitudinally, in the formation of new
ties and new structural holes, and in the successful
inducement of friendship reciprocity in dyads.

When high self-monitors, chameleon-like, modify
their behavior to fit into a variety of different social
settings, others may perceive them as genuinely inter-
ested in understanding the people around them or, alter-
natively, as simply acting instrumentally toward their
own self-interests. These perceptions of self-monitors’
behavior as benevolent or as self-interested are likely
to affect others’ willingness to accept and reciprocate
their gestures of friendship. Although we cannot take
others’ perceptions of empathy as indicators of actual
good intentions on the self-monitor’s part, our findings
suggest that focusing on others’ views of ego’s behavior
enriches our conceptualization of the drivers of social
connection, offering a more nuanced understanding com-
pared with views of the process that implicitly assume
that agency over the network resides only with ego.
By highlighting perceived empathy as a moderator of
the self-monitoring effect on brokerage, we help refine
the specification of social psychological models of the
antecedents of brokerage. Although high self-monitors
may engage in more brokerage, on average, than low
self-monitors, we have no theoretical reason to believe
that all high self-monitors realize similar benefits to their
networks. Indeed, as Flynn and Ames (2006, p. 272)
observed, “Self-monitoring may not be equally useful
for everyone.” More generally, by focusing on the per-
ceptions of others, how those perceptions affect oth-
ers’ willingness to reciprocate ego’s social interactions,
and how such reciprocation affects the network of ego,
our results suggest that alters are active—and relatively
unexamined—agents in the formation of ego’s network.

Our results indicate that the network benefits of high
self-monitoring accrue primarily to those high self-
monitors who are also perceived as empathic. In addition
to refining the specification of theoretical models of bro-
kerage, our findings have practical implications for high
self-monitors who wish to forge brokerage positions but
who often find their social overtures rebuffed by alters.
Conveying empathy to others more effectively may be
critical here, and such high self-monitors may make lis-
tening reflectively to others (Fisher 1981) and otherwise
conveying a sense of empathy a personal development
focus (see also Flynn et al. 2001).

An interesting implication of our findings lies in their
potential to recast a popular scholarly view of brokers
as well as a widespread view of networking. Contempo-
rary work on brokerage originates with Burt (1992), who
fleshed out Simmel’s (1902 [1950]) notion of the broker
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as tertius gaudens, the third who benefits. Although bro-
kerage has been associated with positive outcomes, the
broker has often been implicitly portrayed as achieving
these benefits through devious or duplicitous means: as
our own students inevitably point out, the tertius gau-
dens model of brokerage can be perceived as strate-
gic at best and manipulative at worst. Our experience
teaching brokerage echoes that of Baker (2000), who
noted, “Many people 0 0 0 interpret the message of social
capital as blatant manipulation: building and using rela-
tionships for self-serving and instrumental goals, even
nefarious purposes” (p. 19). Burt (1992, pp. 24–25) him-
self acknowledged as much when he colorfully conceded
that “judging friends on the basis of [structural] effi-
ciency is an interpersonal flatulence from which friends
will flee.” To wit, a recent study examining network-
ing from the lens of moral psychology argues that “net-
working can make us feel dirty” (Casciaro et al. 2014).
Consistent with this view, an editorial in the business
press pointedly critiqued: “Business school 0 0 0professors
should stop telling students to grow their networks.
Instead they should tell them to develop their relation-
ships and to treat people with the respect they deserve.
When people feel respected, they like to provide help
and support. When they feel manipulated like a tool,
they do not” (Bearden 2014). Following Bearden’s pre-
scription, the present findings offer a more positive view
of networking: that brokers’ ability to build a diverse
set of ties rests, in part, on effectively conveying a sense
of empathy to others. By adding empathy—a prosocial
emotional competence—to the empirically documented
repertoire of brokers, our findings paint brokerage in
a more favorable light in terms of process, as well as
consequences.

Our research also points to a more integrative perspec-
tive on networking research. Recent work (e.g., Oishi
and Kesebir 2012, Vissa 2012) has pointed to a trade-off
between broad and deep networking strategies. Although
we wholeheartedly agree that broad and deep networks
yield different benefits (Coleman 1988, Burt 1992), our
work suggests that viewing them as a strict trade-off may
be a false dichotomy. If we take seriously the agency
of others in joining—and, thereby, in determining the
structure of—ego’s network, then conveying empathy to
build deep individual relationships will be instrumental
to building broad, far-reaching networks as well.

Of course, this research is not without limitation. Most
notably, empathy may be merely an instantiation of a
broader set of social and interpersonal traits and skills,
many of which induce positive affect and interpersonal
liking. This critique is consistent with a structural per-
spective, suggesting that identifying any single personal-
ity variable is necessarily incomplete. For example, Burt
(2012) measured “network-related personality” as the
residual person-effect across roles in models of network

structure on performance. He argued that measuring per-
sonality directly is problematic “because there are too
many personality measures that could be used to con-
trol for personality differences. Research on any one,
or any subset of the many, does not provide a general
answer to the agency question so much as it provides
an answer interesting but specific to the personality vari-
ables tested” (Burt 2012, p. 551). We see more promise
in direct measures of personality and social skill than
Burt does because identifying specific variables, such
as perceived empathy, enables individual improvement
through training and coaching. Nevertheless, we share
his concern that there are many different, and related,
personality variables that could potentially be measured.
We do not claim that empathy is the only individual dif-
ference on which to develop an altercentric perspective.
We hope that this study inspires additional efforts aimed
at shedding new light on how alters’ reactions to ego’s
behavior influence the formation of social networks.

A further limitation is that our sample may lack exter-
nal validity to the extent that it is difficult to generalize
from the socializing ties of a population of MBA stu-
dents. We do not know whether perceived empathy has
the same moderating effect on instrumental ties in work
settings, where expectations of connecting with others
on a personal level may differ (Ingram and Zou 2008).
For the present research, we believe that this limitation is
both mitigated and offset by compensatory benefits. The
validity concern is mitigated because the covariates of
interest to us—self-monitoring and perceived empathy—
are individual, psychological variables, which we might
reasonably expect to be similar in students in a top
MBA program compared to the practicing managers they
aspire to become. Furthermore, the concern may be off-
set by the fact that we are able to observe the network
as it forms, an opportunity that could never occur in a
real corporation with ongoing operations. For these rea-
sons, we believe that the limitations inherent in an MBA
student sample are justified for this research.

Despite these limitations, we believe this work con-
tributes to scholarly knowledge of the antecedents of
network structure in several ways. First, we build on
and extend prior research by directing scholarly attention
to the important role of perceived empathy in moderat-
ing the self-monitoring effect on brokerage. Second, and
more generally, our findings lend support to our view
that greater consideration of others’ interest in forming
ties with high self-monitors is one path by which we
may be able to advance understanding of the microlevel
processes underlying the formation of social networks.

Based on this finding, we conclude with a call for
further “altercentric” network research that brings an
explicit consideration of the role of others in shaping
ego’s network through the effect of ego’s own person-
ality, behavior, and actions on others. This is an area in
which network scholars can engage with psychologists
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in a productive interdisciplinary conversation. Although
ours is the first such call we know of, other researchers
also call attention to the critical role of alters. For exam-
ple, Burt (2014) examines the extent to which the value
that accrues to ego from a structural hole depends on
the extent to which the hole is “reinforced” by dense
networks surrounding the alters on each side of ego’s
hole. Casciaro and Lobo’s (2008) analysis of the role of
interpersonal affect in task-related interactions implies
that negative affect should undercut the networks of its
subjects. Rubineau and Polman (2012) argue that social
capital may be seized or, alternatively, may be granted to
ego by others. Even at the firm level of analysis, recent
research suggests there are benefits to “seeing through
the eyes of a rival” (Tsai et al. 2011). In this paper, we
join this rising tide of interest in better understanding
the role of alters in shaping ego’s network and call for
more scholarly attention to this important topic.

Supplemental Material
Supplemental material to this paper is available at http://dx.doi
.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0961.
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Endnotes
1Of course, brokerage is not the only network structure that
matters. Other scholarly work has examined network central-
ity (e.g., Freeman 1979), cohesion (e.g., Coleman 1988), and
small worlds (e.g., Watts 1999), among many others. However,
we focus on brokerage because its well-documented effect on
individual attainment is of particular relevance to scholars of
organization theory.
2In related work, actors’ perceptions of the structure of the
network itself affect their propensity to form ties (see, for
example, Dekker et al. 2002; on cognitive social structures
more generally, see Krackhardt 1987).
3We ran three robustness tests to assuage concerns about the
possibility that people listed closer to the top or to the left
of the page might be cited more often. First, we tested to
see whether people listed on the first viewable screen were
cited more often than people listed further down the page.
Second, we tested for a continuous association between order
and citation frequency. Finally, we tested to see whether cita-
tion frequency was associated with the ordering of columns.
Across all three tests, we found no evidence of order effects
on frequency of citation.

4Structural holes can be added through two distinct mecha-
nisms. In the first, a closed triad is opened by the severance
of the tie between the alters, allowing the focal actor to inter-
mediate between them. The second mechanism by which an
actor can add a structural hole is by forming a new tie with
an individual who is disconnected from someone already in
her network. Because relatively few ties are severed in our
empirical setting, our results are driven by the second mech-
anism and are substantively unchanged in either measure of
structural holes added.
5Particularly noteworthy is the near-zero correlation between
self-monitoring and perceived empathy. To further explore the
robustness of this univariate result, we estimated unreported
multivariate regressions, controlling for a range of demo-
graphic variables and still found no significant association
(p > 0050). This result is notable because it implies that adding
perceived empathy to models of the self-monitoring effect
should significantly improve model specification.
6We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for emphasizing
the significance of this result.
7The results in Table 3 are based on the addition of inward
ties or holes in the directed network. If we instead model the
count of new reciprocal ties (i.e., the number of ties in which
both the focal person and the other person cited one another
at time 2, but at least one of them did not cite the other at
time 1), the effects are even stronger: in the model of recip-
rocal ties added, �Self−Monitoring×Empathy = 3019 (p < 0001); in
the model of structural holes added in the reciprocal ties net-
work, �Self−Monitoring×Empathy = 5005 (p < 00015). To conserve
space, we do not report full tables, but we note that support
for Hypothesis 1 appears to be very robust.
8Related analyses indicate that high self-monitors also sever
ties with time 1 friends at a higher rate than do low self-
monitors but show no evidence of any main effect of perceived
empathy on the dissolution of either ties or structural holes.

References

Ahuja G, Soda G, Zaheer A (2012) The genesis and dynamics of
organizational networks. Organ. Sci. 23(2):434–448.

Austin EJ, Farrelly D, Black C, Moore H (2007) Emotional intel-
ligence, Machiavellianism and emotional manipulation: Does
EI have a dark side? Personality Individual Differences 43(1):
179–189.

Baker WE (2000) Achieving Success Through Social Capital: Tapping
the Hidden Resources in Your Personal and Business Networks,
1st ed. (Jossey-Bass, San Francisco).

Baldwin TT, Bedell MD, Johnson JL (1997) The social fabric
of a team-based M.B.A. program: Network effects on stu-
dent satisfaction and performance. Acad. Management J. 40(6):
1369–1397.

Bartlett MY, DeSteno D (2006) Gratitude and prosocial behavior:
Helping when it costs you. Psych. Sci. 17(4):319–325.

Baumeister RF, Smart L, Boden JM (1996) Relation of threatened
egotism to violence and aggression: The dark side of high self-
esteem. Psych. Rev. 103(1):5–33.

BeardenN(2014)Networkingbecomesadirtyword:MBAstudentsneed
to view their contacts as people rather than things. Financial Times
(London) (February 2), http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/ac56ebf8
-4c91-11e3-923d-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3NQDS6ZDJ.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

12
9.

17
0.

19
5.

66
] 

on
 2

6 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5,
 a

t 1
5:

22
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/ac56ebf8-4c91-11e3-923d-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3NQDS6ZDJ
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/ac56ebf8-4c91-11e3-923d-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3NQDS6ZDJ


Kleinbaum, Jordan, and Audia: Altercentric Origins of Brokerage
1240 Organization Science 26(4), pp. 1226–1242, © 2015 INFORMS

Bendersky C, Shah NP (2013) The downfall of extraverts and rise
of neurotics: The dynamic process of status allocation in task
groups. Acad. Management J. 56(2):387–406.

Boyatzis RE (1982) The Competent Manager: A Model for Effective
Performance (John Wiley & Sons, New York).

Boyatzis RE (2009) Competencies as a behavioral approach to emo-
tional intelligence. J. Management Development 28(9):749–770.

Brass DJ (1984) Being in the right place: A structural analysis
of individual influence in an organization. Admin. Sci. Quart.
29(4):518–539.

Brewer DD (2000) Forgetting in the recall-based elicitation of per-
sonal and social networks. Soc. Networks 22(1):29–43.

Briggs SR, Cheek JM (1988) On the nature of self-monitoring: Prob-
lems with assessment, problems with validity. J. Personality Soc.
Psych. 54(4):663–678.

Burger MJ, Buskens V (2009) Social context and network formation:
An experimental study. Soc. Networks 31(1):63–75.

Burt RS (1980) Models of network structure. Annual Rev. Sociol.
6:79–141.

Burt RS (1982) Toward a Structural Theory of Action: Network Mod-
els of Social Structure, Perception, and Action (Academic Press,
New York).

Burt RS (1992) Structural Holes: The Social Structure of Competition
(Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA).

Burt RS (1997) The contingent value of social capital. Admin. Sci.
Quart. 42(2):339–365.

Burt RS (2004) Structural holes and good ideas. Amer. J. Sociol.
110(2):349–399.

Burt RS (2005) Brokerage and Closure: An Introduction to Social
Capital (Oxford University Press, New York).

Burt RS (2012) Network-related personality and the agency ques-
tion: Multi-role evidence from a virtual world. Amer. J. Sociol.
118(3):543–591.

Burt RS (2014) Reinforced structural holes. Working paper, Booth
School of Business, University of Chicago, Chicago.

Burt RS, Ronchi D (2007) Teaching executives to see social capital:
Results from a field experiment. Soc. Sci. Res. 36(3):1156–1183.

Burt RS, Kilduff M, Tasselli S (2013) Social network analysis: Foun-
dations and frontiers on advantage. Annual Rev. Psych. 64:
527–547.

Buskens V, van de Rijt A (2008) Dynamics of networks if everyone
strives for structural holes. Amer. J. Sociol. 114(2):371–407.

Byrne DE (1971) The Attraction Paradigm (Academic Press,
New York).

Caldwell DF, O’Reilly CA (1982) Boundary spanning and individ-
ual performance: The impact of self-monitoring. J. Appl. Psych.
67(1):124–127.

Cameron AC, Gelbach JB, Miller DL (2011) Robust inference with
multi-way clustering. J. Bus. Econom. Statist. 29(2):238–249.

Casciaro T, Lobo MS (2008) When competence is irrelevant: The role
of interpersonal affect in task-related ties. Admin. Sci. Quart.
53(4):655–684.

Casciaro T, Gino F, Kouchaki M (2014) The contaminating effects
of building instrumental ties: How networking can make us feel
dirty. Admin. Sci. Quart. 59(4):705–735.

Coleman JS (1988) Social capital in the creation of human capital.
Amer. J. Sociol. 94(Supplement):S95–S120.

Connelly BS, Ones DS (2010) An other perspective on personality:
Meta-analytic integration of observers’ accuracy and predictive
validity. Psych. Bull. 136(6):1092–1122.

Cook KS, Rice E (2006) Social exchange theory. Delamater J, ed.
Handbook of Social Psychology (Springer, New York), 53–76.

Côté S, DeCelles KA, McCarthy JM, Van Kleef GA, Hideg I (2011)
The Jekyll and Hyde of emotional intelligence. Psych. Sci.
22(8):1073–1080.

Csárdi G, Nepusz T (2006) The igraph software package for complex
network research. InterJournal Complex Systems:Article 1695.

D’Agostino RB, Belanger A, D’Agostino RB Jr (1990) A sugges-
tion for using powerful and informative tests of normality. Amer.
Statistician 44(4):316–321.

Davis MH (1980) A multidimensional approach to individual dif-
ferences in empathy. JSAS Catalog Selected Documents Psych.
10(4):85.

Davis MH (1994) Empathy: A Social Psychological Approach (West-
view Press, Boulder, CO).

Davis MH, Kraus LA (1997) Personality and empathic accuracy.
Ickes BW, ed. Empathic Accuracy (Guilford Press, New York),
144–168.

Day DV, Schleicher DJ (2006) Self-monitoring at work: A motive-
based perspective. J. Personality 74(3):685–714.

Dekker DJ, Krackhardt D, Franses PH (2002) Dynamic effects of trust
and cognitive social structures on information transfer relation-
ships. ERIM Report Series Research in Management ERS-2002-
33-MKT, Rotterdam, The Netherlands.

Dion K, Berscheid D, Walster E (1972) What is beautiful is good. J.
Personality Soc. Psych. 24(3):285–290.

Feiler DC, Kleinbaum AM (2015) Popularity, similarity, and the net-
work extraversion bias. Psych. Sci. 26(5):593–603.

Festinger L, Schachter S, Back K (1950) Social Pressures in Infor-
mal Groups: A Study of Human Factors in Housing (Harper &
Brothers, New York).

Fisher D (1981) Communication in Organizations (West Publishing
Co., St. Paul, MN).

Fleming L, Mingo S, Chen D (2007) Collaborative brokerage,
generative creativity, and creative success. Admin. Sci. Quart.
52(3):443–475.

Flynn FJ (2003) How much should I give and how often? The effects
of generosity and frequency of favor exchange on social status
and productivity. Acad. Management J. 46(5):539–553.

Flynn FJ, Ames DR (2006) What’s good for the goose may not be
as good for the gander: The benefits of self-monitoring for men
and women in task groups and dyadic conflicts. J. Appl. Psych.
91(2):272–281.

Flynn FJ, Chatman JA, Spataro SE (2001) Getting to know you:
The influence of personality on impressions and performance of
demographically different people in organizations. Admin. Sci.
Quart. 46(3):414–442.

Flynn FJ, Reagans RE, Amanatullah ET, Ames DR (2006) Helping
one’s way to the top: Self-monitors achieve status by helping
others and knowing who helps whom. J. Personality Soc. Psych.
91(6):1123–1137.

Freeman LC (1979) Centrality in social networks: Conceptual clarifi-
cation. Soc. Networks 1(3):215–239.

Friedkin NE (1990) A Guttman scale for the strength of an interper-
sonal tie. Soc. Networks 12(3):239–252.

Friedman HS, Miller-Herringer T (1991) Nonverbal display of emo-
tion in public and in private: Self-monitoring, personality, and
expressive cues. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 61(5):766–775.

Funder DC, Kolar DC, Blackman MC (1995) Agreement among
judges of personality: Interpersonal relations, similarity, and
acquaintanceship. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 69(4):656–672.

Gangestad SW, Snyder M (2000) Self-monitoring: Appraisal and
reappraisal. Psych. Bull. 126(4):530–555.

Gargiulo M, Benassi M (2000) Trapped in your own net? Network
cohesion, structural holes, and the adaptation of social capital.
Organ. Sci. 11(2):183–196.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

12
9.

17
0.

19
5.

66
] 

on
 2

6 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5,
 a

t 1
5:

22
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 



Kleinbaum, Jordan, and Audia: Altercentric Origins of Brokerage
Organization Science 26(4), pp. 1226–1242, © 2015 INFORMS 1241

Goffman E (1959) The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Anchor
Books, New York).

Gore JS, Cross SE, Morris ML (2006) Let’s be friends: Relational
self-construal and the development of intimacy. Personal Rela-
tionships 13(1):83–102.

Gouriéroux C, Monfort A, Trognon A (1984) Pseudo maximum like-
lihood methods: Theory. Econometrica 52(3):681–700.

Granovetter MS (1985) Economic action and social structure: The
problem of embeddedness. Amer. J. Sociol. 91(3):481–510.

Greenberg LS, Watson JC, Elliot R, Bohart AC (2001) Empathy. Psy-
chotherapy: Theory, Res., Practice, Training 38(4):380–384.

Hogan R (1969) Development of an empathy scale. J. Consulting
Clinical Psych. 33(3):307–316.

Ingram P, Roberts PW (2000) Friendships among competitors in the
Sydney hotel industry. Amer. J. Sociol. 106(2):387–423.

Ingram P, Zou X (2008) Business friendships. Res. Organ. Behav.
28:167–184.

Jackson MO (2006) The economics of social networks. Blundell R,
Newey WK, Persson T, eds. Advances in Economics and Econo-
metrics: Theory and Applications (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, UK), 1–56.

John OP, Robins RW (1993) Determinants of interjudge agreement
on personality traits: The big five domains, observability, evalu-
ativeness, and the unique perspective of the self. J. Personality
61(4):521–551.

John OP, Cheek JM, Klohnen EC (1996) On the nature of self-
monitoring: Construct explication with Q-sort ratings. J. Person-
ality Soc. Psych 71(4):763–776.

Kellett JB, Humphrey RH, Sleeth RG (2002) Empathy and complex
task performance: Two routes to leadership. Leadership Quart.
13(5):523–544.

Kenny DA, Kashy DA, Cook WL (2006) Dyadic Data Analysis (Guil-
ford Press, New York).

Kilduff M, Brass DJ (2010) Organizational social network research:
Core ideas and key debates. Acad. Management Ann. 4(1):
317–357.

Kilduff M, Day DV (1994) Do chameleons get ahead? The effects
of self-monitoring on managerial careers. Acad. Management J.
37(4):1047–1060.

Kilduff M, Krackhardt D (2008) Interpersonal Networks in Organi-
zations: Cognition, Personality, Dynamics, and Culture (Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, UK).

Kilduff M, Chiaburu DS, Menges JI (2010) Strategic use of emotional
intelligence in organizational settings: Exploring the dark side.
Res. Organ. Behav. 30:129–152.

Kleinbaum AM (2012) Organizational misfits and the origins of bro-
kerage in intrafirm networks. Admin. Sci. Quart. 57(3):407–452.

Kleinbaum AM, Stuart TE (2014) Inside the black box of the corpo-
rate staff: Social networks and the implementation of corporate
strategy. Strategic Management J. 35(1):24–47.

Kleinbaum AM, Stuart TE, Tushman ML (2013) Discretion within
constraint: Homophily and structure in a formal organization.
Organ. Sci. 24(5):1316–1336.

Koman ES, Wolff SB (2008) Emotional intelligence competencies in
the team and team leader. J. Management Development 27(1):
55–75.

Krackhardt D (1987) Cognitive social structures. Soc. Networks
9(2):109–134.

Lennox RD, Wolfe RN (1984) Revision of the self-monitoring scale.
J. Personality Soc. Psych. 46(6):1349–1364.

Lun J, Kesebir S, Oishi S (2008) On feeling understood and feel-
ing well: The role of interdependence. J. Res. Personality
42(6):1623–1628.

Margaret MH, Diana B (2008) Social and emotional competencies
predicting success for male and female executives. J. Manage-
ment Development 27(1):13–35.

Marmaros D, Sacerdote B (2006) How do friendships form? Quart.
J. Econom. 121(1):79–119.

McCrae RR, Weiss A (2009) Observer ratings of personality. Robins
RW, Fraley RC, Krueger RF, eds. Handbook of Research Meth-
ods in Personality Psychology (Guilford Press, New York),
259–272.

McPherson JM, Smith-Lovin L, Cook JM (2001) Birds of a feather:
Homophily in social networks. Annual Rev. Sociol. 27:415–444.

Mehra A, Kilduff M, Brass DJ (2001) The social networks of high
and low self-monitors: Implications for workplace performance.
Admin. Sci. Quart. 46(1):121–146.

Mehrabian A, Epstein N (1972) A measure of emotional empathy.
J. Personality 40(4):525–543.

Moreno JL (1937) Sociometry in relation to other social sciences.
Sociometry 1(1/2):206–219.

Obstfeld D, Borgatti SP, Davis JP (2014) Brokerage as a process:
Decoupling third party action from social network structure.
Borgatti SP, Brass DJ, Halgin DS, Labianca G, Mehra A, eds.
Contemporary Perspectives on Organizational Social Networks,
Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 40 (Emerald
Group Publishing, Cambridge, MA), 135–159.

Offermann LR, Bailey JR, Vasilopoulos NL, Seal C, Sass M (2004)
The relative contribution of emotional competence and cognitive
ability to individual and team performance. Human Performance
17(2):219–243.

Oh H, Kilduff M (2008) The ripple effect of personality on social
structure: Self-monitoring origins of network brokerage. J. Appl.
Psych. 95(5):1155–1164.

Oh I-S, Wang G, Mount MK (2011) Validity of observer ratings of the
five-factor model of personality traits: A meta-analysis. J. Appl.
Psych. 96(4):762–773.

Oishi S, Kesebir S (2012) Optimal social-networking strategy is
a function of socioeconomic conditions. Psych. Sci. 23(12):
1542–1548.

Oishi S, Koo M, Akimoto S (2008) Culture, interpersonal perceptions,
and happiness in social interactions. Personality Soc. Psych. Bull.
34(3):307–320.

Oishi S, Krochik M, Akimoto S (2010) Felt understanding as a
bridge between close relationships and subjective well-being:
Antecedents and consequences across individuals and cultures.
Soc. Personality Psych. Compass 4(6):403–416.

Oishi S, Schiller J, Gross EB (2013) Felt understanding and mis-
understanding affect the perception of pain, slant, and distance.
Soc. Psych. Personality Sci. 4(3):259–266.

Parks MR, Floyd K (1996) Meanings for closeness and intimacy in
friendship. J. Soc. Personal Relationships 13(1):85–107.

R Core Team (2013) R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing, version 3.0.2 (R Foundation for Statistical Comput-
ing, Vienna).

Regan DT (1971) Effects of a favor and liking on compliance. J.
Experiment. Soc. Psych. 7(6):627–639.

Reis HT, Clark MS, Holmes JG (2004) Perceived partner respon-
siveness as an organizing construct in the study of intimacy
and closeness. Mashek DJ, Aron AP, eds. Handbook of Close-
ness and Intimacy (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ),
201–225.

Riemann R, Angleitner A, Strelau J (1997) Genetic and environmen-
tal influences on personality: A study of twins reared together
using the self- and peer report NEO-FFI scales. J. Personality
65(3):449–475.

Rogers CR (1980) A Way of Being (Houghton Mifflin, Boston).

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

12
9.

17
0.

19
5.

66
] 

on
 2

6 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5,
 a

t 1
5:

22
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 



Kleinbaum, Jordan, and Audia: Altercentric Origins of Brokerage
1242 Organization Science 26(4), pp. 1226–1242, © 2015 INFORMS

Rubineau B, Polman E (2012) Taken or granted? Social capi-
tal, narcissism, and agency. Working paper, Cornell University,
Ithaca, NY.

Sasovova Z, Mehra A, Borgatti SP, Schippers MC (2010) Network
churn: The effects of self-monitoring personality on brokerage
dynamics. Admin. Sci. Quart. 55(4):639–670.

Scott BA, Barnes CM, Wagner DT (2012) Chameleonic or consistent?
A multilevel investigation of emotional labor variability and self-
monitoring. Acad. Management J. 55(4):905–926.

Silva JMCS, Tenreyro S (2006) The log of gravity. Rev. Econom.
Statist. 88(4):641–658.

Simmel G (1902 [1950]) The Sociology of Georg Simmel, translated
and edited by Wolff KH (Free Press, Glencoe, IL).

Snyder M (1974) Self-monitoring of expressive behavior. J. Person-
ality Soc. Psych. 30(4):526–537.

Snyder M, Gangestad S (1986) On the nature of self-monitoring: Mat-
ters of assessment, matters of validity. J. Personality Soc. Psych.
51(1):125–139.

Sprecher S, Treger S, Wondra JD, Hilaire N, Wallpe K (2013) Taking
turns: Reciprocal self-disclosure promotes liking in initial inter-
actions. J. Experiment. Soc. Psych. 49(5):860–866.

Swann WB, Rentfrow PJ, Guinn JS (2003) Self-verification: The
search for coherence. Leary M, Tangney J, eds. Handbook of Self
and Identity (Guilford Press, New York), 367–383.

Swann WB, Stein-Seroussi A, Giesler RB (1992) Why people self-
verify. J. Personality Soc. Psych. 62(3):392–401.

Toegel G, Anand N, Kilduff M (2007) Emotion helpers: The role
of high positive affectivity and high self-monitoring managers.
Personnel Psych. 60(2):337–365.

Tsai W, Su K-H, Chen M-J (2011) Seeing through the eyes of a rival:
Competitor acumen based on rival-centric perceptions. Acad.
Management J. 54(4):761–778.

Vissa B (2012) Agency in action: Entrepreneurs’ networking style and
initiation of economic exchange. Organ. Sci. 23(2):492–510.

Watts DJ (1999) Networks, dynamics, and the small-world phe-
nomenon. Amer. J. Sociol. 105(2):493–527.

Wolff SB (2005) Emotional Competence Inventory (ECI): Techni-
cal manual. Report, Hay Group, Philadelphia. http://bit.ly/ECI
_Tech_Man.

Wooldridge JM (1997) Quasi-likelihood methods for count data.
Pesaran MH, Schmidt P, eds. Handbook of Applied Econometrics:
Microeconomics, Vol. 2 (Blackwell, Malden, MA), 352–406.

Adam M. Kleinbaum is an associate professor at the
Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth, where he cofounded
the Dartmouth Interdisciplinary Network Research Group. He
received his doctorate at the Harvard Business School. His
research examines the antecedents and evolution of networks
within large organizations.

Alexander H. Jordan is an adjunct assistant professor
of business administration at the Tuck School of Business,
Dartmouth College, and a licensed clinical psychologist. He
received his Ph.D. from Stanford University. His research
spans social, organizational, and clinical psychology, with par-
ticular emphases on morality, emotion, and the loss and for-
mation of social connections.

Pino G. Audia is a professor of management and organi-
zations at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College.
He received his Ph.D. from the University of Maryland, Col-
lege Park. He is interested in the microfoundations of orga-
nizational behavior, with special emphases on the impact of
subjective assessments on learning from performance feedback
and the formation of social networks.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 in
fo

rm
s.

or
g 

by
 [

12
9.

17
0.

19
5.

66
] 

on
 2

6 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5,
 a

t 1
5:

22
 . 

Fo
r 

pe
rs

on
al

 u
se

 o
nl

y,
 a

ll 
ri

gh
ts

 r
es

er
ve

d.
 

http://bit.ly/ECI_Tech_Man
http://bit.ly/ECI_Tech_Man



