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Social Capital as Social Mechanisms
and Collective Assets: The Example
of Status Auctions among Colleagues

Emmanuel Lazega and ﬁmt@%& E. FPattison

This chapter describes the way in which the intersection of networks can
be a social and informal mechanism that contributes to organizational gov-
ernance. Specifically, it is about a mechanism that helps the organization
deal with potentially negative effects of status competition between mem-
bers. We identify our main contribution as twofold. First, status competi-
tion is examined as an “unbounded” status auction process. Sutton and
Hargadon (1996) provided rich descriptions of “bounded” or “segre-
gated”? status auctions in design firms; the status auction they deseribe is
confined to the brainstorming room and designated brainstorming ses-
sions. Here, we look at “unbounded” and diffuse status auction in which
status displays and challenges occur throughout the organization. When
status auctions cannot be confined or segregated from day-to-day opera-
tions, they need to be governed in some other way. We report how inter-
secting kinds of relationships serve that end. In other words, we describe
how a specific kind of multiplexity in members’ networks provides the so-
cial mechanism that helps to deal with the potentially negative effects of
such auctions. Second, we use a specific data analysis method that is im-
portant to reconstitute this informal governance mechanism, especially be-
cause it helps to analyze the substructures of multiplex ties between
members on which this mechanism is based.

In organized settings, participation in collective action—for example,
team production, regulatory activity, or enforcement of previous agree-
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ments—requires cooperation with others, expressed ?Honmr.uoﬁgm trans-
fers or exchanges of various kinds of resources (Crozier m« mzm&ﬂmmm 1977).
These resources include information, coworkers’ moomsmz\. m&.ﬁ.nﬂ some-
times emotional support, and many other means that serve Enrﬁaﬁ.ﬂ and
collective ends. From a structural perspective, Em means that mwmmnﬁ lo-
cal (uniplex or multiplex) substructures of social ties must be @ummnﬁma 50
that members can cooperate and exchange on an ongoing basis in the con-
text of wider collective actors such as organizations.

These various kinds of resources and social ties have om.ms been seen as
constituting individual social capital for individual attainment. In this
chapter, we do not focus on measuring the Hm_mm%m n.om..ﬁéﬁﬁos of such s0-
cial ties (and their structure) to maximization of individual @mumogmﬂnm in
competitive arenas (Burt 1992). We are instead largely mObnm.H.Bma Sﬁ.r how
members manage their social resources in order to fulfill their commitment
to a broadly understood labor contract. This requires an cb@mumﬁmba_bm .oH“
the concept of social capital as a collective asset, encompassing any social
mechanism that can characterize and help a corporate actor solve gover-

roblems. .
Smamﬂw%m Stinchcombe (1991:367), Hedstrom and mﬁmm‘cmﬂm Qoo.mv provide
the following definition of a social mechanism: :Kmnﬁmwnmgm ina mp.mou...%
are defined as bits of theory about entities at a different level (e.g., 5.&-
viduals) than the main entities being theorized about (e.g., groups), which
help to make the higher-level theory more mﬂmEm\ more m._nocwmﬁm\ or Hbmz,,m
general.” A social mechanism is thus intrinsically multilevel. w.uozoéuﬂm
this definition, we also believe that, like in the now well-established net-
work approach to social capital, such mechanisms can be .ow.mquma. o.a%
through an analysis of social networks of members’ ties Sm@ﬁﬁ organiza-
tions. Recurring structural and substructural patterns of uniplex or multi-
plex ties are assumed to be beneficial to collective action wmnmcmm.ﬁrm% moﬂ.dm
problems of coordination, as well as problems of Wﬁ.yﬁaﬂ&. action {for in-
stance, by reducing individual transaction costs or improving chances of
getting ahead). . . "

Here we identify one such governance mechanism in a collegial,
“knowledge-intensive” organization (Lazega 1992b forthcoming; Starbuck
1992; Waters 1989). We describe a “locally multiplex” mxnﬁm.ﬁ@m system,
with a specific pattern of multiplex ties among members, which suggests
the presence of this mechanism that helps members both to encourage sta-
tus auctions and keep them under control. In other Eo&.m\. itboth cultivates
and mitigates status competition among colleagues SHOH.WE.W together, thus
solving a “too many cooks” problem. Technically, this notion of exchange
pattern refers to dyadic, triadic, and higher-level mc_umﬂ,cngu.mm that reveal
the social mechanism based on collective management of multiple resources.
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Using a case study, a network study of a corporate law firm, we look at
how three important production-related resources (co-workers’ goodwill,
advice, and friendship) are transferred and exchanged by members. Spe-
cifically, we analyze the interlocking of ties among members and define a
limited number of expected interdependencies among such ties. We argue
that regularities in these substructures contribute to the social capital of the
firm by creating typical transfers and exchanges and, as such, provide a
structural answer to the problem of their participation in collective action.
These regularities constitute a social mechanism that serves to control pro-
tessional status auctions.

In order to appreciate the role of these substructures in the governance
mechanism, it is helpful to understand the work process typical of pro-
fessional members in this organization, as well as the resources that in-
terdependent individuals need to carry it out (Crozier & Friedberg 1977).
The firm is decomposed into small, flexible, and heterogeneous task
forces (Lazega 1992a) that must be able to cooperate quickly and effi-
ciently in order to react to complex nonstandardized problems. In this con-
text, such temporary task forces composed of partners and associates (at
least one of each) are multifunctional and sometimes multidisciplinary
(litigation, corporate). The importance of cooperation in these task forces
to effective individual participation is evident from the fact that individ-
ual economic performance is positively and significantly associated with
task-force membership and constraint (Lazega 1999b). A specific aspect
of cooperation in such a collegial firm is that knowledge-intensive work

is inexiricably mixed with status games (Bourricaud 1961). This type of
work in teams of partners and associates is very “deliberative”: it en-
courages status competition in status auctions (Sutton & Hargadon 1996).
But at some point, there is a need for someone, usually the partner in
charge, to step in and stop the deliberation. This intervention of hjerar-
chical authority can be damaging among professionals. There is also a
need for other members to help mitigate the negative effects of this in-
tervention.

This picture of case-driven task forces thus illustrates why and how a
structural approach to cooperation should examine transfers and ex-
changes of resources central to the functioning of such groups. Here, p*
models (Frank & Strauss 1986; Pattison & Wasserman 1999: Wasserman &
Pattison 1996; Robins, Pattison, & Wasserman 1999) are used to bring out
this mechanism by analyzing the interplay between the three social re-
sources shaping cooperation among these professionals. After describing
the case study in more detail, we briefly describe the model, and then iden-
tify the specific local and multiplex exchange substructures that contribute
to the organization of this cooperation,.
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BRAINSTORMS AND STATUS AUCTIONS IN
A CORPORATE LAW FIRM

The case study used to establish this approach and describe the kind of re-
lationships minimally involved in this type of cooperation among lawyers
can be pictured by a short description of this organization and its func-
tioning. The fieldwork was conducted in 1991 in a Northeastern corporate
law firm, which will be called Spencer, Grace & Robbins (SG&R). The firm
comprised 71 lawyers in three offices located in three &mmumﬁ cities, m_...ﬁ
included 36 partners and 35 associates. All the lawyers in the firm were in-
terviewed. In Nelson's (1988) terminology, this firm is a “traditicnal” one,
without formally defined departments, as opposed to a more :Uﬁamm.ﬂ-
cratic” type. Interdependence among attorneys working together ona E.m
may be strong for a few weeks, and then weak for months. Asa client-ori-
ented, knowledge-intensive organization, it fries to protect its human cap-
ital and social resources, such as its network of clients, through the usual
policies of commingling partners” assets (clients, experience, innovations;
see Gilson & Mnookin 1985) and by the maintenance of an ideclogy of col-
legiality. Informal networks of collaboration, advice, and :mnm.H&mEﬁ: (so-
cializing outside work) are key to the integration of the firm (Lazega
1992a). :

Itis a relatively decentralized organization, which grew out of a merger,
but it has no formal and acknowledged distinctions between profit centers.
Although not departmentalized, the firm breaks down into two general ar-
eas of practice: litigation (half the lawyers of the firm); and :.noauo_..mwm
(anything other than litigation). Sharing work and anm-mebm among
partners is done mostly on an informal basis. Given the classical stratifica-
tion of such firms, work is supposed to be channeled to associates through
specific partmers, but this rule is only partly respected.

A weak administration provides information, but does not have many
formal rules to enforce. The firm has an executive committee comprising a
managing partner and two deputy managing partners; the executive is
elected each year, renewable once, and is selected from partners who are
prepared to perform administrative tasks and temporarily E.mzmmm.u some
of their clients to other partners. This structure was adopted during the
1980s for more efficient day-to-day management and decision making. The
current managing partner is not a “rainmaker” and does not concentrate
strong powers in his hands. He is a day-to-day manager who makes rec-
ommendations to functional standing committees (finance, associate, mar-
keting, recruitment, etc.) and to the partnership.

Partners’ compensation is based exclusively on a seniority lockstep sys-
tem without any direct link between conftribution and returns. The firm

goes to great lengths when selecting associates to become partners to take
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as few risks as possible and avoid selecting partners who will not “pull
their weight.” Partners may argue informally about what contribution
might “fairly” match one’s benefits, but the seniority system mechanically
distributes the benefits to each once a year. Great managerial resources are
devoted to measurement of each partner’s performance (time sheets,
billing, collecting, expenses, etc.), and this information is available to the
whole partnership. A low performance cannot be hidden for long. Such
firms usually make considerable profits, however, and this may help part-
ners overlook the fact that some voluntary contributions to shared bene-
fits may not always be consistent with the successful pursuit of narrow
self-interest.

The firm does not have a formal peer review system which could pro-
vide an intermediate step between lateral control and formal court proce-
dures. Before expulsion, partners have the power to “punish” each other
seriously by preventing a partner from reaching the next seniority level in
the compensation system. As mentioned above, a pariner can be expelled
only if there is near-unanimity against him /her. Buying out a partner is
very difficult and costly. Therefore, despite the existence of direct financial
controls, the firm does not have many formal ways of dealing with free-
loading. The harm that a single partner can inflict on others might become
very substantial in the long run. Conversely, partners can try to isolate one
of their own informally by, at the very least, not referring clients, not “lend-
ing" associates, or not providing information and advice.

In this context, and as mentioned earlier, temporary partner-associate
task forces constitute the core of multifunctional and sometimes multidis-
ciplinary (litigation, corporate) teams. Activity is conducted in such tem-
porary teams in which partners keep their autonomy in their negotiation
of means and ends, and in which associates are often expected to brain-
storm with higher-status members. This creates what Sutton and Har-
gadon (1996) call status auctions, as well as a pseudomarket for strong
cooperation between members with similar and different hierarchical
statuses. When deliberating about a case, associates and partners often
play a temporarily collegial and egalitarian game in which all arguments
have equal weight. At some point, however, partners’ greater experience,
greater skill and judgment, or responsibility to the client, becomes grounds
for justifying stopping these exchanges and making a decision about how
the case will be handled and how efforts will be allocated. This is often per-
ceived to be autocratic behavior by partners imposing idiosyncratic stan-
dards of proper practice on frustrated associates, but the latter rarely say
so. They hope to advance to the top of the associate pyramid and to make
it to partnership. To partners, having the final word with associates seems
an obvious duty as a service provider or as a professional educator. Dif-
ferences among partners, however, can either be treated as differences in
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style or can trigger advice seeking outside the temporary task force; part-
ners whose advice is sought are usually more senior (Lazega 1995; Lazega
& Van Duijn 1997).

CULTIVATING AND MITIGATING STATUS COMPETITION

This form of status competition (among associates, between partners mﬂ&
associates, and among pariners} is an efficient mechanism mow. motivating
professionals at work. If receiving social approval from peers is one of We-
berian value-oriented actors’ goals, allocation of this approval _&Hod.mmw
honors and recognition—along with the privileges of rank in mﬁm pecking
order—is indeed a powerful motivation device. Status competition, how-
ever, can also get out of hand. Status can be endlessly n.wmummmmnf espe-
cially on behalf of different conceptions of professionalism. In this m_H.B,
status games and conflicts can become personalized by partners puffing
themselves up, thus creating a “too marny cooks” @Ho,c._mg. They can sub-
sequently have negative or destructive effects on learning and the circula-
tion of knowledge and experience (Lazega 1992b, 1995; Lazer & Katz,
2000). Of course, there are always moral exhortations {o preserve consen-
sus among peers, but these can remain artificial mbn_ rhetorical. mﬁum&mﬁ.
ing competition can easily get in the way of cooperation, and @ﬁo.,mmmﬂo_pmum
know that they can lose control of this process. Status competition is thus
a double-edged sword; it is both encouraged and contained. .

Status competition creates management problems for demmmmanm_ or-
ganizations and firms, because it is always in danger of unraveling (Ol-
son 1965). Economic approaches to labor markets (Frank 1985) assert Emﬁ
incentives such as specific compensation systems take care of the negative
effects of status differences. Thus, low performers and low-status mem-
bers tend to be overcompensated relative to the value they produce,
whereas high performers and high-status members tend to be ﬁﬂ&.munonb.
pensated relative to the value they produce: they pay a price for being rec-
ognized as high-status members. The firm’s lockstep system can therefore
be considered as a mitigation device for status competition among part-
ners. A large majority of partmers supports it because they believe it pre-
vents yearly conflicts among themselves, especially about each member’s
value to the firm. .

Since compensation in this firm is tied to seniority, and since each mem-
ber’s rank in the seniority scale is defined once and for all, status competi-
tion loses one of its most dangerous stakes: money. But it is thus HmmOn:mm.@
on other issues at stake, such as professional reputation and authority in
workgroups. For example, partners can put down associates through as-
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sociate reviews, which can also be considered humbling rituals, illustrat-
ing toassociates that there are acceptable limits to challenges to partner sta-
tus in the work process (Bosk 1979; Nelson 1988; Lazega 1993). The effects
of these humbling rituals are softened by comparisons to other associates
or by other members who indicate that they would have behaved or han-
dled the case in another way. They nevertheless “underscore the status dif-
ferences among their ranks” (Bosk 1979:143).

If knowledge-intensive work is inextricably mixed with status games,
collegial organizations find themselves in a bind. Status auctions are dou-
ble-edged. They can be destructive as well as constructive. Collegial firms,
therefore, need both to cultivate and mitigate status competition among
their professionals. Following Lazega and Van Duijn (1997; Van Duijn 1995;
Van Duijn & Snijders 1995), where we were able to verify that status games
are sometimes mitigated by friendship ties, we hypothesize that in such a
situation, one would expect a social mechanism both to structure the “de-
liberative” work process and help mitigate such status-competition games.
In the next section, we look at the social capital of this firm as a pattern of
social ties and provide more specific and testable hypotheses regarding its
functional dimension. Specifically, an analysis of the interlocking of ties

among members is shown to provide a structural answer to this structural
problem.

TOO MANY COOKS? HYPOTHESES ON A TWO-STEP
MITIGATION MECHANISM

This picture of case-driven legal task forces suggests that a structural ap-
proach to participation in collective action should examine transfers and
exchanges of resources central to the functioning of such workgroups and
firms, including resources involved in the mitigation of status competition.
This statement is consistent with previous literature on cooperation and
exchange of various kinds of resources (Bearman 1997; Breiger & Ennis
1697; Burt 1982; Cook 1987, 1990; Coleman 1990; Crozier & Friedberg 1977;
Ekeh 1974; Flap, Bulder, & Vélker 1998; Galaskiewicz & Marsden 1978;
Gouldner 1960; Han & Breiger 1999; Lazega 1994, 1999a; Lazega & Patti-
son 1999; Lin 1995; Lindenberg 1997; Levi-Strauss 1949). Here, we consider
three types of such resources: co-workers’ goodwill, advice, and “friend-
ship.” As in any organization, there is an unequal distribution of such re-
sources among the members of this firm. Nevertheless, we contend that the
interlocking of these resources is structured in such a way that it creates a
mechanism for mitigating status competition. The structures can be con-
strued as corporate social capital, contributing to the shaping of cooperation,
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Co-workers” Goodwill, Advice, and “Friendship”

The first type of resource is co-workers’ commitment to work, or goodwill
related to cooperation. In view of the flexibility needed to accommodate
clients’ needs, given the size and complexity of some files, a good and com-
mitted co-worker is an important resource for individual attorneys. As
mentioned above, formal structure imposes constraints on the work pro-
cess. In general, a file (or case) is handled by two lawyers at least, one part-
ner and one associate. Interdependence among attorneys working together
on a file may be strong for a few weeks, and then weak for Boawm.. annmmm
to work opportunities depends on intake and assignment _u.oEumP on
which partners rely to try to prevent possible (ethical and business) con-
flicts among themselves. .

Following the philosophy of apprenticeship in the legal profession,
partners analyze and decompose a complex problem into several parts,
and attribute to each associate working with them and observing this ex-
ercise a small part of the tasks they perform (Nelson 1988). Forced coop-
eration is nevertheless routine for many partners and most associates, but
members also give themselves room to maneuver and be strategic in their
choices of co-workers. In this structure, partners and associates need one
another. In particular, partners may depend on each other for many rea-
sons. They may have the same clients, represent large and complex files.
The form of cooperation is thus dictated by the requirements of the mar-
ket. In addition, one well-known way of keeping a client is to cross-sell
services that can be provided by partners of different specialties. Hﬂcm. a
client who initially needs advice for a specific problem, say .UEE”_m a
shopping mall, will also be offered tax and litigation services by the firm.
This increases revenues and helps establish a relationship with the client.
Sharing work and cross-selling among partners is done mostly on mﬁ.mb-
formal basis, although less so among lawyers in general when including
associates.

Under such organizational and professional rules, members of the firm
have two preoccupations: finding interesting work; and getting coopera-
tion from colleagues to carry it out, especially colleagues who are inter-
ested in a long term relationship, and ot in taking advantage of them. Most
members want shared work with reasonable people who pull their weight
and do not grab all the credit for themselves, especially in successful cases.
Thus, individual members’ first preoccupation is with building strong, se-
cure, and durable work relationships with others: partners want other
well-connected partners and reliable associates; associates want rewarding
partners. Strong work ties are a sort of insurance policy. They extend the
horizon beyond short-term security.

The second type of resource is advice, SG&R organizes work among ex-
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perts who often refer to abstract legal knowledge. The nature of knowl-
edge-intensive work requires accumulation, transfer, and exchange of
knowledge and experience. In this context, transfer and exchange of ad-
vice among members can be seen as vital, indeed as one of the main rea-
sons for the existence of such knowledge-intensive firms. Members rely
constantly on advice from others. Advice can be seen as a product of good-
will, but it is also different from goodwill in the sense that it can be pro-
vided by someone who is not a strong co-worker. In law firms of this type,
advice is not billed to the advice-seeker. It does not show in lawyers’ time
sheets or in firm accounts. Advisors cannot claim credit in successful cases.
Lawyers who are not assigned to a case may advise, but if they want to
claim their share of the credit they would have to become official co-work-
ers on the case. This is accepted only beyond a certain contribution and
negotiated with the lawyers already in charge. It is difficult to predict uni-
laterally when providing advice may become collaboration. To seek advice
in such a context of business, career, and symbolic competition is therefore
sometimes a delicate operation. In a law firm that structures itself so as to
protect and develop its human and social capital (Wilensky 1967; Smigel
1969; Gilson & Mnookin 1985; Nelson 1988), such a resource is particularly
vital to individual members. Members see expertise as accumulated by the
firm, and they rely constantly on advice from others. Without it, they can-
not solve the usually complex legal problems that they handle (Lazega
1995). In sum, members sought out for advice can be considered to be
members with high status (Blau 1964).

The third type of resource is friendship, or “role distance,” a form of
open-ended support that is not related to the tasks themselves. Rather it is
a form of “backstage resource,” to use Goffman’s (1961) idea of a place
where actors retreat to create some distance between themselves and their
role.? We call this support “friendship,” and understand it, in a nonro-
mantic way, as a willingness to help in a difficult situation by providing
different types of resources, such as socialization, emotional support, in-
formation, and a definition of the situation. A friend is considered as a
potential source of many resources, for example, help in asserting or ne-
gotiating one’s status, in carving out a place for oneself in the group. The
importance of this definition of friendship is that it does not assume reci-
procity and is not directly connected to the work process itself. Lawyers
say that in law firms, such ties tend to be forged among associates of the
same class or between associates who went together to the same law
school, and last throughout their career.

It might be surprising that friendship ties are proposed as a third type
of resource to be considered systematically in a competitive corporate en-
vironment. When speaking about the firm in general, many members per-
ceive that there are not many bases other than business for building ties
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with others. This underlies discourse about the firm as an “almost exclu-
sively” economic unit.? Friendship ties are not needed to drive the work
process itself. Even if general discourse on present day collegiality often
stresses the contrast between a business-oriented firm and an idealized col-
legial past, however, members do mix professional and social ties with
some selected colleagues in the firm. The partners quoted here speak more
of a general atmosphere, not of the existence of selected friendships and
personalized relationships in the firm.* In general, they consider that,
among business heads, sympathizing hearts also mean interference. There-
fore, they tend to keep associates at arms’ length, and friendship ties with
most other partners are often uneasy. But the select few can help accept
negative outcomes of status comparisons, and help deal with potential
threats.®

A Two-5tep Social Mechanism

Recall that in this firm, members work in temporary and flexible task
forces, at least one partner and one associate form each team. The task force
must deal with complicated and novel legal problems for corporate clients.
Work is very intense, and interdependence among the members of the task
force is very strong while the case is open. Then the team is dissolved, and
the members form different task forces with other people to work on other

cases. The partners are always in charge, but it is important to keepinmind -

that this kind of teamwork often requires that associates brainstorm with
higher-status members in order to find innovative solutions to complicated
legal problems. The interesting aspect of the work is that associates and
partners often play a temporarily “collegial” and egalitarian game in
which all arguments have equal weight. A form of professional status com-
petition is deliberately used here to stimulate creativity because it is rec-
ognized as a powerful motivation device among professionals. Members
seek some form of consensus about their strategy, but there is not always
consensus and, at some point, partners stop this deliberationt and make a
decision about how the case will be handled, “the strategy,” and how the
efforts will be allocated. Stopping these deliberations without consensus
is, however, tricky. Status competition is stimulating, but it can have neg-
ative effects. Associates are frustrated, even if they do not say so, and they
may withdraw. Other partners, who are all formally equal, may either just
grumble and defer to the partner in charge, or decide that there is a need
to seek advice from more experienced or more senior partners outside the
temporary task force. We understand that members resort to a third party,
to an outside authority, as the first step in the mechanism of mitigation of
status competition—the mechanism that is part of this firm’s social capi-
tal. This use of third parties is similar to that of Coleman, Katz, and Men-
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zel’s physicians who, in a situation of uncertainty, turned to higher-status
and authoritative colleagues for more information. This first step is already
multiplex: members with work ties turn to someone with whom they have
an advice tie. Therefore, if such a mechanism works in this firm, then work
ties should be strongly interlocked with advice ties.

The second step in this mitigation process is due to the fact that, in a col-
legial and rather flat organization, members of the task force can easily turn
to several different third parties for advice. In that case, without another
step in the mechanism, the problems raised by status competition would
simply be transferred to partners of higher status, with the danger of a
domino effect. Therefore we argue that the second step of the mechanism
consists in bringing in either only one advisor, or different advisors that are
themselves connected by a third type of tie, a friendship tie as defined
above. Why would status competition be tamed when advisors have a role
distance tie with one another? Recall that in the second step of the mecha-
nism, the two advisors are not involved in the case. They are usually
higher-status partners in the first place (because one does not seek advice
from people “below”), and it is easier for them to deal with status compe-
tition among themselves, to defer to one another so as not to jeopardize

_ their valuable friendship ties. It is often said that higher-status members

are under more pressure to be consensus-oriented than lower-status mem-
bers. If this is an acceptable assumption, then advice ties and rcle distance
ties should be strongly interlocked in this system. And in addition, if in-
deed this mechanism has two steps, then it should also be the case that
work ties and role-distance ties are not strongly and directly interlocked.
Work is work: among business heads, role-distance ties can mean interfer-
ence, and many keep their colleagues at arm’s length, particularly if they
are of different status.

To summarize, with regard to the interlocking of the different types of
resources, we can derive the following hypotheses from our previous ar-
gument. To structure the work process, interdependence between co-
workers’ ties and advice ties is expected to be strong in this exchange
system. Specifically, members tend to mix work and advice ties so as to
bring in status to control the deliberation process. In addition, to mitigate
status competition, interdependence between advice ties and friendship
ties is expected to be strong in this exchange system. In other words, mem-
bers tend to mix advice and friendship ties so as to soften the potentially
negative effects of status competition.

Finally, given that partners can always have the upper hand over asso-
ciates in the same task force, and that partners in the same team seek out
other, usually more senior, partners outside the task force to sort out sta-
tus competition among themselves, we can also think that interdepen-
dence between co-workers’ ties {often mixing partners and associates) and
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friendship ties is relatively unlikely: interdependence between strong co-
workers’ ties and friendship ties will be weak overall. In other words,
merrbers tend, in general, to sort their ties so as not to mix work and friend-
ship directly. These expectations are evaluated using the p” class of multi-
variate random graph models (Frank & Strauss 1986; Pattison & Wasser-
man 1999; Robing, Pattison, & Wasserman, 1999; Strauss & Ikeda 1990;
Wasserman & Pattison 1996).

DATA AND ANALYSES

Based on this organizational analysis of resources associated with produc-
tion, standard sociometric data were collected in the firm. The name gen-
erators used to conduct the network study are presented in Appendix A.
As seen above, in this firm, such ties represent channels for various types
of resources for each member. The first is the network of strong work con-
tacts; close co-workers can be relied upon for their cooperation; they pro-
vide future work, more desirable work, or access to clienis. The second is
the network of advisors; advisors provide solutions to, or make final deci-
sions in, complex problems in a knowledge-intensive organization han-
dling sophisticated legal cases. In this law firm, the difference between
advisors and co-workers is based on the fact that a partner can seek an-
other partner’s advice without including the advisor as a coworker in the
file at hand (and thus sharing credit). The third network is the role-dis-
tance, or friendship network, identified as socializing outside work; friends
provide many different resources associated with role distance, such as
emotional and symbolic support, or a definition of the situation.

In order to evaluate the expectations derived above, it is necessary to
formulate a model that permits dependencies among network ties. Such a
model makes it possible to characterize the specific forms of interdepen-
dence among resources that help members solve the structural problem of
collegial organizations, i.e., to mitigate status competition. The p* class of
models was developed specifically for the analysis of tie interdependen-
cies. Models within the multivariate p* class are probability models for
multirelational networks (Wasserman & Pattison 1996; Pattison & Wasser-
man 1999). In their most general form, p” models express the probability of
an overall multirelational network structure in terms of parameters asso-
ciated with particular network substructures. By substructure, we mean a
specific hypothetical configuration of network ties linking a small set of
network members—for instance, a pair of lawyers joined by mutual
cowork ties, or a trio of lawyers, two of whom are linked by mutual advice
ties and a third linked by friendship to one of these two. The substructures
appearing in the model are determined by the independence assumptions
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that one makes: specifically, the substructures are defined by sets of possi-
ble ties, each pair of which is assumed to be conditionally dependent, given
the remaining ties. (The number of possible ties in a particular substruc-
ture is termed the level of the substructure.} Pattison and Wasserman (1999)
argued that the multivariate Markov assumption permits one to examine
many of the forms of interdependence among ties that have been proposed
in the network literature. These forms are associated with notions of role-
set, exchange, path-dependence, structural position, and actor effects. The
multivariate Markov assumption specifies that two possible network ties
are conditionally independent, given all remaining ties, unless the pair of
possible ties has a lawyer in common. The consequence of this assumption
is that multiplex ties and multiplex dyadic and triadic configurations are
all potentially critical in modeling the overall network structure.®

A presentation of model selection strategy and analyses of the data at
the univariate level is presented in a more technical paper published else-
where (Lazega & Pattison 1999).7 Here we only present the final multi-
variate p” model for the three network relations simultaneously. This
model allows us to explore interdependencies among the three types of re-
lations that can be evaluated at the level of ties, dyads, and triads. If a sub-
structure has a large positive parameter in this p” model, then the presence
of the substructure enhances the likelihood of the overall network. This
model is homogeneous in the sense of assuming that a relational sub-
structure of a given form (e.g., a pair of reciprocal friendship ties, or some
particular triadic structure) has a constant effect on the likelihood of the
overall network structure and is not dependent on attributes of the par-
ticipating nodes. As a result, the model has a single parameter corre-
sponding to each possible substructure. Parameters are estimated using
pseudolikelihood estimation (Strauss & Ikeda 1990; Pattison & Wasserman
1999). The approximate standard errors that accompany the pseudolikeli-
hood estimates are given only for guidance as to likely order of magnitude.

THE COLLEGIAL BLEND OF RELATIONSHIPS:
A TYPICAL PATTERN

The number of possible distinct dyadic and triadic substructures involv-
ing three relations is very large. As a result, the class of substructures used
to define an initial multivariate p” model was restricted to dyadic structures
of level four or less; triadic structures of level three or less; and the level 4
triadic substructures identified in univariate analyses.® The pseudolikeli-
hood estimates for parameters in the final model (following a hierarchical
elimination) are presented in Table 1. The parameter labeling is indicated
in Figure 1. The estimates are organized according to the types of tie in-
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Table 1. Parameter Estimates for Final Multivariate Model

FParameter PLE Parameter PLE FParameter PLE

Co-work Advice Friendship
Tisw —3.48 (.25) Tis_a —3.46 (.25) Ts g ~4.65 {.29)
T_ww 4.45(.47) T 1.33 (.24) L 2,91 (.24)
Tin_ww 0.06 (.01) L 0.06 (.01) T rE 0.07 (.01}
Tra_waw —0.04 (.02) Tz AA —0.06 (.01) Tia FF ~0.06 (.02)
Tra_ww 0.10 (.02) Tia_an 0.06 (.01) T1aFF 0.03 (.02)
Ta_www —0.03 (.02) Ty AAA 0.28 (.02) o FrE 0.28 (.02)
Tyo_ww 0.30 (.08)
$l<<.<<.<< |OO© A.Omv
T3 W WW —0.06 (.02)

Ta_wwww —0.11 (.02)
To WWWAY 0.21 (.04)

Co-work and Advice Co-work and Friendship Advice and Friendship
T1s_wA 2.44 (13) 15 _wE 0.96 (.17) s AF 2.42 (22)
Tr_w.A 0.61 (21) Yo wE 0.48 (.18) Ty ar 1.30 (.19}
Tz wa --0.01 (.01}

.n._mHS__.b —0.03 (01) Tz Fw 0.01 (.01) Tia_aF —0.01 (.01)
Tia_aw —0.04 (.01) T3 wrE —0.00 (.01) Tis_EA —0.03 (.01)
Tia_Aw —0.02 (.01) AW —0.01 (.01) Tia Ar —0.02 (.01)
._u._._l<<.>(< ~0.39 A.Aﬂv d._,_ls.._u<< -1.113 A.va .nﬂ._lb.b_u -0.87 A.Mbu
Tia_Aaw ~0.82 (.14) T1_FAF —0.90 (.27)
To_ A AW —-0.08 (.02)
Ta_aw,A —0.10(.02) Ty afh 0.07 (.02)
To_waA —0.12 (.02)
To_AWW 0.13 (.02)
Ty waw 0.18 (.02} To_WEW 0.07 {.02)
Ta WwW.A 0.03 (.01)
To_rEwW —0.13 (.02) 10 AAF —0.15 (.02}
Tia_rar  —0.07 (02}

Ty arar  1.55(45)

Co-work, Advice, and Friendship

Tys_arw —1.00 (.21)
Ty WA —0.30 (.24)
Toy_wARW 1.51 (.31)

volved in the corresponding configurations. We focus discussion on the
structures involving combinations of types of tie, noting the implications
that they have for the form of interdependence of ties in the firm.”

The large number of parameters corresponding to configurations com-
prising both co-work and advice ties suggests that co-work and advice ties
are distributed in a highly interdependent manner, We note first that the
multiplexity parameter (lawyerisends a duplex tie to lawyer ) is large and
positive and suggests that the co-occurrence of the two types of tie is likely;

Emmanuel Lazegn and Philippa E. Pattison 169

Ti5.a T14.ab, O Ti3ab O
b b
a
T12ab T ab T10.a,b,¢

Yo a,b,c Ts a,b,c Tya,b,e

Q _
/N a n
C—0 O==0 O===0

T6_a,b,c,d Ts.ab.c,d T4.a,b,c.d

Q

O
a & a /& a b
r—)

O%O - O%O

Tsab,cd T abede Tiabeder

Q

AT A"

d e

Figure 1. Configurations corresponding to p* mode! parameters. The symbols a,
b, ¢, d, e, and fmay refer to any of the uniplex or multiplex refations, namely
W (co-work), A (advice), F (friendship), WA (co-work and advice), WF (co-work
and friendship), AF (advice and friendship), WAF (co-work, advice, and friend-
ship).
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to some degree, co-work and advice are aligned in structure. Second, the
exchange parameter (i sends an advice tie toj who reciprocates with a work
tie) is also positive, reflecting a tendency for the two types of tie to be ex-
changed. Third, these tendencies towards alignment and exchange are
somewhat disjunctive, as is evident from the negative estimates of the pa-
rameters Ty; yaw and T, AW Fourth, there is a clear and interesting
form of triadic interdependence for advice and co-work ties: 2-paths com-
prising one advice and one co-work tie appear to be likely to coincide with
a co-work tie, but not with an advice tie. Thus, being a co-worker of an ad-
visor or an advisor of a co-worker is not a sufficient qualification for being
a direct advisor. Such indirect ties are more likely to be associated with di-
rect co-worker ties. In this sense, the advice and co-work ties participate in
configurations having some of the characteristics of the interlock of strong
and weak ties, with advice ties the stronger of the two (Breiger & Pattison
1978; Granovetter 1973; Pattison 1993). It might be hypothesized that ad-
vice ties drive the creation of new co-worker ties, In the sense that new co-
worker ties may be forged with either the co-workers of one’s advisors or
the advisors of one’s co-workers. Indeed, it is interesting to note that the
two triadic advice and co-work configurations with positive parameter es-
timates contain as substructures two of the few likely co-work forms in
which exchange is not evident (namely, Tj5 yw and T4 yyy)- One possi-
bility, therefore, is that the advice tie has a stabilizing role in what other-
wise may be a less stable pattern of work distribution in a system driven
largely by exchange. That is, the lack of exchange in these configurations
may be offset against the opportunity to work with individuals at higher
status; it is in this sense that status-signaling advice ties are strong and help
to articulate the distribution of collective participation. But note that this
capacity for work ties to straddle status differences does not extend too far:
the advisors of one’s advisors are not likely to be co-workers (as the nega-
tive estimate for 7, , , . indicates). Further, we note that status-signaling
advice ties play a role in providing access to work opportunities, and that
this may help mitigate against status games. In all, and as expected, the in-
terdependence between co-worker and advice ties is strong in this ex-
change system. This begins to give shape to the distinctive nature of the
exchange mechanism that we consider a form of social capital of the firm.

Advice and friendship ties also exhibit quite strong interdependence,
with substantial multiplexity (i sends a duplex tie to j) and exchange (i
sends an advice te to j who reciprocates with a friendship tie) effects. In
addition, the positive estimate for T)) ABAF indicates an enhanced reci-
procity effect for one type of tie in the presence of a reciprocal tie of the
other type; the enhancement is not observed, however, in the presence of
an unreciprocated tie of the other type (as the negative estimates for 7); ¢
and 1y, , ,pindicate}. At the triadic level, the only positive estimate is as-
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sociated with a triadic structure in which friendship links the advisors j
and k of some lawyer i. Arguably, just as advice ties serve to articulate co-
work relations, so friendship ties may serve a weak articulatory role with
respect to advice ties (since configurations in which the friend of an advi-
sor is also an advisor have a positive parameter estimate). Negative param-
eter estimates are associated with 3-cycles comprising two advice ties and
a friendship tie (suggesting that even though the advisor of an advisor is
a source of potential advice, such a person is unlikely to return a direct
friendship tie). Thus, one might argue that the interdependence of advice
and friendship ties can be described largely in the dyadic terms of a pro-
pensity for multiplexity and exchange, although there is also a weaker ar-
ticulatory relationship between friendship and advice ties. These patterns
of interdependence of friendship and advice ties can also be interpreted as
suggesting that friendship “softens” the status differences inhering in ad-
vice ties, both directly (through multiplexity and exchange effects} and
indirecily (by tending to link the advisors of an individual). Thus, these
patterns are consistent with our general expectations regarding the role of
role-distance ties in the mitigation of status competition.

As expected, the parameters for configurations involving co-work and
friendship tend to be much weaker. The multiplexity and exchange param-
eters are weak but positive and, since the parameter for the configuration
in which a mutual co-work tie occurs in the presence of an asymmetric
friendship tie is large and negative, these effects appear to be disjunctive.
At the triadic level, cycles comprising two friendship and one co-worker
tie are unlikely and there is a weak tendency for friendship ties to link the
two lawyers with whom a third claims co-work ties. This latter effect is
similar to, but much weaker than, the pattern by which advice was claimed
to help sustain one of the asymmetric co-work configurations. Thus, the
members tend to sort their ties so as not to mix work and friendship too
directly.

A very small number of dyadic configurations involving co-work, ad-
vice, and friendship have large estimated parameters. In particular, the
triplex tie from i to j has a negative estimate, whereas the triplex tie ac-
companied by a reciprocal co-work tie has a posifive estimate. This sug-
gests that, even though pairs of lawyers may be linked by duplex ties more
commeonly than the overall frequency of individual ties would suggest, the
observation of all three ties linking a pair is not a common structural form
(unless also accompanied by a reciprocal co-work tie).

Finally, simple illustrative counts looking at the number of configura-
tions with both partners and associates in each possible position in the el-
ementary configurations of the auction process, are very helpful with
respect to our main argument.?? They confirm that the brainstorming over-
whelmingly directs requests for advice toward partners (75 percent of cor-



202 Social Capital as Social Mechanisms and Collective Assets

responding triads), and that friendship ties in this context are mostly be-
tween advising partners (62 percent of corresponding triads). The status
competition process and its mitigation through a specific pattern blending
various sorts of ties among members are thus realistically anchored in the
established formal structure of the organization.

CONCLUSION

Cooperation between members of an organization can be seen as involv-
ing routine transfers or exchanges of various kinds of resources. Structural
analysis of cooperation and management of various types of social re-
sources enhances understanding of effective participation in collective ac-
tion by highlighting the relationship between choices of important sources
of resources in a specific type of organization. This approach helps iden-
tify generic social mechanisms that can be seen as constituting a form of
corporate social capital (Leenders & Gabbay 1999). In the case examined
here, the mechanism consists of encouraging then taming unbounded sta-
tus auctions among peers. Using a network study of a corporate law firm,
we were able to reconstitute these structures in a specific work environ-
ment, one characterized by multifunctional and sometimes multidiscipli-
nary task forces in which “status competition” is a particularly strong
motivation driving participation. Specific statistical tools, p* models, were
used to analyze the interplay between the three social resources shaping
cooperation among these professionals, and then to identify the functional
role of this interplay in a mechanism dealing with this problem of status
competition. These models revealed insights about the intersection of net-
works (a key feature of this governance mechanism) at the substructural
level that would not have been apparent with less sophisticated data analy-
sis methods. The importance of configurations reflecting the presence of
this social mechanism flesh out the form of collective social capital identi-
fied here.

In conclusion, this approach to social capital points out the importance
of considering organizations as sets of generic social mechanisms (Hed-
strom & Swedberg 1998) attached to governance problems. These social
mechanisms are exemplified by this exchange system, and contribute to
corporate social capital by helping to provide structural solutions to col-
lective-action problems. Given that analyses were applied to a single case
study, we are in no position to generalize to other organizations based on
the findings reported. It remains to be seen whether this pattern has rele-
vance for other types of collegial organizations or knowledge-intensive
firms, such as professional business partnerships in medicine, engineering,
accounting, scientific or R&D laboratories, and universities; in such orga-
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nizations, the production process is difficult to routinize and professional
expertise and advice cannot easily be standardized; as a result, “internal”
transaction costs for the firm as a whole can be assumed to be a large part
of the total costs of collective action. One might therefore expect to find a
need to combine systematically several kinds of resources in order to make
collective action possible. Thus, beyond our general statement regarding
the connection between specific mechanisms as forms of social capital and
members’ participation in collective action or cooperation, more work
needs to be done to extend such an approach to other types of mechanisms
and organizations.

This conception of social capital is consistent with a general sociologi-
cal tradition that focuses on social mechanisms supporting and enhancing
economic performance, beginning with Durkheim (1893) and now strongly
established (Burt 1992; Macaulay 1963; Bourdieu 1980; Coleman 1990; see
Flap, Bulder, & Volker 1998, and Gabbay 1997 for a review). Here, maxi-
mizing performance not only means improving technology, product and
organizational innovation, managerial coordination, or financial manage-
ment. It also means maintaining the specific local constellations of
relationships that are the basis of social mechanisms and that help organi-
zations solve problems of coordination.

APPENDIX A: SOCIOMETRIC NAME GENERATORS USED TO
ELICIT CO-WORKERS, ADVICE, AND ROLE-DISTANCE TIES

Here is the list of all the members of your firm.

Strong co-workers network: Because most firms like yours are also or-
ganized very informally, it is difficult to get a clear idea of how the mem-
bers really work together. Think back over the past year, consider all the
lawyers in your firm. Would you go through this list and check the names
of those with whom you have worked with. [By “worked with” I mean that
you have spent time together on at least one case, that you have been as-
signed to the same case, that they read or used your work product or that
you have read or used their work product; this includes professional work
done within the firm like bar association work, administration, etc.]

Basic advice network: Think back over the past year, consider all the
lawyers in your firm. To whom did you go for basic professional advice?
For instance, you want to make sure that you are handling a case right,
making a proper decision, and you want to consult someone whose pro-
fessional opinions are in general of great value to you. By advice I do not
mean simply technical advice.

Friendship network: Would you go through this list, and check the
names of those you socialize with outside work. You know their family,
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they know yours, for instance. I do not mean all the people you are simply
on a friendly Jevel with, or people you happen to meet at firm functions.

NOTES

We would like to thank Ron Burt for useful suggestions.

1. This term refers to Merton’s (1959) observation on status segregation as a
mechanism for managing role strain.

2. Goffman thought that constructing role distance was an individual activ-
ity, often a product of one’s sense of humor. We think that it is a more re-
lational activity; one needs others to construct this distance.

3. Listen, for example, to Partner 18: “Our firm is almost exclusively a joint eco-
nomic enterprise. If I were to pick up a paper tomorrow morning and learn that a
lawyer was hit by a car, I would be concerned. I he is in my firm, I would be more
concerned. But that marginal difference would not be that significant, unless [
work with him, know his family and his children. There are lots of lawyers in the
community that I care more about than for some of my partners. I see a partner-
ship more like an economic unit. There is the economic sense of mutual obligation,
of enhanced goodwill and cooperation. We help each other with work. I expect more
goodwill from a partner than from a stranger, but that's all, ‘I'll be glad to do that.”
But my whole life does not revelve around my pariners. When people ave too close,
it creates problems too. And it is not necessary for partnerships to survive. There
is a leap of faith that's required that a pariner would not seek a circumstance that
is harmful to me. That may be naive. Our compensation system is a guarantee for
that leap of faith. A change in that would undermine the sense of security that I

feel with my partners.”

4. This comes across in Partner 13's following observation: “When the firm was

small, among other things all partners had a good idea of what other partners were
doing. There was a much greater level of social integration, I think, firm-wide, and
a tendency to look much more inwardly toward the firm as sort of almost a family
away from a family. In our instance, probably thirty years ago the partners in the
firm tended to represent the most central social civcle for themselves. When the firm
gets to be this size there is still a tendency to look inwardly toward the firm but it's
obviously no longer a closely knit family because there are lots of partners that you
won't see for weeks at a time. And so there tends to be if anything a tendency for
pariners to start to look outward from the firm as opposed to inward to the firm.
The closeness tends to be reduced. Now what you have are people whose predomi-
nant social circles may include other lawyers within the firm, but probably include
many more people outside the firm. That's a healthy development, not an unhealthy
development.”

5. Overall densities for co-work, advice, and role-distance (or friendship)
networks are respectively 0.22, 0.17, and 0.11.

6. Inthe case of a multirelational Markov assumption, the model for the net-
work is expressed in relation to substructures of a multivariate triad, or of
a multivariate star of order n ~ 1 (for a network of # nodes; see Pattison &
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Wasserman, in press). We have not reported analyses of the role of higher-
order stars of order three or more (that is, of substructures comprising three
or more ties directed to or from a member of the firm), since preliminary
investigations suggested that higher-order stars play a much less sub-
stantial role than the multivariate triadic configurations on which we fo-
cus here.

7. A hierarchical model elimination procedure was used: at any step, only
those parameters corresponding to higher-order substructures were con-
sidered for elimination (i.e., setting to zero). Thus, if one substructure was
a subset of another substructure in the model at any step, only the second
was considered for elimination at that step.

8. Bivariate analyses confirmed that no additional level 4 triadic structures
involving two relations made substantial contributions to model fit.

9. In Table 1, negative parameters for each type of tie signify that a tie be-
tween two actors is less likely than no tie (and the relative magnitudes of
the parameters confirm, for example, that work ties are the most frequent
and friendship ties are the least frequent).

10. For step 1 configurations (with a reciprocated work tie between i and j and
an advice tie from i to k) and step 2 nosmmﬁmmmoﬂm. (with an advice tie from
ito j and from i to k, and a friendship tie from j to k):

Status of Number of step 1 Number of step 2

i i k configurations configurations
A A A 508 503

A P A 1179 209

A A P 646 251

A P P 1470 693

P A A 456 57

P P A 535 105

P A P 2852 122

P P P 2921 1415

A: Associates; P: Partner
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Social Networks and Social Capital
in Extreme Environments

Jeanne S. Hurlbert, John J. Beggs,
and Valerie A. Haines

Social capital has become a key concept in modern sociology. Despite that
fact, its meaning remains the subject of an ongoing debate in both theoret-
ical discussions and empirical applications. In this chapter, we draw on
Bourdieu (1986:248) to define social capital as “the aggregate of the actual
or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network
of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance or
recognition.” As Portes (1998:1) points out, this definition “makes clear that
social capital is decomposable into two elements: first, the social relation-
ship itself that allows individuals to claim access to resources possessed by
their associates [social networks and their constituent ties] and second, the
amount and quality of those resources [social resources].” We use that def-
inition to link our research on social networks and social resources in two
extreme environments: Hurricane Andrew and the underclass.

Studies of the ways in which social networks and their constituent ties
provide social capital have generally neglected an important context, ex-
treme environments. Network studies of social support have focused on
the association between the structure of routine interpersonal environ-
ments, or core networks, and the receipt of informal support, neglecting to
ask how these environments allocate resources in nonroutine situations
(but see Hurlbert, Haines, & Beggs 2000). Social-resources researchers have
asked how ties drawn from social networks provide social capital (e.g., in-
formation and influence) in a nonroutine situation, job finding, but they



SOCIOLOGY AND ECONOMICS
Controversy and Integration
An Aldine de Gruyter Series of Texts and Monographs

SERIES EDITORS

Paula England, University of Arizona
George Farkas, Pennsylvania State University
Kevin Lang, Boston University

Values in the Marketplace:
The American Stock Market under Federal Securities Law
James Burk

Equal Employment Opportunity:
Labor Market Discrimination and Public Policy
Paul Burstein (ed.)

Legacies of Change:
Transformations of Postcommunist Economies
John L. Campbell and Ove K. Pedersen (eds.)- N

Industries, Firms, and Jobs:
Sociological and Economic Approaches
George Farkas and Paula England (eds.)

Beyond the Marketplace:
Rethinking Economy and Society
Roger Friedland and A.F. Robertson (eds.)

Towards a Structure of Indifference:
The Social Origins of Maternal Custody
Debra Friedman

The Origin of Values
Michael Hechter, Lynn Nadel, and Richard E. Michod (eds.):

Social Institutions:
Their Emergence, Maintenance, and Effects
Michael Hechter, Kari-Dieter Opp, and Reinhard Wippler (eds.)

Race, Ethnicity, and Entrepreneurship in Urban America
Ivan Light and Carolyn Rosenstein

~ Social Omﬁwﬂu Theory and Research.
Nan Lin, Karen Covk, and Ronald S: Burt (eds.)

NQO ~J | st,*owx |

SociaL CAPITAL

Theory and Research

- Nan LN
KarRen CooK
Ronald S. Burt

editors

| =
ALDINE DE GRUYTER




