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1.1 Introduction  

Gender equality is a fundamental value, one of the 20 principles of the European Pillar of 

Social Rights, and has been enshrined in EU law since the Treaty of Rome in 1957. Despite 

ongoing efforts to achieve greater economic equality, for example, in labor force 

participation, pay, and career opportunities, gender differences persist (European 

Institute for Gender Equality, 2025a). Women continue to be underrepresented in the 

labor market and earn 13% less than men (European Commission, 2024b). They hold only 

about one-third of board positions in Europe's largest companies (European Institute for 

Gender Equality, 2025b), and are perceived to have lower promotion opportunities than 

men (European Commission, 2024a). Persisting inequalities are often attributed to 

occupational segregation, career penalties linked to caregiving, and gender norms and 

stereotypes (Bettio & Verashchagina, 2009). Less attention has been paid to work-related 

social support and its benefits for men and women1. Employees give and receive social 

support, such as information, advice, help with tasks, empathy, and encouragement. 

Exchanging support is a way for individuals to expand their resource pool by tapping into 

the resources of others (Patterer et al., 2023), and has been shown to matter for 

employees’ well-being and productivity as well as for organizational functioning (Jolly et 

al., 2021; M. Mathieu et al., 2019; Viswesvaran et al., 1999). By focusing on supportive 

relationships, this dissertation offers insights into how workplace relationships may 

maintain or reduce persistent gender inequalities.  

Workplaces are social sites where people habitually form so-called informal 

relationships, which are voluntary and extend the organization's formally defined roles 

and reporting lines. Beyond being nice for social reasons, these informal relationships 

matter as they can provide tangible, career-relevant, and emotional resources. In this 

way, they benefit employees’ careers, for example, by enhancing individual performance, 

increasing influence, and contributing to job satisfaction (Seibert et al., 2001). However, 

not all relationships are equally beneficial. Benefits may depend on who informal 

relationships are formed with, as colleagues differ in the resources they can share in the 

workplace. Opportunities to build influential and resource-rich social networks are often 

gendered, advantaging men because of occupational segregation. Men tend to work in 

more prestigious, higher-paying sectors than women (e.g., IT versus education) or are 

clustered in higher-ranking positions within the same industries and organizations (e.g., 

men are often doctors, while women are often nurses; Charles, 2003). One example of 

such dynamics is the so-called ‘old boys' club’, which describes an exclusive, often 

 
1 Gender is treated as a binary construct in this dissertation for analytical purposes; however, it is acknowledged that 
gender and gender identities are more diverse.  
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informal network among men that can have formal consequences by providing 

professional advantages through the exchange of information, influence, and status 

(McDonald, 2011). At the same time, women are often portrayed as social experts, as they 

tend to have more intimate relationships and receive more support in general (Auster & 

Ohm, 2000; Sapadin, 1988; Umberson et al., 1996). However, women’s relational 

advantage may not translate into benefits for their careers. Research has shown that social 

networks often do not pay off for women to the same extent as they do for men either 

because they lack social relationships that are important for career success or because 

they receive fewer benefits from them (Brands & Kilduff, 2014; Ibarra, 1997; Ibarra et al., 

2010, 2013; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1982; G. Moore, 1990; Woehler et al., 2021). To 

advance our understanding of how informal relationships contribute to the work 

outcomes of men and women, this dissertation focuses on work-related social support, 

investigating the levels and types of support employees give and receive, and the 

potential benefits associated with it.  

Support takes place in workplaces that differ not only in their objectives but also 

in their structure and culture. These organizational characteristics may not only shape the 

availability, types, and benefits of supportive relationships but also gender differences in 

support network characteristics. While the organizational structure determines which 

employees need to interact and what resources they have access to, thereby creating 

opportunities to form ties with others, this formal structure is distinct from the informal 

relationships in which support is actually exchanged. While the formal structure creates 

the conditions, who gives and receives what kind of support may also be influenced by 

the culture of the organization, specifically by the extent to which it reinforces or reduces 

societal gender differences and gender norms. For example, how women see other 

women and the degree to which they identify with them affects whether they perceive 

them as a source of support or as threatening competition (Ely, 1994; Scheepers & 

Ellemers, 2019). The roles men and women occupy in an organization implicitly convey 

information about what it means to be a man or a woman in this context. When men and 

women are unequally represented, especially in senior positions and high ranks, it signals 

limited organizational mobility for women and implies that they are perceived as less 

suited for these roles. In gender skewed environments, those in the numerical minority 

become more visible and are often seen as representatives of their gender, and gender 

roles become more salient, with individuals behaving accordingly (Ridgeway & Smith-

Lovin, 1999; Woehler et al., 2021). With more equal gender representation, individuals 

observe a wider range of behaviors from both genders, including those that are less 

consistent with gender role expectations. In this way, gender role expectations are 

challenged, and individuals rely less on them, while the similarities between gender 
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groups are highlighted (Ely, 1994; Kanter, 1976). This dissertation accounts for the 

organizational context in shaping support at work and addresses the following research 

question: How are gendered patterns of giving and receiving work-related social support 

associated with differences in work outcomes across various organizational contexts? 

As part of the research program, ‘Sustainable Cooperation – Roadmaps to Resilient 

Societies’ (SCOOP, 2019), this dissertation aims to contribute to a better understanding 

of sustainable cooperation, which is fundamental to resilient organizations and societies. 

The SCOOP approach focuses on individuals embedded in their social context as key 

arenas for sustainable cooperation, with this dissertation investigating individuals in their 

work organizations. Organizations depend on the motivation and contribution of their 

members to thrive. However, cooperation at work is not sustainable when it fails to create 

value for all employees and wider society (Wittek et al., 2025). Gendered patterns in 

workplace support networks can restrict women’s access to resources and opportunities, 

potentially leading to larger cooperation benefits for men than women, which is especially 

relevant in light of continuously increasing female labor force participation (Halim et al., 

2023). Such inequality can threaten the sustainability of cooperation, as disadvantaged 

employees may disengage or reduce their contribution. The dissertation benefits from 

SCOOP’s interdisciplinary approach, drawing on theories and methods from sociology 

and psychology.  

1.2 Theoretical Background 

1.2.1 Work-related Social Support 

In many workplaces, employees rely on each other for resources to get their job done, 

and research has documented that such social support2 plays a crucial role in employees’ 

well-being, performance, and career advancement (Cohen & Wills, 1985; House, 1987; 

Jolly et al., 2021; M. Mathieu et al., 2019; Nabi, 2001). Social support has been described 

and defined in different ways, for example, as emotional and instrumental elements of 

social relationships (House et al., 1988), the tangible and intangible resources that 

individuals access through their social ties, groups, and larger communities (Lin et al., 

1979), or broadly as any process through which social relationships might provide health 

and well-being (Cohen et al., 2000). Common among these definitions is that they refer to 

relational content focused on aiding someone (Song et al., 2011). Receiving social support 

can impact employees directly, for example, by providing needed resources, or indirectly 

 
2 The concept of social support originally stems from health research and the idea that social relationships generally 
promote well-being is consistently documented across a variety of study topics. For instance, it has been shown that 
social relationships contribute to higher self-esteem (Harris & Orth, 2020), that more friendships increase life 
satisfaction (Mader & Franzen, 2025), and strong social relationships lower the mortality risk (Holt-Lunstad et al., 
2010). These beneficial social relationships have been labeled as social capital, social networks, and social support. 
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by reducing the adverse effects of stress and increasing coping abilities (Cohen & Wills, 

1985; Lakey & Cohen, 2000; Thoits, 1995). For example, the Social Exchange Theory 

(Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) posits that individuals aim to maximize their benefits and 

minimize their costs by exchanging support, and it is often used as a theoretical 

framework to analyze the antecedents and consequences of support perceptions at work, 

with the underlying assumption that when employees are treated well and receive 

support, they will be motivated to treat others and the organization likewise (Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002). The Conservation of Resources model (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 

1990; Neveu et al., 2014) focuses on how individuals utilize social support at work to 

regulate personal resources such as self-efficacy, organizational self-esteem, and 

optimism, and job-related behaviors such as work effort, performance, and 

counterproductive behavior. The Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007) posits that receiving support is a key job resource that helps employees cope with 

job demands such as time pressure, workload, and conflict, thereby affecting their 

engagement, chances of burnout, and performance. Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000) argues that social support can satisfy the basic human need for relatedness 

and, in this way, enhance psychological and social functioning, as well as motivation at 

work. Studies have empirically documented that receiving social support at work is linked 

to a variety of positive outcomes, such as job satisfaction, job involvement, meaningful 

work, and organizational commitment, as well as lower work-family conflict, turnover 

intention, and emotional exhaustion (Adriaenssens et al., 2015; Chiaburu & Harrison, 

2008; Colbert et al., 2016; French et al., 2018; T. W. H. Ng & Sorensen, 2008). 

At work, social support can take different forms such as helping others complete 

tasks, answering job-related questions (task support), discussing career plans or 

identifying development opportunities (career support), supporting someone to cope with 

stress, venting frustrations, or simply socializing (emotional support; Colbert et al., 2016; 

Diewald & Sattler, 2010). In this dissertation, these different forms are summarized using 

the common distinction3 between instrumental and emotional support. Generally 

speaking, instrumental support is more about the ‘doing’ and work-related help needed 

to address a specific demand (e.g., advice on a particular issue, sharing materials, 

introducing a contact). In contrast, emotional support refers to the ‘feeling’ and well-being 

at work (e.g., socializing, talking about problems, encouragement). Instrumental support 

is primarily structured around the exchange of job and career-related resources, while 

emotional support includes social connection, confirmation, counselling, and friendship 

 
3 In the literature, other categorizations are along the lines of form (behavior vs. perception; Barrera, 1986), tangibility 
(tangible vs. intangible (McGuire, 2012), types (instrumental, socioemotional/affective, and work–family; Chiaburu & 
Harrison, 2008b; Halbesleben, 2006), content (e.g., emotional, instrumental, informational, appraisal; Cohen & McKay, 
1984) and source (coworker vs. supervisor; Ford et al., 2007).  



Chapter 1 

14 

(LePine et al., 2012; Zarankin & Kunkel, 2019). The distinction is fitting for this 

dissertation because men and women have been shown to differ in the types of support 

they give and receive (House et al., 1988; Ibarra, 1992). Moreover, many stressors at work 

are either instrumental or emotional, and support is expected to be most effective in 

reducing the adverse effects of stressors when it addresses the stressors' demands; thus, 

these types may be most relevant at work (Cohen & Wills, 1985). 

The exchange of social support at work involves a giver and a receiver; however, 

most research has focused on receiving support and related consequences. While these 

consequences are typically beneficial, the consequences of providing support may be 

more mixed. On the one hand, it is a prosocial behavior that can enhance well-being 

(Batson, 1998), and people who give support also often receive support (Bowling et al., 

2005). On the other hand, supporting someone requires the investment of personal 

resources, such as time and energy, and may therefore come at a cost (Bergeron, 2007). 

Studies documented both positive and negative aspects of giving support. For example, 

helping others was shown to enhance employees’ perception of job meaningfulness 

(Colbert et al., 2016), yet a higher number of coworkers seeking advice from a person was 

associated with an increase in that individual’s turnover intention (Soltis et al., 2013).  

In summary, prior research has shown that social support is a valuable resource 

commonly exchanged at work. Being embedded in social relationships, its availability and 

benefits depend on the relationships someone potentially has access to, the nature of 

these relationships, and what resources they provide. Prior studies often focused on 

whether and how much support employees receive; however, less attention has been paid 

to characteristics of the support contact, the support relationship, and the support 

network. In light of the findings on gendered social networks (Ibarra, 1997; Ibarra et al., 

2013; G. Moore, 1990; Smith-Lovin & McPherson, 1993), it seems worthwhile to move 

beyond investigating levels of support. Therefore, this dissertation also considers who 

provides it and conjointly investigates the content, function, and structure of supportive 

relationships at work. The social network perspective provides a framework for 

examining how the structure of supportive relationships is linked to work outcomes.  

1.2.2 Gender and Social Networks 

Although formal workplace structures define the relationships that exist on the job, 

including explicit workflows and hierarchies, individuals also regularly form informal 

social relationships within the workplace. Such networks of informal relationships 

function as channels for various resources, including general information, assistance, 

material goods, and work-related social support (Lin, 1999). Social networks are formally 

defined as a set of actors and the relations that connect them (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 
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Individuals and their actions are not seen as fully autonomous but dependent on their 

relationships, with social networks providing both opportunities for and constraints on 

individual action. Empirical studies, usually investigating informal networks within a 

single workplace, have shown that characteristics of such networks are linked to 

outcomes such as salary, performance, and promotions (Burt, 1998; Markiewicz et al., 

1999; Methot et al., 2016; Woehler et al., 2021).  

Informal networks at work are not gender neutral, as gender plays a central role 

in structuring them (Brands et al., 2022). In this way, they might reinforce existing gender 

inequalities, either because men and women have different social networks, with women 

relatively lacking relationships that contribute to career success (Ibarra, 1997; Ibarra et 

al., 2013; G. Moore, 1990; Smith-Lovin & McPherson, 1993), or because women cannot 

use their social relationships to the same extent for career advancement (Brands et al., 

2022; Ibarra, 1992; Ibarra et al., 2010; Woehler et al., 2021). Gender differences in the link 

between workplace networks and career outcomes can emerge in these two ways, which 

may operate separately or simultaneously. First, men and women may form different 

kinds of social networks. Second, they may experience different returns from similar 

networks (Woehler et al., 2021).  

The first explanation of gender differences describes that men and women have 

different networks, for example, in size, composition, or access to influential contacts, and 

these differences in network characteristics account for disparities in career outcomes. 

According to this view, similar opportunities and similar networks would yield similar 

outcomes for all individuals. Explanations for why men and women have different social 

networks at work focus on opportunities and gender role behaviors (Woehler et al., 2021). 

Structural explanations emphasize the positioning of men and women in the organization, 

particularly their numerical (under-)representation and access to high-status positions 

(Ibarra, 1992; Kanter, 1976; G. Moore, 1990). These differences shape opportunities for 

relationship formation: women in less prestigious roles and lower levels of the 

organizational hierarchy may have fewer chances to form resource-rich relationships. In 

addition, homophily, the principle that individuals tend to form relationships with others 

similar to themselves, reinforces these patterns (McPherson et al., 2001). Gender is a key 

dimension of homophily and plays a crucial role in workplace social interactions, which 

means that same-gender connections form more easily and facilitate reciprocal 

exchanges, further contributing to women’s disadvantaged position. Additionally, the 

opportunities to invest in professional relationships are also shaped by gender roles 

(Woehler et al., 2021). While men are often able to prioritize the professional domain, 

women are expected to balance their careers with disproportionate household and 
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caregiving responsibilities (Blair-Loy et al., 2015). This ‘second shift’ limits the time and 

energy women can dedicate to career-benefiting relationships. 

This explanation is supported by empirical evidence. For example, Ibarra (1992, 

1997) showed that in organizations where men are overrepresented in higher ranks, 

women’s networks, compared to men’s, included more cross-gender relationships, 

potentially to ensure access to resources. Additionally, it was shown that networks of men 

and women were segregated in a publishing company in the US, and that women were 

structurally excluded from the majority male network (Brass, 1985). This exclusion, in 

turn, was linked to lower influence and fewer promotions. However, based on the findings 

that women in more gender-integrated groups presented an exception from this pattern, 

the study concluded that men and women can benefit from structurally similar networks 

in terms of influence and promotions when structural exclusion is low, and both genders 

have access to the organizational majority group.  

The second explanation states that even when men and women have comparable 

networks, they may still receive unequal benefits from them. That is, men often derive 

greater career advantages from their networks than women do, even when the networks 

are structurally similar. This utilization perspective emphasizes that status differences, 

gender roles, behavior, and stereotypes shape not only network structure but also 

network returns and constrain women’s capacity to mobilize their social networks 

(Khattab et al., 2020). Two key aspects contribute to this process of different returns: how 

individuals use their social relationships and the willingness of their contacts to provide 

the requested or needed resources. Gender impacts both of these aspects (Woehler et al., 

2021). For instance, women may be more hesitant to seek instrumental support from a 

contact due to concerns about their ability to reciprocate, or because such behavior 

violates communal gender norms (Lin, 2000). In contrast, men are generally perceived as 

more legitimate in leveraging their relationships for instrumental gains, in line with gender 

stereotypes (Ellemers, 2017). These dynamics can limit women’s ability to utilize their 

networks for career advancement or can even expose them to skepticism or backlash 

(Rudman & Phelan, 2008; Woehler et al., 2021). Other studies have shown that women 

need different social network structures to reach similar outcomes to men. For example, 

for men, early promotions were associated with connections to multiple disconnected 

groups (brokerage positions), whereas for women, the opposite held: early promotions 

were linked to a network of interconnected contacts (Burt, 1998). Another study found 

that men were more often perceived to occupy brokerage positions high in 

entrepreneurial activity, whereas women in these positions received fewer returns and 

could face sanctions for violating gender expectations (Brands & Kilduff, 2014). It was 

also shown that women benefit less from a mentor: although women had similar chances 



Synthesis 

17 

of having a mentor, these relationships did not provide the same career benefits, e.g., 

promotions, as they did for men (Ibarra et al., 2010). Moreover, it has been documented 

that women focus more on ties that provide friendship and emotional support, whereas 

men focus more on ties that provide job-related information (e.g., Broadbridge, 2010; van 

Emmerik, 2006). Research on workplace friendships further emphasizes these differences, 

showing that men often viewed these relationships as beneficial for job performance and 

career advancement, whereas women emphasized their social and emotional benefits, 

particularly in reducing stress (Morrison, 2009).  

Although the research discussed so far highlights gendered patterns in social 

networks, these patterns may vary across organizational contexts. However, informal 

networks are rarely studied across organizational contexts, largely because collecting 

detailed data on employee relationships, along with information about the organization, 

across multiple organizations is challenging. This dissertation contributes to the literature 

by empirically examining supportive relationships across different organizational 

contexts.  

1.2.3 The Role of the Organizational Context  

The organizational context likely shapes gender differences in work-related support 

relationships. First, organizations and their practices impact their employees' ability to 

create and maintain supportive relationships at work (House, 1987). For example, formal 

organizational structures, roles, and practices largely determine with whom employees 

work together, have frequent contact, and close proximity, thereby creating the 

opportunity structure for supportive relationships to form. Second, organizations shape 

gender dynamics as they reflect broader societal power dynamics, mirroring gender 

norms, stereotypes, and status hierarchies within society to a certain extent. 

 Depending on their structure and practices, including present status hierarchies, 

gender norms, and stereotypes, organizations can both reinforce and mitigate existing 

gender inequalities in status-related resources. In this way, organizations function as key 

sites where societal inequalities are reproduced to varying degrees, with potential 

consequences for supportive relationships. Gender roles refer to societally shared 

expectations regarding the behaviors and attitudes that are considered acceptable, 

appropriate, and desirable for men and women (Eagly & Wood, 2012). They are related 

to beliefs about the attributes of men and women that are internalized through 

socialization processes. These attributes, inferred from physical differences, task 

specialization, and the division of labor, stereotypically characterize men as agentic (i.e., 

assertive, competitive, and task-oriented) and women as communal (i.e., emotionally 

expressive, friendly, and supportive). Studies have shown that gender roles shape 
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professional roles and workplace interactions. For example, a study on physicians found 

that female doctors engaged more in communal behaviors than their male counterparts 

(Roter et al., 2002). Studies on academia have found that gender roles shape expectations 

and behavior: women were often expected to contribute to collective interests, while this 

was less the case for men, and they could more often pursue their individual interests, 

increasing their chances of career advancement (Hanasono et al., 2019; Järvinen & Mik-

Meyer, 2024). 

Furthermore, status characteristics theory explains how widely recognized social 

characteristics shape social interactions and expectations about status and competence 

(Berger et al., 1972; Ridgeway, 2009, 2014), potentially affecting how many men and 

women form supportive relationships. Given the historical dominance of men in 

workplaces and their control over power, influence, and capital, they are typically 

associated with higher status and competence than women (Acker, 1990). The presence 

of gender stereotypes further contributes to this dynamic of men being perceived as more 

agentic and competent (Ellemers, 2017). Research has shown that even when men made 

mistakes at work, their competence was not undermined, while women's errors were 

judged more harshly (Brescoll et al., 2010). 

The extent to which assumptions about men’s higher status and competence come 

into play depends on how strongly the setting is culturally connoted as masculine or 

feminine. In masculine settings with skewed gender compositions (e.g., finance, 

engineering), assumptions of higher status among men, reinforced by gender stereotypes 

and group dynamics, tend to disadvantage women the most. In organizations that appear 

mixed and rather gender neutral, men are expected to have a slight advantage in terms 

of competence and deservingness of status. In contrast, in workplaces culturally linked to 

women (e.g., nursing, teaching), bias will slightly favor women. It also matters which 

positions men and women occupy within the organization. Of particular importance is the 

representation of women in senior positions, as it implicitly conveys which roles are 

appropriate and achievable for women in that organization. When women are 

represented in senior positions, this can serve as a powerful signal that can elevate the 

perceived status of the entire group. In contrast, the absence of female role models in 

such positions can signal that being a woman is a liability, reducing support and solidarity 

among women (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). In organizations with few or no women in 

leadership positions, employees may perceive that women have limited access to 

instrumental resources and that men hold the majority of status and power. For example, 

a study on law firms with varying levels of female representation across seniority ranks 

found that in firms with more women in senior positions, female employees were more 

likely to view their female superiors as sources of validation and support, and their 
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relationships with female peers tended to be more supportive, less competitive, and less 

envious (Ely, 1994). Evidence suggests that in more gender-balanced contexts, traditional 

gender roles are less pronounced than in male-dominated ones (Ely, 1994; Kanter, 1976). 

However, the role of organizational context in shaping men's and women's social 

networks and supportive relationships remains empirically understudied. Therefore, this 

dissertation investigates organizational characteristics, such as the workforce's gender 

composition and the manager's gender, in relation to support networks at work.  

1.3 Contributions  

This dissertation makes several contributions to the literature. First, it argues that societal 

and workplace dynamics, such as gender norms and workplace composition, may shape 

giving and receiving support, the types of support exchanged, and associated benefits 

differently for men and women. This approach extends prior research that often assumes 

similar benefits of workplace support for men and women (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; 

Jolly et al., 2021; M. Mathieu et al., 2019; Viswesvaran et al., 1999) or investigates gender 

differences in social networks at work rather than social support directly (e.g., Burt, 1998; 

Woehler et al., 2021). As a result, it remains unclear whether and to what extent gendered 

patterns in work-related social support exist. By empirically examining gender differences 

across multiple types of relationships and their associations with work outcomes, this 

dissertation advances our understanding of gendered patterns in supportive relationships 

and their implications for men and women.  

Second, this dissertation moves beyond studying workplace support at the level of 

the individual employee and accounts for the role of the organization in shaping 

supportive workplace relationships. This extends prior research that was often conducted 

in single (or very few) organizations, usually male-dominated (e.g., Markiewicz et al., 

1999; McGuire & Bielby, 2016; Spurk et al., 2015; Stackman & Pinder, 1999; Woehler et 

al., 2021), which does not allow for a systematic investigation of the role of workplace 

characteristics. However, theories of gendered organizations indicate that workplaces 

may treat men and women differently, given that organizational norms, values, and 

structural positions have often been designed to privilege men and disadvantage women 

(Acker, 1990). For example, gender differences in support may depend on organizational 

structure (e.g., gender composition and power distribution) and organizational culture 

(e.g., norms on gender and supportiveness). Based on this argument, gender patterns in 

social support need to be investigated in light of the work context in which they are 

embedded. For that reason, this dissertation investigates supportive relationships across 

three levels: (1) at the individual level, focusing on the link between content and function 

of support, broadly distinguishing between instrumental and emotional types of support, 
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and objective and subjective work outcomes like salary, career success, and performance; 

(2) at the interpersonal relationship level, analyzing structural dimensions of the support 

relationship and networks, such as support contact, gender homophily, and tie strength; 

and (3) at the organizational level, considering how workplace characteristics like gender 

composition and gender and support norms in teams shape the support-outcome link.  

Third, it contributes by adopting an interdisciplinary perspective on social support 

at work, combining theories and approaches primarily from sociology and psychology. 

This combination allows the study of the interplay between individual attitudes and 

behaviors and the context that shapes individual opportunities, constraints, and 

preferences. More specifically, it provides insights into how structural factors, such as the 

organizational gender composition and the representation of men and women in different 

roles, and cultural expectations such as gender roles and stereotypes, jointly shape the 

types of supportive relationships employees have, with whom, and what benefits these 

relationships bring. In this way, the dissertation combines ideas and findings from the 

largely disconnected literatures on gendered organizations, social networks, and social 

support, thereby advancing our understanding of the gendering of supportive 

relationships in workplaces. Embedded in the SCOOP project, it views social support at 

work as a form of sustainable cooperation. Across the empirical chapters, it focuses on 

different supportive relationships employees can have, including workplace friendships, 

career and emotional support, helping behaviors, and both giving and receiving support. 

In this way, it contributes to a comprehensive understanding of work-related support.  

Last, the dissertation leverages multiple unique data sources to address its 

research question. The European Sustainable Workforce Survey is a large-scale, multi-

organization, multi-sector, and cross-national multilevel dataset. It not only allows for an 

investigation of the role of organizational characteristics in shaping supportive work 

relationships for men and women, but also, given its scope, enhances the generalizability 

of the findings to many European workplaces. Using the German Socioeconomic Panel, 

the benefits of career support and its association with career success are tested using a 

large-scale, representative population dataset. To dive deeper into the structure of 

support relationships at work, a survey conducted in a Dutch health care organization is 

used, which includes ego-network measures of career and emotional support networks, 

including information on the network size, gender, and status composition, and tie 

strength. It was collected recently in a female-dominated organization, giving the first 

evidence on support networks in such a context, whereas prior studies have focused 

mainly on male-dominated workplaces (e.g., Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; Spurk et al., 2015; 

Woehler et al., 2021). Insights into such workplaces are particularly relevant because 

measures such as gender quotas are increasing women’s representation, suggesting that 
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the gender composition of many organizations will likely continue to change in the future. 

Finally, the measures of support used in this dissertation are constructed to capture 

received support rather than perceived support, which is relatively understudied and 

relevant for understanding the association between support and work outcomes. 

1.4 Data  

This dissertation uses data from four sources, including survey and ego-network data 

from multiple European countries. Because it is challenging to gather comparable data on 

employees’ social relationships and the workplace contexts in which they take place, this 

dissertation draws on several datasets to provide insights into such supportive 

relationships across organizational contexts. 

The European Sustainable Workforce Survey – Wave 2  

Chapter 2 uses data from the second wave of the European Sustainable Workforce Survey 

(ESWS; van der Lippe et al., 2022). It is a unique multi-actor dataset containing 

information on private and public sector organizations in nine European countries 

(Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the 

United Kingdom) and six sectors (financial services, health care, higher education, 

manufacturing, telecommunications, and transportation). Using a mix of stratified random 

sampling and personal connections, organizations were selected from statistical and 

commercial business registers and stratified by country, sector, and size. Organizations 

vary in their workforce composition (e.g., percentage of women or older employees, 

flexible employment, and technological development) and size (small: 40–99 employees, 

medium: 100–249, large: 250+). The second wave was collected between March 2018 

and January 2019. A total of 4,345 employees in 376 departments from 101 organizations 

participated. In addition to the survey items of wave 1, wave 2 included a name generator 

instrument measuring affective workplace networks, which allows the identification of 

workplace friendships. Here, employees were asked to name up to 3 people at work with 

whom they liked to work and up to three people with whom they met outside of the 

workplace. Additionally, the names’ gender is obtained by a three-step gender 

identification strategy combining information provided by organizations, machine 

processing based on the ‘World Gender-Name Dictionary’, and manual gender 

assignment. The final sample used in the analyses of workplace friendships consists of 

2,606 employees in 260 departments from 98 organizations. 

The German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP)  

Chapter 3 uses data from the 2016 wave of the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP; 

doi:10.5684/soep.core.v38.1eu), an annual household panel survey representative of the 
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German population aged 16 and older. The SOEP includes approximately 15,000 

households and 30,000 respondents each year. The 2016 wave contains a resource 

generator on types of support, including career support, in which respondents could 

nominate up to five support contacts from a list of groups (e.g., parents, friends, partner, 

coworkers). The final sample consists of 8,719 respondents. 

Sustainable Workforce Survey – Wave 3  

Chapter 4 uses data collected from a female-dominated Dutch health care organization 

that provides specialized care for children and young adults. Its workforce consists of a 

diverse group of professionals, including, for example, psychologists and social workers, 

who work across various departments to deliver foster care, crisis intervention, and 

broader family support services. The workforce of the organization consists of around 

2,000 employees. The majority are women, and the board and supervisory board are also 

predominantly women. 

To investigate career and emotional support of men and women in this female-

dominated organization, employees were asked to report on their career and emotional 

support networks. They could name up to five contacts for career support and five 

contacts for emotional support, using either a full name, an abbreviation, or a nickname. 

After listing these contacts, respondents provided additional information about each 

person, including their work relationship, emotional closeness, and gender. In total, 286 

employees (50 men and 236 women) provided valid network data.  

The data collection was part of the Sustainable Workforce Survey, with this 

organization participating in an additional, organization-specific module. This third wave 

of the Sustainable Workforce Survey was carried out in 2024 among Dutch organizations 

only and was distributed to organizations using a national business registry (van der Put 

et al., 2024). Organizations received a personalized benchmark report for their 

participation. 

The European Sustainable Workforce Survey – Wave 1  

Chapter 5 uses data from the first wave of the European Sustainable Workforce Survey 

(van der Lippe et al., 2016). The ESWS wave 1 data collection took place in 2015 and 

2016. Waves 1 and 2 were collected using the same approach and in the same countries 

and sectors. Wave 1 contains three instruments: the Organization Questionnaire, 

covering information on the whole organization, filled in by an HR manager, the Manager 

Questionnaire, collecting information on the managers themselves and on their teams, 

and the Employee Questionnaire, filled in by the employees. In total, 11,011 employees 

in 869 teams from 259 organizations participated. The analytical sample consists of 690 
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teams in 249 organizations for the team analysis. In the employee-level analysis, the 

analytical sample includes 8,821 employees across 704 teams and 251 organizations.  

1.5 Overview of the Empirical Chapters 

To address the overarching research question of this dissertation ‘How are gendered 

patterns of giving and receiving work-related social support associated with differences 

in work outcomes across various organizational contexts?’, the empirical chapters 

examine men’s and women’s types of informal supportive relationships, and whether they 

derive different career-related benefits from these relationships. Chapters 2 and 3 focus 

on gendered patterns in informal relationships, specifically workplace friendships 

(Chapter 2) and career support (Chapter 3). Chapters 3, 4, and 5 analyze gendered returns 

to informal relationships. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 focus on receiving social support, and 

Chapter 5 examines giving social support and its implications for individual and team 

performance.  

Workplace Friendships of Men and Women: Examining Employee Gender, Manager 

Gender, and Gender Composition in European Workplaces  

Chapter 2 focuses on potential gender differences in workplace friendships. Specifically, 

it investigates the number of workplace friends and the gender composition of workplace 

friendship networks. Moreover, it analyzes whether gender differences in the number and 

composition are shaped by the gender composition of the department and the gender of 

the manager. The research question of this chapter is thus: Are there gender differences 

in workplace friendships, and do these differences vary with respect to characteristics of 

the workplace? 

Drawing on theories of multiplex relationships, gendered socialization, homophily, 

and the role of organizational opportunity structures, women were expected to have more 

workplace friendships and more female and fewer male friends than men. The gender 

composition and the manager’s gender were also expected to shape workplace friendship 

networks, with women having more gender homophily with higher shares of women and 

a female manager. 

This chapter extends previous literature by investigating gender composition of 

friendship networks in addition to the number of workplace friends, by testing two 

contextual moderators, namely the share of women in the department and the gender of 

the manager, and by utilizing a dataset on multiple organizations, sectors, and countries, 

which extends the scope of prior small sample and single firm or single sector studies 

(e.g., Ibarra, 1992; Markiewicz et al., 1999; Stackman & Pinder, 1999).  

Using data from 2,606 employees in 260 departments across 98 organizations and 

9 European countries, three-level mixed-effects regression models revealed that women 
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have more workplace friendships overall, more female workplace friends, and fewer male 

workplace friends than men. The gender composition of a department also mattered for 

whom individuals formed friendships with: in departments with higher shares of women, 

both men and women had more female workplace friends. In addition, the gender of the 

manager played a role. Regardless of their own gender, employees had more female 

friends when they worked under a female manager and more male friends when they 

worked under a male manager, independent of the department’s gender composition.  

Overall, the findings suggest that women have more workplace friendships than 

men, but they have similar preferences for same-gender friendships. It also highlights that 

structural factors, such as workplace composition and power distributions, rather than 

personal preferences alone, influence workplace friendships. In this way, the 

organizational context can facilitate or constrain opportunities to build supportive 

relationships differently for men and women. Because workplace friendships may 

emphasize the emotional component more than the instrumental, the next chapter 

focuses on career support, which more strongly reflects the instrumental component.  

Career Support and Career Success of Men and Women: Investigating Work and 

Non-Work Support Contacts 

Chapter 3 examines what individuals gain from supportive relationships and whether 

these benefits are similar for men and women. Specifically, it analyzes how receiving 

career support relates to objective (salary) and subjective (job satisfaction) career success. 

The research question is: To what extent is receiving career support from work and non-

work relationships related to men’s and women’s career success?  

This chapter adds to previous studies by differentiating between non-work and 

work contacts. More specifically, it distinguishes between no support, non-work support 

(e.g., family, friends, acquaintances), and work support (e.g., coworkers and supervisor). 

This distinction is based on the argument that different individuals have access to career-

benefiting resources of different types and qualities, which likely shapes the strength of 

the relationship between career support and career success. In general, work support 

contacts, and particularly supervisors, were expected to provide the most valuable career 

support. 

Based on gender roles, gender stereotypical behavior, and status-based 

expectations, women were expected to be able to utilize their social relationships to a 

lesser extent than men, for instrumental gains, resulting in weaker links between career 

support and career success. This may be because women are less likely to engage in 

agentic networking, or because others are less willing to provide them with instrumental 

resources due to gender stereotypes or lower perceived status.  
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Using data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) and 8,719 

respondents, results showed that career support is beneficial for both objective and 

subjective aspects of career success. Additionally, support from workplace contacts, 

especially from supervisors, is most useful. For men, the links between career support 

and salary were consistently positive, whereas for women, these links were weaker or 

absent. This suggests that career support translates into lower financial returns for women 

than for men, particularly when the support comes from a supervisor. A limitation of the 

data is that it was not possible to control for the aspect that men and women may work 

in different jobs and organizations. To limit these potential confounding factors, the next 

chapter focuses on one organization and the access to and returns from social support 

that men and women have in this organization.  

Career and Emotional Support Networks and Subjective Career Success: Examining 

Gender Differences in a Female-Dominated Organization 

Chapter 4 zooms in on social support networks of men and women within a female-

dominated organization. Here, the focus lies on characteristics of career and emotional 

support networks and their returns for subjective career success (perceived career 

success and job satisfaction). The research question is: How do male and female 

employees differ in the characteristics of their career and emotional support networks 

and in the returns they derive from these networks within a female-dominated workplace?  

Previous studies have been mainly conducted in male-dominated organizations 

(e.g., Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; McGuire & Bielby, 2016; Spurk et al., 2015; Woehler et al., 

2021). The context of a female-dominated organization presents an opportunity to 

examine whether expectations play out in the same way when the organization's gender 

composition is different. Drawing on status characteristics theory and gender role theory, 

this chapter argues that the overall gender composition of an organization may be a 

relevant factor shaping support networks and their returns for subjective career success.  

Using data on the career and emotional support networks of 286 employees (50 

men and 236 women), results showed that men and women in this organization had 

similarly sized career and emotional support networks. However, there were also some 

gender differences, for instance, women’s emotional support networks contained more 

strong ties, and both their career and emotional support networks showed higher gender 

homophily. Additionally, some evidence for gendered network returns was found, as 

career support network size, the percentage of men, and having a supervisor in the career 

support network were associated with perceived career success for men only, and the 

percentage of same-gender contacts was linked to job satisfaction for men but not for 

women. The chapter shows that gender differences in workplace networks and their 

benefits are altered in a female-dominated context, providing a first step towards a better 



Chapter 1 

26 

understanding of how gendered patterns are shaped by characteristics of the 

organization. 

Does Helping Benefit You or the Team? A Multilevel Investigation of the Helping–

Performance Link in European Workplaces 

Chapter 5 examines how helping coworkers with work-related tasks is linked to individual 

and team performance and whether this relationship varies with the supportiveness of the 

work environment and the helper’s gender. The chapter's research question is: How is 

helping coworkers linked to the helper’s individual performance and team performance? 

Is this relationship dependent on the supportiveness of the work environment and the 

helper’s gender?  

This chapter contributes by focusing on the consequences of giving (task) support, 

which has received much less attention than getting support at work (Bolino & Grant, 

2016; Colbert et al., 2016). It also explores how supportive team norms and the helper's 

gender shape the link between individual helping and performance. Additionally, this 

chapter uses data from multiple organizations across sectors and countries, providing 

more robust insights than prior single-organization or single-sector studies. 

While social exchange theory and reciprocity norms suggest that helping is 

positively associated with team performance, the consequences for individual 

performance are less clear due to competing arguments. Social exchange theory predicts 

positive performance outcomes, as such an exchange of resources increases efficiency in 

the long run. In contrast, conservation of resources theory and the allocation of resources 

framework predict that helping will have negative implications for individual 

performance, as time and energy are spent on someone else’s tasks. Gender roles and 

stereotypes posit that helping is more expected from women; therefore, the help of 

women may be less acknowledged, leading to lower helping returns for women.  

Using ESWS Wave 1 data, analyses were based on 8,821 employees in 704 teams 

and 251 organizations (individual level) and 690 teams in 249 organizations (team level). 

Multilevel regression models showed that helping is positively associated with both team 

and individual performance, overall providing support for the social exchange theory and 

contradicting predictions of the allocation framework and performance costs. Moreover, 

coworker support strengthened the positive relationship between helping and individual 

performance, whereas manager support did not moderate this relationship. Men and 

women benefited equally from helping, indicating no gendered performance returns to 

task support. These findings suggest that helping behavior is generally beneficial for 

everyone and that supportive coworkers can amplify these benefits, potentially because 

of higher levels of reciprocity.  



 

 

Table 1.1 
Overview of the Empirical Chapters 

Chapter  Focus  Data  RQ IVs DVs Method 

2 Workplace 
friendships  

ESWS Wave 2 
 
9 EU countries  
 

Are there gender differences in 
workplace friendships, and do these 
differences vary with respect to 
characteristics of the workplace? 

Gender 
 
Moderators:  
share of women in 
the department, 
gender manager  

Number of 
workplace 
friendships, number 
of male/female 
workplace friends, 
gender homophily in 
friendship networks 

Multilevel 
analysis   

3 Career 
support  

SOEP (v38) 
 
Germany 

To what extent is receiving career 
support from work and non-work 
relationships related to men’s and 
women’s career success?  

Career support  
(work and non-work 
contacts)  
 
Moderator:  
gender  

Salary, job 
satisfaction 

Regression 
analysis  

4 Career and 
emotional 
support  

SWS Wave 3 
 
Netherlands  

How do male and female employees 
differ in the characteristics of their 
career and emotional support 
networks and in the returns they 
derive from these networks within a 
female-dominated workplace? 

Gender, career 
support, and 
emotional support 
network 
characteristics (size, 
number of strong 
ties, gender, and 
status composition) 

Job satisfaction, 
perceived career 
support 

T/chi2 
tests;  
regression 
analysis 

5 Task 
support 

ESWS Wave 1 
 
9 EU countries  

How is helping coworkers linked to 
the helper’s individual performance 
and team performance?  
Is this relationship dependent on the 
supportiveness of the work 
environment and the helper’s gender?  

Team helping, 
employee helping 
 
Moderators: 
gender, supportive 
climate   

Team performance, 
individual task 
performance 

Multilevel 
analysis 



Chapter 1 

28 

1.6 Overarching Conclusions 

Bringing together the main insights from the empirical chapters, the following section 

presents the dissertation's overarching conclusion. First, it focuses on general findings on 

the links between work-related support and work outcomes, and then zooms in on 

conclusions regarding how these patterns differ for men and women. Last, insights into 

the role of the organizational context in shaping gendered patterns of support are 

discussed.  

1.6.1 Giving and Receiving Support is Beneficial for Individuals and 

Teams  

This dissertation shows that giving and receiving support is beneficial for both individuals 

and teams. The studies conducted showed that support was associated with positive work 

outcomes on the individual level, consistent with the idea that support at work is a 

valuable resource that contributes to employee functioning and well-being. For example, 

employees who received support were more satisfied with their jobs and earned higher 

salaries. Employees also benefited from giving support, as those who more frequently 

helped their coworkers with work-related problems performed better themselves. These 

results are in line with expectations from the social exchange theory, which highlights that 

exchanges of resources create mutual gains (Blau, 1964). This increased productivity may 

occur through direct consequences of helping, such as strengthening and practicing skills, 

or indirectly by increasing the chances of receiving help in the future. The findings that 

the link between giving support and individual performance was stronger in teams with 

stronger support norms suggest that the latter explanation is especially plausible. This 

implies that when individuals feel supported by others, they are motivated to return 

support due to feelings of obligation and reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). Although other 

theoretical perspectives, such as the Allocation of Resources Framework or the 

Conservation of Resources Theory, emphasize the potential cost of helping others, the 

findings of this dissertation did not support those perspectives.  

Support is not only positive for individual work outcomes of the giver and receiver 

but also benefits teams. Findings showed that teams in which more employees provided 

task support to their coworkers were evaluated as more productive by managers. This 

aligns with the idea that mutual support among employees enhances the team's overall 

effectiveness by improving individual efficiency and team dynamics, for example, through 

knowledge sharing, training new members, improved information flow, and reduced 

conflict (P. M. Podsakoff et al., 2000). This implies that organizations and managers may 

foster a work environment where people help each other to increase team efficiency, for 
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example, by creating structures that encourage and reward collaboration. Overall, it can 

be concluded that social support at work can indeed be viewed as a form of sustainable 

cooperation, as it has positive consequences for all actors involved: the giver, the receiver, 

and the organization. 

1.6.2 Receiving Instrumental Support from the Supervisor Matters 

Most  

It is not only important to have supportive relationships at work, but it also matters what 

kind of resources they provide. This dissertation shows that instrumental support is more 

relevant to career outcomes, while emotional support seems to matter less. Findings 

showed that career support is beneficial not only for objective outcomes but also for 

subjective outcomes, such as being satisfied with the job. This highlights that work-related 

support is not only about having supportive relationships, but also what kind of 

(instrumental) resources they offer. This suggests that the value of supportive 

relationships may lie in the practical resources they provide, thereby helping employees 

fulfill their work roles, achieve their professional goals, and be happy in their jobs, rather 

than solely being friendly or caring coworkers. This also means that when people have 

supportive relationships, but these contacts lack the relevant resources, they might feel 

supported in some way, but cannot get the full benefits. It could even be that when 

instrumental resources are lacking, emotional support, such as talking about the issue or 

venting, emphasizes the issue rather than solving it, which may lower job satisfaction.  

It also matters from whom one gets career support. Career support from work 

contacts had a larger impact than career support from non-work contacts, underlining 

that these supportive relationships likely lack instrumental resources specific to the 

workplace and relevant to career outcomes. Moreover, at the workplace, support from 

supervisors was more beneficial than support from coworkers alone. Given the finding 

that instrumental resources matter most, it is logical that support from supervisors is 

especially important, as they have greater access to and control over resources than 

coworkers or contacts outside the workplace. Moreover, having a supportive relationship 

with someone higher in the hierarchy might also allow access to other important contacts 

via the supervisor. Overall, these findings support the matching hypothesis, which posits 

that support is most valuable when it directly addresses a specific work demand (Cohen 

& Wills, 1985; De Jonge & Dormann, 2007). For instance, coworkers’ support may be 

particularly relevant in addressing a work demand because they have specific knowledge, 

resources, and influence within the workplace. They can help complete a task and reduce 

work pressure, whereas a partner outside the workplace typically cannot offer this type 

of task-specific assistance. 
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1.6.3 Support Relationships Show Gendered Patterns  

Investigating multiple support relationships at work and the related benefits, this 

dissertation shows some gendered patterns in work-related support. Overall, men and 

women receive similar levels of support, and when differences exist, women receive even 

more support than men. Findings showed that the same proportion of men and women 

received any type of career support, and their support networks were of the same size, 

yet women had more workplace friends. Gender differences emerged regarding the type 

of social support and the source that provides it: women's supportive relationships 

focused more on emotional support, whereas men’s supportive relationships focused 

more on instrumental support. For example, women had more workplace friends and 

more strong ties in their emotional support networks, but not in their career support 

networks at work. They received career support more often from contacts outside of 

work, while at work, they mainly received it from coworkers. In contrast, men received 

career support more often from work contacts and at work more often from their 

supervisor. These findings, that women have more emotional support and men have more 

instrumental support, align with expectations from gender role theory and gender 

stereotypes, reflecting stereotypical ideas of women as communal and men as agentic 

(Brands et al., 2022; Eagly, 1987; Ellemers, 2017; Ibarra et al., 2010). Consequently, 

women have supportive relationships at work and may also feel supported, but they could 

lack access to resources needed for career advancement, such as supervisor career 

support. Although the findings in this dissertation did not reveal that differences in 

support explained gender disparities in salary and job satisfaction, such gender 

differences may still be relevant for other outcomes, such as high-visibility tasks, 

opportunities, and promotions, and in this way contribute to career disadvantages for 

women. Moreover, maintaining emotional support ties can also be taxing, and without 

providing instrumental career benefits, they might put an additional burden on women.  

Furthermore, men and women do not benefit equally from the support they 

receive, with larger differences in terms of instrumental support. For example, women 

benefited less from career support from work and non-work contacts in terms of salary. 

More generally, support was more strongly linked to career outcomes for men, while for 

women this association was weaker or absent, indicating gender differences in the returns 

to support. These findings further support the idea that gender roles, stereotypes, and 

status characteristics shape workplace relationships, despite the presence of professional 

roles that are ostensibly gender neutral (Eagly & Wood, 2012). 
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1.6.4 The Workplace Context Shapes Supportive Relationships and 

their Benefits 

The workplace context, specifically the structural and cultural characteristics of the 

organization, shapes both the kinds of supportive relationships employees have and their 

benefits. For example, it was shown that the gender composition of the organization 

matters for workplace friendships. With more women working in the organization, both 

men and women had more female friends. Not only the gender composition but also the 

manager's gender appeared to be important for workplace friendship networks. Having a 

female manager led women to have more gender homophily in their informal networks, 

while the opposite was the case for men, and a female manager reduced gender 

homophily. These findings support the structural view of gender differences in workplace 

relationships, which emphasizes that such differences are more attributable to the 

positions men and women occupy in the organization than to gendered attitudes and 

behavior (Ibarra, 1992; Kanter, 1976; G. Moore, 1990). With higher shares of women in 

the organization, women have more opportunities to form relationships with other 

women. Additionally, having a female manager may increase women's legitimacy. With 

higher legitimacy, women might become more attractive as workplace friends, and the 

need for female employees to befriend male colleagues for instrumental resources 

decreases. This explanation also implies that a higher representation of women in 

management positions could have consequences for other women lower in the hierarchy 

by shaping their opportunities to form supportive workplace relationships. Contrary to 

this perspective, in a female-dominated workplace, it was found that the returns from 

support networks are only linked to career success for men, not for women. This example 

illustrates that even in an organization where structural characteristics, such as female 

representation, are expected to benefit women, gender differences persist. This highlights 

that a solely structural explanation of gender differences is not sufficient and that 

gendered status expectations, gender roles, and gender-stereotypical behavior continue 

to play a role (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Ridgeway, 2014). It also implies that structural 

changes, such as greater representation of women in leadership positions, may not 

necessarily decrease gender differences if gender norms do not change accordingly.  

Moreover, this dissertation found that the higher the supportive climate in a team, 

the more beneficial helping was for individual performance. This suggests that a 

cooperative norm facilitates helping and thus the exchange of resources, which enhances 

efficiency. In summary, these findings show that the organizational context is relevant to 

the study of workplace support. 
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1.6.5 Limitations and Future Research 

Despite the contributions of this dissertation, some limitations need to be discussed. First, 

this dissertation focuses on gendered patterns of work-related support, considering both 

individual differences and the organizational context. Studying gender and support is a 

relevant first step because women represent the largest ‘minority’ group in European 

workplaces. However, research should be extended to other minority groups, which may 

be constrained in building and utilizing their workplace networks (Ibarra, 1993). 

Moreover, focusing solely on gender may overlook heterogeneity within the group of 

women. An intersectionality perspective (Crenshaw, 1989; McCall, 2005) emphasizes that 

social categories, such as gender, ethnicity, age, and sexual orientation, intersect in 

complex ways. These intersecting identities may influence both access to supportive 

relationships and associated benefits. Therefore, future research could benefit from 

applying an intersectional lens to the study of work-related support. In this context, it 

could be especially interesting to investigate how diversity efforts and interventions affect 

access to supportive relationships and the benefits they provide. 

Second, this dissertation broadly distinguishes between instrumental and 

emotional support and examines multiple types of supportive relationships and work 

outcomes. However, the exact nature of the underlying supportive behaviors remains 

unclear. For example, this dissertation relied on single-item self-reports, which 

respondents may have interpreted differently. Future research could focus on specific, 

well-defined types of support, use multiple items to assess supportive behaviors, and 

describe them with clear theoretical links to work outcomes. The network measures used 

truncated nomination counts and lacked data on relationships between alters or the full 

organizational network, thereby limiting the understanding of the structure and quality of 

employees’ support networks. Nevertheless, only because of their efficiency could these 

measures be incorporated into a survey distributed across multiple organizations, 

allowing for the collection of data for the study on the role of organizational characteristics 

in support networks.  

Third, this dissertation investigates both giving and receiving support at work, yet 

it relies on empirical data collected at a single point in time. In this way, it does not offer 

insights into the underlying processes by which support contributes to work outcomes. 

Particularly, qualitative approaches can deepen our understanding of such processes. 

Additionally, the dissertation does not directly assess the bidirectionality or changes of 

support exchanges over time. Although relationships are often guided by reciprocity, it 

has been shown that reciprocity levels vary over time, and some employees profit more 

than others (Patterer et al., 2023). Over longer periods, even small differences can 

accumulate. The timing of support may also matter, as at some career points, support 
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may have a greater impact. For example, career support early in one’s career might be 

especially beneficial, and even small differences at this stage can grow over time, 

producing a cumulative advantage, also known as the Matthew effect (Merton, 1968). 

Last, although the dissertation employs rich databases, there are two issues related 

to the cross-sectional nature and the generalizability of the data. All used data are from a 

single point in time, and while the directions of the associations are theoretically 

substantiated, causal claims cannot be made. The possibility of reverse causality cannot 

be excluded; for example, more successful or satisfied employees may attract greater 

career support. The findings of the dissertation may not generalize to non-European 

workplaces, where the role of informal workplace relationships may deviate from that in 

the studied context. In summary, future research could profit from using qualitative 

methods to delve deeper into the processes underlying work-related support, employing 

longitudinal designs to better understand the relationships between support and work 

outcomes, and systematically investigating how organizational characteristics influence 

support relationships and networks. Moreover, a cross-cultural comparison may provide 

further insights into how organizational norms on gender and cooperation shape both 

giving and receiving support and related returns.  

Overall, this dissertation shows that workplace support matters for employees. 

However, men and women differ in the type of support they receive and from whom they 

receive it. Women receive more emotional support, and men receive more instrumental 

support. Additionally, women benefit less than men from similar work-related support. 

Organizational characteristics further shape the formation of support networks and their 

impact on work outcomes. The dissertation takes a step towards a better understanding 

of work-related social support by investigating its link to work outcomes while accounting 

for gendered patterns and the organizational context. 
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Abstract 

The chapter investigates gender differences in workplace friendships, focusing on the 

number of friends, the gender of these friends, and the extent of same-gender friendships, 

while accounting for workplace characteristics that shape these differences. Three-level 

data (employees nested in departments and organizations) from six different sectors 

across nine countries, and multilevel mixed-effects models were used to test the 

hypotheses. The results indicate that women have more workplace friends than men. 

Given sufficient opportunities, both men and women prefer same-gender workplace 

friendships. Moreover, when having a manager of the same gender, not only men but also 

women have significantly more same-gender workplace friends. This chapter contributes 

to the understanding of workplace friendships by utilizing unique data from 2606 

employees across various organizations and different sectors. Additionally, it provides 

insights into how organizational contexts can shape friendship networks among 

employees and gender dynamics therein.  
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2.1 Introduction 

Many people do not work in isolation but are socially embedded in their workplace. Prior 

research has shown that social networks are associated with relevant outcomes like salary 

(Markiewicz et al., 1999), performance (Methot et al., 2016), and promotions (Burt, 1998; 

Woehler et al., 2021). These social networks do not only consist of the formal, 

organization-prescribed relationships between job roles, but men and women also form 

informal, voluntary relationships, which foster collaboration, are central for organizational 

functioning, and provide social support and inclusion (Morrison & Cooper-Thomas, 

2017). A common type of informal relationship is workplace friendships (WPF), 

characterized by combining a formal work relationship with a friendship. Given the 

combination of both relationships, they inherently provide instrumental and emotional 

resources. For example, they not only make work more enjoyable (Rawlins, 1992), but 

they also allow individuals to mobilize the resources of others, which help them to perform 

better and get ahead at work (Lin, 1999). Prior research has documented that men and 

women differ in how and with whom they form, behave within, and utilize their informal 

social networks at work (Fang et al., 2021; Ibarra, 1992, 1993). In and outside the 

workplace, men mainly use their relationships for instrumental benefits, while women 

additionally use them for social and emotional support, alongside instrumental benefits 

(Apostolou et al., 2021; van Emmerik, 2006). However, how these differences specifically 

apply to WPF remains underexplored (Horan et al., 2021). Therefore, this chapter aims 

to investigate gender differences in WPF and examine how they are shaped by the 

organizational context.  

It matters whether or not employees have WPF, as WPF play a crucial role for 

both individuals and organizations. Coworkers frequently need to collaborate and 

exchange resources with each other and WPF facilitate these behaviors, helping them to 

achieve goals (Stackman & Pinder, 1999). Studies have shown that WPF are associated 

with several positive outcomes for both, the individual and the organization. People with 

more WPF were less often the target of negative gossip, WPF indirectly reduced stress, 

fostered team member well-being and collaboration, increased perceived employee 

productivity and quality of work, and enhanced perceived job significance and 

organizational commitment, while they decreased employee absenteeism and turnover 

intentions (Berman et al., 2002; Ellwardt et al., 2012; LePine et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2019; 

Mao et al., 2012; Pedersen & Lewis, 2012). Further, research showed that groups of friends 

tend to perform better than those composed of non-friends, as friendships improve 

coordination and motivation within teams (Chung et al., 2018). WPF are an important part 

of the informal network of an organization (Markiewicz et al., 1999). Informal networks 

are the glue that keeps organizations together, facilitate resource sharing and cooperation, 
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and allow for an organizational culture to emerge. Investigating how men and women 

potentially differ with respect to WPF, a part of this informal structure, helps to 

understand, if and how men and women may experience segregated informal networks, 

which may block access to resources for some or lead to the emergence of conflicting 

norms.  

It also matters who one has as a WPF because the friend’s gender likely impacts 

both the nature of the friendship and the potential benefits associated with it. Not 

everyone has equal access to organizational resources, which means that some WPF are 

more valuable than others. While it has been shown that there are gender differences in 

the correlation between WPF and organizational outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction; 

Morrison, 2009), many studies on WPF pay little attention to the friend’s gender (Morrison 

& Cooper-Thomas, 2017). One exception, Markiewicz and colleagues (2000), 

documented gender differences in friendship network size and found that whether men 

or women were judged more favorably as WPF depended on the workplace. However, 

their study was limited to only three workplaces and was thus not suited for a systematic 

investigation of the role of the organizational context.  

Previous research has shown that who is friends with whom is dependent on 

individual factors (e.g., gender) and workplace characteristics (e.g., composition; Kram & 

Isabella, 1985; Sias & Cahill, 1998; Zarankin & Kunkel, 2019). Like many other types of 

relationships (e.g., marriage, general friendships), WPF are guided by the principle of 

homophily, which describes that similarity breeds connection and that people are 

attracted to similar others (McPherson et al., 2001). Focusing on WPF, gender is an 

important dimension of similarity. Research showed that many WPF are same-gender 

relationships (Horan et al., 2021), and that such relationships tend to be stronger 

(Markiewicz et al., 1999). At the workplace, people cannot decide with whom to work 

together, and the gender composition of the workforce limits the opportunity structure 

for WPF, so men and women potentially differ in their chances of finding same-gender 

contacts. Additionally, the question of who a valuable WPF is largely depends on the 

organization’s power structure, which defines who has access to what resources. On the 

one hand, organizations reflect broader societal power dynamics, mirroring the prevailing 

status hierarchies within society. On average, men still have more status, power, and 

resources in organizations and are therefore often of greater instrumental value and thus 

potentially more attractive as WPF. In line with this argument, having more male WPF 

was associated with higher salaries, while having more female WPF was negatively 

associated with financial outcomes (Markiewicz et al., 1999). Combining the preference 

for gender homophily with a gendered power structure in organizations could place 

women in a disadvantaged situation, as their preferred WPF may lack specific status-
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related instrumental resources. This can make their friendships less beneficial (Ibarra, 

1992), potentially reinforcing gender inequalities. On the other hand, organizations can 

both reinforce and mitigate existing gender inequalities in status-related resources, 

depending on their structure and practices. As such, organizations serve as the sites where 

societal inequalities are enacted, though the extent may vary across different 

organizations. For example, having a female manager could signal that women can have 

access to power and resources and could improve their status, thereby increasing their 

attractiveness as WPF. While this chapter does not test the returns from WPF patterns, it 

investigates potential variation between organizations by focusing on the following 

research question: Are there gender differences in workplace friendships, and do these 

differences vary with respect to characteristics of the workplace?  

We contribute to the literature in three ways. First, we extend the scope of prior 

studies by not only investigating the number of WPF but also potential gender differences 

in the number of same-gender/different-gender friends, and gender homophily in the 

WPF network. By including these different measures in our analyses, we aim to provide 

more nuanced insights into patterns of informal relationships. Second, we empirically test 

two theoretically relevant workplace characteristics as moderators (gender composition 

and manager’s gender), which help to understand how gender differences may vary 

across different organizations. Third, the rich ‘European Sustainable Workforce Survey’ 

provides information on employees in different organizations, sectors, and countries, 

allowing us to study WPF on a large scale, and extending the scope of prior small sample 

and single-firm or single-sector studies (e.g., Ibarra, 1992; Markiewicz et al., 1999; 

Stackman & Pinder, 1999).  

2.2 Theory 

2.2.1 Workplace Friendships  

WPF are relevant to an interdisciplinary audience, including scholars in Management, 

Communication, Psychology, Personal Relationships, Organizational Behavior, 

Sociology, and Gender Studies (Chory & Horan, 2023). Previous studies focused on the 

development of WPF (Sias & Cahill, 1998), potential tension experiences (Bridge & 

Baxter, 1992), gender differences in attitudes, as well as ideal and actual friendship 

experiences (Devine & Markiewicz, 1990; Sapadin, 1988). Management and sociology 

scholars often use social network analysis to investigate WPF (Hood et al., 2017; Methot 

et al., 2016; Tasselli & Kilduff, 2018).  

Although WPF are somewhat differently labeled in the literature (e.g., business 

friendships, work friends), they essentially describe a voluntary relationship between 

coworkers which comprises a professional and a personal element and in this way span 
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professional and private lives (i.e., blended relationships; Chory and Horan, 2023). Based 

on the notion that all peer relationships at work serve some instrumental and career-

enhancing functions (Kram & Isabella, 1985), WPF are defined by the addition of an 

emotional component to the relationship. Foundational work on WPF emphasizes their 

significant instrumental functions for both the organizations (e.g., enhanced employee 

commitment) and the employees (e.g., career development; Rawlins, 1992). Due to their 

multi-layered nature, WPF are comparatively strong and related to high trust and 

reliability (Ibarra, 1993, 1995; Liu et al., 2019).  

 Compared to other relationships at the workplace (overview in Genkin et al., 

2022), WPF are distinct because of the combination and interaction of the two types of 

relationships. First, the instrumental relationship is structured around the job role and the 

exchange of job-related resources (e.g., information, expertise, material resources) and, 

in this way, is linked to employee performance. Second, the emotional relationship fulfills 

the psychological need for social connection, provides support, and is associated with 

well-being at work (LePine et al., 2012; Zarankin & Kunkel, 2019). The emotional 

relationship can enhance the instrumental one, as it motivates individuals to share 

resources and seek help, thereby positively impacting work performance and career 

advancement (Ibarra, 1997). Investigating task-related networks in multiple 

organizations, Casciaro and Lobo (2008) have shown that not competence but active 

liking of coworkers is necessary to contact them and to ask for access to their 

organizational knowledge. Compared to friendships outside the workplace, which can 

offer general support, WPF have a unique set of resources, due to a shared understanding 

of the workplace and physical proximity during work hours. For example, WPF help to 

identify and discuss opportunities within the organization, share career-relevant 

information, and can use their influence in a way that benefits their friends (Rawlins, 

1992). Knowing the workplace and other employees, they can offer specific advice on 

handling difficult situations or people and provide immediate support in challenging 

moments. When coworkers provide emotional support beyond simple conversations, 

people tend to view them as friends (Agneessens et al., 2006).  

2.2.2 Gender Differences in WPF 

Research on friendships outside of work suggests that while friendships of men and 

women share many similarities (Wright, 1988), there are consistent patterns of gender 

differences (Markiewicz et al., 1999; Sapadin, 1988; Winstead, 1986; Wright, 1982). 

Women's friendships are described as 'face-to-face relationships' in which interaction is 

more dyadic than group-oriented, involving confiding, personal concerns, and empathetic 

communication. Men’s friendships are described as 'side-by-side', instrumental, and 
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agentic. Their communication is characterized by lower self-disclosure, while the 

interaction is more aggressive, competitive, and oriented towards the exchange of 

external information (e.g., sport/work). Activities are often structured around shared 

interests and are action- rather than person-oriented (Sapadin, 1988).  

Many people experience work-related stress (Griffin & Clarke, 2011). Women’s 

stress reaction includes the creation and maintenance of social networks, and they tend 

to seek social support from coworkers when distressed (Taylor et al., 2000). This social 

behavior is expected to facilitate WPF, while, in contrast, men’s stress reactions do not 

specifically promote WPF because of general tendencies of lower disclosure and higher 

competitiveness. Furthermore, men and women seem to evaluate the importance of 

friendships in the workplace differently. It has been shown that for men, workplace 

friendships increase satisfaction, yet they are not dissatisfied when they lack them. For 

women, WPF do not increase satisfaction but their absence leads to dissatisfaction 

(Herzberg, 2017; Morrison, 2009). Based on these arguments, we expect that general 

friendship patterns of men and women also apply to the workplace, and further that 

workplace-specific behavior of women promotes WPF.  

H1a: Women tend to have more WPF than men.  

Besides the number of friends, the friend’s gender plays a central role. The concept 

of homophily is central to understanding the impact of gender on WPF (Winstead & 

Morganson, 2009). Homophily describes the tendency for people to connect with others 

who are similar to themselves, serving as a key organizing principle of social relationships 

across various relationship types (McPherson et al., 2001). Studies on general adult 

friendships have shown that men and women appreciate different aspects of friendships, 

different kinds of interactions, and they provide different kinds of support to their friends. 

Specifically, men tend to be more motivated to build general friendships to derive 

opportunistic benefits from them (e.g., career advancement), while women value 

the support and social input gained from friendship more (Apostolou et al., 2021). 

Furthermore, women are on average more satisfied with their friendships, have more 

intimate friendships, and experience friendships with other women as most rewarding 

(Sapadin, 1988).  

Extensive research on homophily in the workplace has demonstrated that same-

gender relationships develop more easily and that many WPF are same-gender 

relationships (Brass, 1985; Horan et al., 2021; Markiewicz et al., 1999; McPherson et al., 

2001). Especially in the initial stages of WPF development, perceived similarity plays an 

important role (Sias & Cahill, 1998) and gender is an important dimension of similarity 

(Winstead & Morganson, 2009). These findings suggest that the friendship needs, 
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expectations, and attitudes of women are best met by other women, and those of men by 

other men.  

H1b: Women tend to have more female WPF than men.  

H1c: Women tend to have fewer male WPF than men.  

Same-gender WPF likely represent the majority of WPF; however, men and 

women could vary in their share of such. While both men and women provide 

instrumental resources to their WPF, the nature of these resources might differ. In today’s 

organizations, men still have more power and resources, so social relationships with men 

are, on average, more beneficial in an instrumental way. Although WPF always serve 

some instrumental function, as even purely emotional support can help employees to 

cope and perform better, certain high-value instrumental resources (e.g., career 

advancement opportunities) are often controlled by men. In contrast, the instrumental 

resources provided by women might contribute less directly to career advancement (task 

support). While men may find different kinds of instrumental and emotional resources in 

their gender-homophilous relationships, women could rely on their gender-homophilous 

relationships for emotional resources but may need to turn to men for certain instrumental 

resources, as they cannot extract equal benefits from their homophilous relationships. At 

the workplace, people make strategic choices about relationship investments (Ibarra, 

1993). For that reason, women might have more different-gender WPF than men, despite 

their equal preference for homophily. This is not the case for men, as they have higher 

chances of having homophilous and simultaneously instrumentally beneficial 

relationships. Findings of previous research suggested that men have more homophilous, 

and women have more heterophilous friendship networks in organizations (Ibarra, 1992, 

1993, 1997; Woehler et al., 2021). In line with this argument, we expect women to have 

more WPF (H1a) and more female WPF (H1b) in comparison to men. To ensure access 

to organizational resources, women might have additional WPF with men, which reduces 

their overall homophily in WPF. For example, when comparing a male employee having 

two male WPF, to a female employee having one male and two female WPF, the woman 

would have a higher number of WPF, a higher number of female WPF but less homophily 

in WPF.  

H1d: Compared to men, women have, on average, less homophily in WPF. 

2.2.3 WPF and Characteristics of the Workplace 

While gender differences in WPF are often attributed to gendered socialization and are 

thus somewhat stable, structural explanations focus on the impact of the workplace on 

gender differences in WPF (e.g., Ibarra 1992; Markiewicz et al. 2000). Organizations are 

not only viewed as containers of social relationships, but their culture can actively 
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influence the formation and existence of WPF (Sias & Cahill, 1998). While individual 

factors like personality and perceived similarities are especially important at the 

beginning of friendship formation, characteristics of the workplace, which determine 

proximity and frequency of interaction among coworkers, fundamentally impact WPF in 

the long term (Morrison & Cooper-Thomas, 2017).  

We deem two characteristics of the workplace central in shaping gender 

differences in WPF: (1) the ‘opportunity structure’ or share of women; and (2) the 

‘distribution of power’ or having a female manager. First, the opportunity structure to 

build and maintain WPF constrains employees in the sense that they have little to no 

choice with whom to work together, have frequent contact, and have proximity, as 

coworker relations are prescribed by the formal structure of the organization. 

Organizations or single departments differ in gender representation and are often not 

gender heterogeneous (McPherson et al., 2001). This implies that the possibility of 

following personal and homophily preferences in WPF is limited by the availability of 

suitable contacts. In other words, the question is whether women have enough female 

coworkers who are in proximity and suitable as potential WPF. Here, both a sufficient 

absolute number of female employees as well as the share of women impact the 

opportunity structure. With increasing numbers of female employees, the opportunity 

structure for women becomes better, and they are expected to have more female WPF, 

which also increases their total number of WPF. 

H2a: The more women in the department the stronger the positive link between 

being a woman and the number of WPF. 

H2b: The more women in the department, the stronger the positive link between 

being a woman and the number of female WPF. 

 The second important aspect is related to the hierarchy and distribution of power 

and resources in the organization and to the question of whether or not women are 

represented in management positions. The gender of the manager might influence the 

relationship between gender and WPF in several ways. Men and women differ in their 

leadership style, with women being less central in their teams and leading more 

democratically, emphasizing consensual relationships (Appelbaum et al., 2003; Claes, 

1999; Eagly & Johannesen‐Schmidt, 2001; Webster et al., 1999). They contribute to 

enhanced communication, cooperation, and team spirit, as well as supporting a climate 

that is less competitive and that presumably fosters positive social relationships among 

team members. Thus, in teams with a female manager, opportunity structure and culture 

might support the development of WPF for both men and women. Research has shown 

that women (van Hek & van der Lippe, 2022), as well as men (S. Moore et al., 2005), 

report higher levels of social support when having a female manager. We expect the 
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magnitude of this effect to differ between men and women, particularly supporting men 

in having WPF by increasing interaction and interdependence among team members, 

while maintaining low levels of competition. In this way, female managers could have an 

equalizing effect on the gender differences in the numbers of WPF.  

H3a: Compared to teams with a male manager, in teams with a female manager, 

the positive effect of being a woman on the number of WPF is weakened.  

Second, we expect the association between gender and homophily in WPF to be 

dependent on the manager’s gender. Women might not always be desired as WPF for 

their lack of instrumental resources. In organizations with few or no women in leadership 

positions, employees may perceive that women have limited access to resources and that 

men hold the majority of status and power. The absence of female role models in senior 

positions could signal that being a woman is a liability, which negatively influences the 

potential for identification and the attractiveness of female WPF (Ely, 1994). Yet, having 

women in supervisory positions may change the situation as a female manager implicitly 

transmits information about an organization’s power distribution and signals to others 

that being female and having power and resources are compatible, thereby increasing 

women's status and their attractiveness as WPF.  

Following the arguments above, we expect that a female manager influences 

homophily in WPF for men and women differently. For women, a female manager signals 

that resources can be possessed by women, which increases their attractiveness as WPF, 

while simultaneously lowering the necessity to have contact with men for instrumental 

support. Thus, we expect a stronger positive link between being a woman and higher 

levels of homophily in WPF when having a female manager. For male employees, on the 

other hand, a female manager signals that women can be valuable WPF. Without the 

liability of lower status, women's friendship qualities of emotional support and closeness 

might make them the better WPF, so men might consider WPF with women more often, 

reducing homophily in WPF. We thus hypothesize contrasting effects on WPF homophily 

for men and women: 

H3b: In departments with a female manager (vs. male manager), the homophily 

tendency in WPF is strengthened for women and weakened for men.  

2.3 Methods 

2.3.1 Data 

The hypotheses were tested using cross-sectional data from the ‘European Sustainable 

Workforce Survey’ (wave 2; van der Lippe et al., 2022). The ESWS is part of the 

‘Sustainable Workforce’ research project that explores the role of organizations in 

fostering and investing in a sustainable workforce. The survey was initiated and organized 
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by the University of Utrecht and carried out in cooperation with partners from all 

participating countries. Data was collected in 9 European countries (Bulgaria, Finland, 

Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom), 

in 259 differently sized organizations (40–99 employees, 100–249 employees, 250+ 

employees) from six organizational sectors (financial services, health care, higher 

education, manufacturing, telecommunications, and transportation) between March 2018 

and January 2019. The data combines information on three levels: employees nested in 

departments and organizations. The ESWS consists of three instruments: the 

Organization Questionnaire (OQ), the Manager Questionnaire (MQ), and the Employee 

Questionnaire (EQ). HR managers provide information on the organization as a whole, 

while managers and employees give information on themselves and their departments. 

101 (39%) organizations from the first wave participated again, and 12 Bulgarian 

organizations were added to compensate for dropouts. In wave 2, a total of 8017 

employee questionnaires, 586 manager questionnaires, and 113 organization 

questionnaires were distributed and yielded response rates of 54% (EQ), 64% (MQ), and 

89% (OQ), resulting in a sample of 4345 employees in 376 departments in 101 

organizations. Additional information about the data can be obtained from the codebook 

(van der Lippe et al., 2022). 

The second wave of the ESWS was used because it included name generator items 

on affective networks of employees, which we used to identify WPF. This item was not 

included in the first wave of the survey. According to privacy guidelines, this information 

is anonymized so that only the number of coworkers and their gender is provided. The 

department-level variables ‘share of women in the department’ and ‘female manager’ 

have quite high numbers of missing values, which explains the reduced observations in 

the final sample. Listwise deletion was used to obtain the final sample, which includes 

2606 employees in 260 departments in 98 organizations. Note that for the analysis of the 

homophily of WPF, a smaller sample is used, including only the 726 employees who have 

at least one WPF. 

2.3.2 Measures 

Dependent Variables 

Using the employee survey, four different measures of the dependent variable were 

created. Number of WPF describes the sum of workplace friends an employee has. As 

discussed above, there are different theoretical definitions of WPF and inconsistent 

operationalizations in the literature, so operationalizations range from asking respondents 

who they have worked closely with to who they would consider close friends (e.g., Lincoln 

& Miller, 1979; Markiewicz et al., 1999), to indicating for each team member whether they 
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are considered to be a friend (e.g., Hood et al., 2017). We conceptualized a WPF as 

relationships at the workplace that involve liking and voluntariness beyond the functions 

and relations that the organization assigns to its employees. We use the affective network 

data of the ESWS, consisting of two items ‘Whom in your department do you also see 

outside work?’ and ‘Whom do you like to work with in your department?’. Respondents 

can name up to three colleagues under each item. The variable number of WPF combines 

both items, counting all mentioned unique names, and ranges from 0 to 6. The first item 

is a measure adapted from other friendship-at-work measures, such as Ibarra (1992). 

While Ibarra's measure allowed respondents to list as many friends as they wished, male 

respondents indicated an average of 3.4 WPF and female respondents 2.3 WPF, showing 

the typical magnitude of WPF. As name generator questions can be very demanding for 

respondents, we decided to limit answers to a maximum of three names per item to 

balance efficiency/respondent effort and data quality. In addition to the first item, we also 

included the item ‘liking to work together’, to capture the emotional component within 

WPF, even when these relationships do not extend outside of work. Including this item is 

particularly relevant for the investigation of cross-gender relationships, where extending 

the friendship to outside the workplace might be a bigger hurdle due to concerns that 

such interactions could be misinterpreted as romantic interest by the friend or others 

(Horan et al., 2021; Sias et al., 2003). The name’s gender was obtained by a three-step 

gender identification strategy combining information provided by organizations, machine 

processing based on the ‘World Gender-Name Dictionary’, and manual gender 

assignment (van der Lippe et al., 2022). The WPF’s gender was used in the second and 

third variables, female WPF and male WPF, representing the number of female and male 

WPF an individual has. The fourth measure, homophily, describes the ratio of male and 

female friends relative to the respondent’s gender (same-gender WPF/all WPF) and 

ranges from 0 (no homophily) to 1 (total homophily). For example, a female respondent 

with one male and two female WPF has a homophily score of .66.  

Independent Variables 

The main independent variable female was assessed in the employee questionnaire 

with the question ‘Are you male or female?’ and recoded as a dummy variable with values 

0 (male) and 1 (female). The variable share of women in the department was measured at 

the department level, using the information of the manager survey item ‘How many 

employees in your department are female?’ with the answer categories 0 – none, 1 – 1-

9%, 2 – 10-19%, 3 – 20-39%, 4 – 40-59%, 5 – 60-79%, 6 – 80-89%, 7 – 90-99%, and 8 – all. 

The variable share of women in the department was treated as continuous in the 

multivariate analysis.  
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The dummy variable female manager used the gender item of the manager 

questionnaire and shows whether an employee has a male (0) or a female manager (1).  

In the analyses, we controlled for the following variables: years in the organization 

and years in the department, metric variables displaying the respondent’s answers to the 

questions ‘How many years have you been working for this organization?’ and ‘How many 

years have you been working for this department?’. We controlled for these variables as 

longer years might be linked to a higher likelihood of having friends. The variable age (in 

years) was added as a control variable because younger employees potentially have more 

WPF than older employees. Prior research showed that being a parent has consequences 

for time spent with friends (Pedersen & Lewis, 2012). Therefore, we included the variable 

child (‘Do you have children living at home?’). The more time one spends in the 

organization, the more occasions there are for building and maintaining friendships; thus, 

we controlled for working from home. Furthermore, we controlled for other potential 

influences on the outcomes of interest, including years of education, the number of 

employees in the department, and the dummy variables country and sector (Manufacturing 

(ref.), Health Care, Higher Education, Transport, Financial Services, 

Telecommunications). 

2.3.3 Analytical Strategy 

We estimated 3-level mixed-effects regression models to test the proposed hypotheses. 

Multilevel models were chosen because of the hierarchical structure of the data 

(employees nested in departments, nested in organizations). Accordingly, we expected 

differences between employees of the same department/organization to be smaller than 

differences between employees of different contexts. Not accounting for this context 

dependency could lead to bias and a poor quality of coefficients and standard errors. For 

the three dependent variables, number of WPF, female WPF, and male WPF, mixed-

effects negative binomial regression models are most suitable because they are 

overdispersed (variance > mean) count variables (max. 6; Twisk, 2019). It is important to 

account for present overdispersion as it invalidates the statistical inference of the models 

when neglected (Guimarães, 2005). We report the effects as incidence rate ratios (IRR) 

for better interpretability. Comparisons of the mixed-effects negative binomial model and 

mixed-effects Poisson model supported the existence of overdispersion as well as the 

appropriateness of the model choice in terms of fit4 (Perumean-Chaney et al., 2013). 

Moreover, there is significant variation at the organization-, department-, and employee-

 

4 Despite significant overdispersion, the negative dispersion parameter in the models indicated a poor fit. Therefore, 
we also ran multilevel mixed-effects Poisson models, which yielded results largely consistent with negative binomial 
models. 
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level, supporting the choice of multilevel models shown by lower values of the Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC). For the dependent variable homophily, mixed-effects linear 

regression models were used. In these models, random effects for female5 were included 

to allow for variation of the gender effect between departments and organizations, and all 

variances and covariances were estimated distinctly which improves model fit and is 

recommended when testing cross-level interactions (Heisig & Schaeffer, 2019).  

2.4 Results 

2.4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Observations of the first dependent variable, number of WPF, ranged from 0 to 6, with 

employees on average having a number of .64 WPF. The largest group of individuals 

indicated that they do not have any WPF (72.14%), followed by 2 WPF (9.98%), 3 WPF 

(7.18%), 1 WPF (7.14 %), 4 WPF (2.49%), 5 WPF (1.00%), and 6 WPF (0.08%). In the 

bivariate analysis, men and women did not differ significantly with respect to their 

number of WPF (χ2(6, N = 2606) = 10.5250, p = 0.104). Table 2.1 shows the descriptive 

statistics. On average, women had .63 WPF and men .65 WPF. Furthermore, women had, 

on average, more female WPF (.44) than men (.16) and men had more male WPF (.49) 

than women .18). Concerning the average homophily scores, both, men (.75) and women 

(.71) showed homophily in their WPF.  

2.4.2 Multivariate Analysis 

To investigate potential gender differences in WPF outcomes, mixed-effect models are 

presented and interpreted in the following section. Tables 2.2 and 2.3 show mixed-effect 

negative binomial models with the outcomes WPF as well as female and male WPF. In 

Table 2.4, the results of the mixed-effect models with the outcome homophily are 

presented. For the first set of hypotheses on the association between gender and the 

number of WPF, we expected women to have more WPF than men (H1a). Table 2.2 

Models 1&2 show that women have significantly more WPF, even when controlling for 

years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, sectors, 

children, working from home, and country (IRR = 1.324, p < .001). The incident rate ratios 

can be interpreted as follows: in comparison to men, women have 1.324 times more WPF 

than men. In other words: for every WPF, a man has, a woman has 1.324 WPF. We also 

found support for our expectations that women have significantly more female (H1b; IRR 

= 2.499, p < .001), and less male WPF (H1c; IRR =.704, p = .001; Table 2.3 Model 2&6). 

As suggested by the bivariate analysis, we did not find support for hypothesis H1d, that 

 

5 We also attempted to include random slopes in the negative binomial models, but this resulted in non-convergence. 
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women have lower levels of homophily in WPF. Table 2.4 Model 2 shows a small and 

insignificant coefficient of female (IRR: -.045, p = 0.311), demonstrating no gender 

difference in homophily. Hence, we accept H1a, H1b, and H1c and reject H1d.  

The second set of hypotheses states that the association between being a woman 

and both the number of WPF and the number of female WPF varies with the share of 

women in the department. Against our expectations, higher shares of women did not 

strengthen the association between gender and number of WPF (H2a; Table 2.2 Model 

4). Looking at the number of female WPF, the share of women in the department 

significantly moderated the gender effect, but in the opposite direction than expected. 

The higher the share of women, the weaker the association between being female and 

female WPF (Table 2.3 Model 4; IRR =.788, p < .001). While we found a positive 

association between the share of women in the department and the number of female 

friends, it was not the case that this association was stronger for women. Thus, we reject 

H2a and H2b.  

The last two hypotheses expect that the gender effect of WPF outcomes is 

dependent on the manager’s gender. For teams with a female manager, we expected a 

weaker association between being female and the number of WPF (H3a; Table 2.2 Model 

5). This hypothesis was not supported by the data. Yet, we found that the association 

between gender and homophily significantly differed between teams with a female 

manager and teams with a male manager (H3b). Having a female manager strengthened 

the homophily tendency of women, while it weakened it for men (Table 2.4 Model 4; 

Figure 2.1). In departments with a male manager, women had, on average, lower 

homophily in WPF (b = -.271, p < .001), while in teams with a female manager, they had, 

on average, higher homophily scores (b = .583, p < .001). Controlling for all variables in 

the model, the average homophily score for women with a male manager is .577, for 

women with a female manager .758, for men with a male manager .849, and for men with 

a female manager .447. While when having a female manager, women reached levels of 

homophily closer to those of men with a male manager, men with a female manager still 

had higher homophily than women with a male manager. These findings support the 

argument that women have generally equal preferences for homophily but have less 

homophilous WPF in contexts where male WPF are more valuable, which underlines the 

importance of accounting for theoretically relevant contextual factors such as the gender 

of the manager. Otherwise, gender differences are easily overlooked (Table 2.4 Model 3), 

leading to incorrect conclusions6.  

 

6 We argue above that by combining the items ‘Whom in your department do you also see outside work?’ and ‘Whom 
do you like to work with in your department?’, we employ a gender-sensitive measure of WPF. Additionally, we 
conducted all analyses using only the ‘see outside work’ item as a dependent variable (Appendix A). This stricter 
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2.5 Discussion and Conclusion 

Although WPF are a widespread phenomenon, findings on WPF of men and women, 

gender differences, and their contextuality remain inconclusive (Morrison & Cooper-

Thomas, 2017). Previous research on WPF mainly focused on single organizations, firms, 

or sectors. This is not only a disadvantage for generalizability but also makes an 

investigation of the role of workplace characteristics impossible. This chapter addressed 

this gap by investigating the question: ‘Are there gender differences in workplace friendships, 

and do these differences vary with respect to characteristics of the workplace?’, using the 

‘European Sustainable Workforce Survey’, mixed-effects negative binomial and mixed-

effects linear regression models. This chapter has shown that men and women differ in 

their workplace friendship outcomes. This suggests that these differences do not solely 

reflect personal preferences but are shaped by the specific context of the workplace.  

Our first goal was to analyze potential differences in the number of WPF between 

men and women. In line with our expectations, we conclude that women have more WPF. 

It is often assumed that having more WPF is advantageous, but this might not always be 

the case. On the one hand, while WPF are beneficial, they also require maintenance and 

are thus associated with costs (Methot et al., 2016). On the other hand, more WPF could 

be a strategy to ensure sufficient access to resources at work. While we have theorized 

about this, we did not directly investigate the implications of having different numbers of 

WFP for work outcomes. Future research should thus investigate whether men and 

women derive similar benefits from their WPF.  

Our data showed that both men and women have more same-gender than 

different-gender WPF (homophily preference). Supporting our expectations and prior 

research, women had more female and fewer male WPF than men, again underlining the 

tendencies for homophily (McPherson et al., 2001). Comparing the homophily levels of 

men and women, we did not find any gender differences in homophily in WPF, suggesting 

that both have a tendency for same-gender WPF. Our findings oppose prior studies, 

which found men to have more homophily in their social relationships at work (e.g., 

Ibarra, 1997; Stackman & Pinder, 1999). This discrepancy in results may be due to 

differences in the sample of organizations studied. As men are overrepresented in 

managerial positions, single-firm studies were more likely to analyze the homophily of 

 
measure yielded similar results. However, an exception was observed in the number of coworkers someone sees 
outside of work. In comparison to the original measure of WPF, gender differences decreased and only reached 
marginal significance (IRR =1.219, p = 0.051) in the full model including department-level characteristics and controls. 
Additionally, we also observed that women had lower chances of meeting male coworkers outside of work. Together, 
these findings support our argument that cross-gender WPF are less likely to extend beyond the workplace. However, 
our theoretical arguments suggest that even if not extended to the private sphere, WPF offer unique resources and 
supports the appropriateness of the chosen measurement. 
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men and women who had male managers. This overrepresentation of departments with 

male managers leads to the incorrect conclusion that men always have a higher 

preference for homophily at work. Moreover, earlier studies were conducted in the 90s 

and mainly focused on organizations in male-dominated industries (e.g., banking, 

pharma). Since then, more and more women have entered the labor market, and the 

gendered power structure of organizations has changed. Our more recent sample 

provides a better picture of the job situation of employees nowadays and includes 

organizations from different (and sometimes more gender-equal) sectors such as health 

care. Overall, we conclude that generally men and women have the same preference for 

homophily, but that the context of the workplace naturally limits the opportunities to 

realize these individual preferences. Furthermore, it is important to recognize that 

neglecting this context dependency can lead to overlooking existing gender differences 

in WPF. In the future, we expect gender differences in WPF to decrease, as more women 

continue to enter male-dominated occupations and sectors and managerial positions 

(Wellington et al., 2003). Our findings on workplace characteristics further support the 

argument that organizational characteristics constrain personal friendship preferences. 

Our second goal was to examine gender differences in WPF with respect to the 

characteristics of the workplace. We found support for the hypotheses that workplace 

characteristics ‘opportunity structure’ (gender composition) and ‘distribution of power’ 

(manager’s gender) shape gender differences in WPF. First, our results showed that a 

higher share of women in the department was positively associated with the number of 

female friends, and women tended to select other women as WPF. Contrary to our 

expectations, this tendency was weakened as the share of women increased, suggesting 

that the absolute presence of same-gender individuals plays a crucial role. In workplaces 

where women are a minority, the tendency to form same-gender WPF might be especially 

strong, as support from this in-group might be particularly important in such 

environments. In contexts with higher shares of women, the necessity for this specific 

support might be declining. Second, we hypothesized that an organization’s distribution 

of power affects who is perceived as instrumentally valuable WPF, and that female 

managers signal that women can hold power positions. We found that women with a 

female manager had higher levels of homophily. In contrast, women with a male manager 

had much lower levels of homophily, potentially because male WPF are more valuable as 

instrumental support in these cases (Ibarra, 1992). This suggests that women’s lower 

levels of homophily may not be a preference but a strategy to ensure access to 

instrumental support. This interpretation aligns with the findings of Burt (1998), who 

argues that in situations where women are not legitimate group members, they rely on 

male strategic partners to overcome their disadvantaged position. In organizations, where 
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a large majority of management positions is occupied by men, women are likely to be 

perceived as illegitimate in terms of instrumental resources. Men have an advantage in 

such work contexts, as they can have legitimate and instrumentally valuable relationships 

with other men and simultaneously realize their preference for homophily. Having a 

female manager could enhance the legitimacy and instrumental value of women, 

potentially changing the situation. Here, women might be more attractive as WPF, so that 

they do not need to rely on male WPF as strategic partners for instrumental resources. 

Large discrepancies in the extent of homophilous WPF between men and women 

potentially contribute to gender inequality because these relationships are particularly 

beneficial at work due to high levels of trust and reciprocity (Ibarra, 1993; Markiewicz et 

al., 1999). Therefore, organizations seeking to improve gender equality should consider 

workplace characteristics influencing the opportunities for homophilous WPF. One 

promising avenue is to increase efforts to promote women's entry into management 

positions. First, this ensures that enough women are in key positions where they have 

access to resources. Second, it supports a culture of equality and mitigates women’s lower 

status at work so that they become more legitimate and attractive as WPF. Moreover, in 

organizations with a strong dominance of male power, time and consideration should be 

devoted to the question of how to ensure that women have equal access to resources and 

opportunities to build friendships with other women. Support from the organization, 

programs, groups, or workshops directly targeted at women could be promising 

interventions.  

We also contribute to the body of literature investigating the link between the 

manager’s gender and gender equality in the work domain. Here, the central question is 

whether or not female managers have the potential to improve the situation of their 

female subordinates and thereby decrease gender inequality overall. Findings on this 

topic are mixed. Some evidence suggested that female managers can be ‘agents of 

change’ (e.g., decrease wage gap; Zimmermann, 2022), others found that female 

managers only have limited power or motivation to change the situation (van Hek & van 

der Lippe, 2019, 2022). In line with the change agent hypothesis, we found that having a 

female manager has relational consequences for the informal networks of employees.  

The chapter has several limitations. First, the data contains many individuals who 

have no WPF. Due to the survey design, it remains undifferentiable whether these 

individuals have zero WPF or have a missing value on this question. However, since we 

were interested in how gender and workplace characteristics influence those who have 

WPF, those without WPF were not the focus of the analyses. Second, even though the 

ESWS is an unparalleled database, it is not representative of all organizations in 

participating countries. Because of the use of convenience sampling, the selection of 
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specific sectors, and the low numbers of organizations for some countries, findings should 

not be interpreted as universally valid. Moreover, given the need to balance efficiency 

and data quality in large-scale surveys, time-effective single-item measures were used. 

While this dataset allowed us to explore the understudied topic of the gender of WPF and 

the organizational context shaping WPF outcomes, it should be viewed as a preliminary 

investigation. Future research should employ validated measures to ensure robust 

findings. 

 Third, the two items used in the operationalization of WPF capture the emotional 

component more than the instrumental. We argue that by being coworkers, there is 

automatically an instrumental relationship, but we do not have any information on the 

strength or quality of the instrumental component. Future research could test this 

assumption, directly measuring the amount and nature of instrumental resources 

provided by WPF.  

Last, due to the nature of the data, our analysis treated gender as binary and does 

not account for non-binary employees. While this chapter focused solely on WPF and 

binary gender, our findings may extend to other dimensions of workforce diversity, such 

as race and sexual orientation. From a numerical representation standpoint, for 

employees belonging to these minority groups, it is harder to find similar WPF, 

particularly when identities intersect (e.g., Black lesbian women). At the same time, these 

employees may encounter unique workplace challenges, making homophilous WPF 

especially valuable for their support and well-being. A more diverse workforce increases 

opportunities for employees with diverse social identities to form homophilous 

relationships. Future research should explore the topic of workplace friendships, focusing 

on additional dimensions of diversity and their intersections. For example, researchers 

could investigate if and to what extent categories such as race and sexual orientation 

affect the number of WPF, the characteristics of these relationships, and the benefits 

employees derive from them. 

 Nonetheless, the findings of this chapter contribute to the literature as they 

provide new insights into the subject of WPF, especially on its contextuality. Recognizing 

that the gender of the employee, the gender composition of the department, and the 

gender of the manager are factors that play a role in the question of who is friends with 

whom is crucial to understanding the phenomenon of friendships at the workplace. 

Additionally, we show the importance of analyzing various WPF outcomes (number of 

WPF, number of female/male WPF, homophily) to detect gender differences. This shows 

that gender differences can manifest in many forms beyond mere numbers, and subtle 

differences can be overlooked easily. This may explain the partially inconclusive findings 

of prior studies (Schoen et al., 2018). If organizations are more aware and intentional 
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about these factors, efforts to increase gender equality at work may be more effective. 

Future research should aim to connect findings on the presence and patterns of men’s 

and women’s WPF to important job outcomes like performance or well-being at work. 

This could help to understand how WPF are connected to persisting gender inequality 

and provide a foundation for interventions.  
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Table 2.1     
Descriptive statistics of the central variables 

 Mean/% SD Minimum Maximum 

Number of WPF .64 1.18 0 6 
Number of female WPF .33 .80 0 5 
Number of male WPF .31 .77 0 5 
Homophily  .72 .36 0 1 
     
Female  .59  0 1 
Share of Women Department   0 8 

None 4.68    
1-9% 9.02    
10-19% 7.33    
20-39% 11.09    
40-59% 16.00    
60-79% 16.00    
80-89% 17.61    
90-99% 10.86    
All 7.41    

Female manager .44  0 1 
Years in the organization  11.99 10.70 0 60 
Years in the department 8.85 8.73 0 49 
Age  44.57 11.46 19 79 
Years of education  13.60 3.62 3 21 
Number of employees 86.34 226.85 1 1750 
Sector (%)   0 6 

Manufacturing 31.66    
Health Care 25.02    
Higher Education 21.72    
Transport   9.36    
Financial Services 6.02    
Telecommunication 6.22    

Child  .51  0 1 
Work from Home (%)   0 6 

(almost) never 70.84    
less monthly   10.90    
less weekly 6.83    
Weekly 4.83    
2 days/week 3.15    
3 days/week    1.38    
4 or 5 days/week 2.07    

Countries (%)   1 9 
UK 1.30    
Germany 4.53    
Finland 2.38    
Sweden 9.13    
Netherlands 20.03    
Portugal 2.61    
Spain 5.03    
Hungary 14.43    
Bulgaria 40.56    

Note. ESWS Wave 2.   
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Table 2.2       

Regression coefficients predicting number of WPF (mixed-effects negative binomial regression; incidence-rate ratios, 

standard errors in parentheses) 

   (1) 

Without 

Controls  

  (2) 

With  

controls  

  (3) 

Department 

character- 

istics 

  (4) 

Interaction 

Share of 

Women 

  (5) 

Interaction 

Female 

Manager 

Female (Ref: Male) 1.312** 1.324*** 1.310** 1.467* 1.420** 

   (.180) (.105) (.105) (.265) (.146) 

      

Share of Women Department   1.06 1.073   1.057 

     (.043) (.047) (.043) 

Female Manager   .764 .770 .871 

     (.124) (.126) (.168) 

Female x Share of Women 

Department 

   .972  

      (.039)  

Female x Female Manager     .820 

       (.131) 

Controls included  x x x x 

Constant .183 1.137 .923 .893 .879 

   (.045) (1.182) (.967) (.364) (.922) 

      

Dispersion Parameter -.584 -.657 -.657 -.664 -.664 

      

Random Effect Variances       

Organization-Level  4.489 3.312 3.308 3.308 3.307 

   (.997) (.740) (.737) (.738) (.737) 

Department-Level  .214 .194 .178 .183 .178 

   (.068) (.064) (.061) (.062) (.061) 

      

AIC 4543.383 4534.891 4535.728 4537.24 4536.186 

Log-likelihood -2266.691 -2237.446 -2235.864 -2235.62 -2235.093 

      

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

 * p < .05, ** p <.01, *** p <. 001 

     

N(Organizations) = 98; N(Departments) = 260; N(Employees) = 2606 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, 

children, work from home, country  

 

 

 



 

 

Table 2.3    

Regression coefficients predicting number of female and male WPF (mixed-effects negative binomial regression; incidence-rate ratios, standard errors in parentheses) 

 Female WPF  Male WPF 

    (1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) 

    Without 

Controls 

With 

controls 

With department 

characteristics 

Interaction   Without 

Controls 

With 

controls 

With department 

characteristics 

 Female  2.435*** 2.499*** 2.374*** 6.838***  .690** .704** .726** 

   (.259) (.267) (.252) (1.801)  (.075) (.077) (.080) 

Share of Women Department   1.198** 1.388***    .989 

     (.074) (.097)    (.044) 

Female Manager   1.102 1.106    .522** 

     (.249) (.244)    (.099) 

Female x Share of Women     .788***     

Department    (.042)     

Controls included  x x x   x x 

Constant .054*** .458 .205 .111*  .120*** .310 .335 

   (.014) (.466) (.217) (.119)  (.029) (.320) (.347) 

         

Dispersion Parameter -1.502 -1.687 -1.725 -2.055  -.211 -.234 -.233 

Random Effect Variances          

Organization-Level   3.608 2.763 2.892 2.902  3.275 2.285 2.307 

   (.912) (.707) (.727) (.728)  (.807) (.587) (.584) 

Department-Level .633 .542 .427 .401  .232 .214 .117 

   (.188) (.167) (.142) (.133)  (.097) (.092) (.074) 

AIC 2910.55 2903.047 2893.017 2875.481  3022.66 3031.127 3019.119 

Log-likelihood -1450.275 -1421.523 -1414.508 -1404.741  -1506.335 -1485.563 -1477.559 

         

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

 * p < .05, ** p <.01, *** p <. 001 

N(Organizations) = 98; N(Departments) = 260; N(Employees) = 2606 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, children, work from home, country  
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Table 2.4     

Regression coefficients predicting homophily in WPF (mixed-effects linear regression, regression coefficients, standard 

errors in parentheses)   

      (1)   (2)   (3)   (4) 

    Without 

Controls  

With  

Controls 

Department 

character- 

istics 

Interaction 

Female 

Manager 

Female  -.025 -.045 -.043 -.271*** 

   (.045) (.046) (.047) (.051) 

 Share of Women Department   .002 .008 

     (.011) (.010) 

Female Manager   -.061 -.402*** 

     (.044) (.062) 

Female x Female Manager    .583*** 

      (.080) 

Controls included   x x x 

Constant .691*** .581*** .568*** .750*** 

   (.035) (.139) (.142) (.135) 

     

Random Effect Variances     

Organization-Level  .011 .008 .007 .005 

   (.007) (.005) (.005) (.004) 

Department-Level .060 .058 .053 .029 

   (.016) (.015) (.016) (.011) 

Employee-Level .073 .074 .072 .072 

   (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) 

Random-Slope Female .161 .158 .170 .098 

   (.035) (.035) (.037) (.026) 

Covariance -.086 -.087 -.087 -.045 

(Female - Constant) (.021) (.021) (.022) (.015) 

     

 AIC 426.569 440.6589 443.2347 400.3215 

Log-likelihood -206.2848 -193.3295 -192.6174 -170.1608 

     

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

* p < .05, ** p <.01, *** p <. 001 

    

N(Organizations) = 68; N(Departments) = 150; N(Employees) = 726 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, 

children, work from home, country 
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Figure 2.1  

Predictive margins with 95% CIs of homophily in workplace friendships by employee and manager gender
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Abstract 

Social support can be beneficial for employees’ career success. However, it remains 

unclear whether men and women benefit equally from career support. Prior research 

shows that women may be disadvantaged in leveraging social relationships for 

instrumental returns. Drawing on social support and social network theory, this chapter 

analyzed the relationship between career support and two aspects of career success, 

namely salary (objective) and job satisfaction (subjective). Based on the argument that the 

usefulness of career support depends on the support contact and what they can provide, 

we investigated support from different career contacts, differentiating between career 

support from non-work and work contacts. Using data from the German Socio-Economic 

Panel Study (SOEP) and 8719 employees, our findings showed that overall, men and 

women receive similar levels of career support, yet from different sources: men received 

support more often from work contacts, and particularly supervisors, while women 

received career support more often from non-work contacts and coworkers. Career 

support was consistently positively associated with salary and job satisfaction, and 

support from work contacts, especially from supervisors, was most beneficial for career 

success. We also found evidence for gender differences in the returns to career support, 

with men benefiting more from career support, especially in terms of salary. These results 

suggest that although career support contributes to career success, it does not do so 

equally for men and women, thereby potentially contributing to persistent gender 

inequalities at work. 
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3.1 Introduction  

Social relationships embed individuals in networks that span different life domains, 

including the personal sphere, such as relationships with family members and friends, as 

well as the professional sphere, including relationships with coworkers and supervisors. 

Such relationships form the basis for providing and receiving social support, which can 

take different forms and involves the exchange of psychological or material resources. It 

has been shown to promote well-being or act as a buffer in adverse life situations (Cohen 

& Wills, 1985; Jolly et al., 2021; S. Lee et al., 2018; Thoits, 1995). Support likely matters 

not only for people's private life but also for their professional life and overall career 

success, both in terms of subjective experiences like job satisfaction and tangible 

outcomes like salary. In the work context, career support can be a crucial form of support. 

For example, people may discuss career decisions, share information and job 

opportunities, and give advice and emotional encouragement regarding workplace 

challenges or conflicts. While anyone can provide career support, its effectiveness for 

career success likely depends on the specific resources possessed by the supporter. Social 

relationships from the private domain might offer more general resources and support, 

such as conversations and encouragement about difficult situations at work and career 

decisions, and practical help that eases focusing on the job. In contrast, work contacts are 

familiar with the workplace and can provide specific resources helpful to career 

advancement, such as insider information on promotion opportunities, help to network 

with influential contacts, and support in navigating workplace norms and politics.  

Organizational psychological research documented that support at the workplace 

promotes employee happiness and functioning. For instance, support was linked to higher 

job satisfaction (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; M. Mathieu et al., 2019), lower work stress 

(Dawson et al., 2016; Viswesvaran et al., 1999), lower burnout symptoms (Halbesleben, 

2006), and lower work-family conflict (French et al., 2018). In addition to that, social 

network studies, focusing on the structure and composition of networks, highlight the 

benefits of social relationships for career advancement. Studies have shown that social 

networks help to find jobs (Granovetter, 1973), get promoted (Burt, 1992), and gain 

influence within organizations (Brass, 1984). While previous research has documented 

that social support can indeed be beneficial at work (M. Mathieu et al., 2019), it is less 

clear if and to what extent this equally holds for men and women. On the one hand, career 

support may be a way to deal with barriers that hinder career advancement, such as work-

family conflict, gender stereotyping, and underrepresentation in leadership positions, and 

thus be especially beneficial for women (Hanek & Garcia, 2022). On the other hand, it has 

been shown that men and women differ in how they build their social networks at work 

(Brass, 1985; Ibarra, 1992, 1997), and how they use them, with women being generally 
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less successful than men in developing and leveraging social networks for career success 

(McGuire, 2000; G. Moore, 1990; Woehler et al., 2021). This suggests that men and 

women might not equally benefit from their social relationships, potentially 

disadvantaging women. Studies focusing on specific types of support at work rather than 

on social networks in general document clear benefits for employees, yet rarely consider 

gender differences (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Jolly et al., 2021; M. Mathieu et al., 2019; 

Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Thus, it remains unclear whether men and women benefit 

differently from career support. Examining gender differences in the returns from such 

support can deepen our understanding of how social relationships shape career outcomes 

and how career support may contribute to the persistence of gender inequality at work. 

For that reason, this chapter investigates how career support from different support 

relationships contributes to the career success of men and women. This leads to the 

following research question: To what extent is receiving career support from work and non-

work relationships related to men’s and women’s career success?  

To address this question, we investigate the link between career support and 

career success, which is defined as ‘positive psychological or work-related outcomes or 

achievements one has accumulated as a result of one's work experiences’ (Judge et al., 

1995, p. 486). Career success refers to both objective and subjective indicators of 

progression and achievement (Heslin, 2005; Judge et al., 1995; T. W. H. Ng et al., 2005). 

Objective career success is based on external evaluations or visible criteria (e.g., salary), 

while subjective career success refers to the personal perceptions and feelings of 

professional accomplishment (e.g., job satisfaction). Studies have identified key factors 

influencing career success, primarily focusing on individual resources such as 

competencies, agentic behaviors, and personality traits (Spurk et al., 2019), while paying 

less attention to social relationships and the resources they provide. Understanding the 

role of support for career success is relevant to employees who see it as a life goal, as well 

as organizations that value its impact on performance, engagement, and retention (Abele 

et al., 2011).  

We aim to enrich previous studies in the following ways: First, we investigate how 

career support translates into career success for men and women. We argue that gender 

roles, gender-stereotypical behavior, and status-based expectations likely shape 

relationships in which resources like career support are exchanged. Prior studies that do 

not consider these gender differences (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Jolly et al., 2021; M. 

Mathieu et al., 2019; Viswesvaran et al., 1999) may overlook the possibility that women 

are less able to leverage their social relationships for career advancement, potentially 

overgeneralizing the positive impact of support. Second, we distinguish different sources 

of support (e.g., non-work, coworker, supervisor) because different people have access to 
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different kinds of resources, making their support more or less beneficial. For example, 

comparing non-work and work contacts, work contacts have more job-related 

knowledge, which increases the usefulness of their support for career success. In this 

chapter, we not only distinguish between coworker and supervisor support, as is common 

in studies that include information on the support contact (Jolly et al., 2021), but also 

investigate career support from non-work contacts. Third, we investigate salary and job 

satisfaction, representing objective and subjective aspects of career success. Particularly 

in the context of gender and career, it is crucial to examine both dimensions, as men and 

women often assess them differently, with women generally placing greater emphasis on 

the subjective aspect (Mayrhofer et al., 2008). Finally, we use representative population 

data from the German Socio-economic Panel (SOEP), extending the prior scope of single-

organization studies. This allows us to investigate the extent to which gender shapes the 

benefits of career support at work across various workplaces (House, 1987).  

3.2 Theory  

3.2.1 Career Support and Career Success  

Supportive relationships within and outside the workplace are likely to play a role in 

individual career success and have been studied in organizational behavior, social 

networks, and human resource management. Across these different literatures, social 

support is conceptualized in various ways and investigated using different theoretical 

perspectives7 (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Blau, 1964; Halbesleben et al., 2014; Lin, 

2000). However, a shared assumption is that supportive relationships provide a variety of 

resources, including material goods, practical help, information, advice, and affection. By 

receiving support, individuals can leverage the resources of others and obtain returns 

such as better jobs, higher earnings, promotions, and improved mental health and well-

being. Career support refers to support specifically related to someone’s job and 

professional development and can cover the exchange of work-related help, information, 

expertise, and advice. Examples of career support include sharing information about new 

job openings, giving advice on career decisions or challenging situations, and introducing 

someone to a valuable professional contact.  

Career support may contribute to objective career success, such as salary, via 

several ways, such as improved performance and longer tenure, better access to 

information and opportunities, increased influence and reputation, and greater 

professional involvement. It has been shown that crucial resources for career outcomes 

 
7 In this chapter, career support from work and non-work contacts is analyzed as a binary measure, whereas in 
Chapter 4, the size, gender, and status composition, and number of strong ties in career and emotional support 
networks are investigated. 
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include information, influence, and career sponsorship (Seibert et al., 2001). Meta-analytic 

evidence showed that instrumental support is positively associated with task performance 

and negatively associated with turnover intentions (M. Mathieu et al., 2019). In turn, 

higher performance and longer tenure might be rewarded with higher salaries. Career 

support can also give employees access to more information and knowledge about 

opportunities for career advancement, in this way, facilitating effective job matching 

(Ibarra & Deshpande, 2007). Access to information and resources is also closely tied to 

social power, affecting one's perceived influence and reputation within an organization 

(Brass, 1984). This influence and good reputation can lead to better organizational 

positioning and potentially higher salaries, independent of performance. Finally, career 

support may connect to networking activities, such as increasing visibility and engaging 

in professional activities, which are positively related to the number of promotions and 

total compensation (Forret & Dougherty, 2004).  

Additionally, career support might also play a role for subjective career success 

dimensions such as job satisfaction. Access to resources through career support within 

organizations can promote job satisfaction due to the experience of control and 

competence (Seibert et al., 2001). While career support often focuses on instrumental 

aspects, feeling supported can also have emotional returns. For instance, career support, 

in the form of advice and encouragement, can reduce stress and strain, and can help 

individuals to cope with challenges, thereby maintaining satisfaction (Thoits, 1995; 

Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Moreover, supportive relationships more broadly foster feelings 

of inclusion, belongingness, socialization, and enjoyment. At work, they have been shown 

to foster closeness and appreciation among coworkers, contributing to a higher sense of 

being cared for and increased job satisfaction (M. Mathieu et al., 2019; Schieman, 2006). 

H1: Individuals receiving career support tend to have higher salaries and greater 

job satisfaction than those who do not receive career support.  

3.2.2 Non-Work and Work Support Contacts  

Supportive relationships can be formed with a variety of people, including friends, family 

members, acquaintances, and professional contacts. Besides general social support, these 

relationships can provide career support. However, as support contacts differ in the types 

of resources they possess, their career support may have varying impacts on career 

success (French et al., 2018). Overall, career support from non-work contacts tends to be 

more general. For example, many people share experiences at work with their close 

relationships, like their partners or friends (e.g. Golsch, 2012). Such support may 

contribute to overall happiness and productivity at work by providing opportunities to 

talk about workplace problems, give advice, and discuss career decisions. However, non-
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work contacts typically lack insider knowledge of the workplace, limiting their ability to 

provide workplace-specific information or contacts. For this reason, their career support 

might be less effective in promoting career success, especially in terms of salary.  

In contrast, the career support of work contacts, such as coworkers or supervisors, 

may be more beneficial to career success, as these contacts have insider information and 

knowledge of the workplace. These specific resources might be critical forms of career 

support and a better match with support demands at work (i.e., domain-specificity; Cohen 

& Wills, 1985; De Jonge & Dormann, 2007). The value of such insider knowledge is 

illustrated by research showing that applicants with a relationship to an insider in the 

organization had more successful salary negotiations at the start of their new employment 

(Seidel et al., 2000). Moreover, because of familiarity with work tasks and close proximity, 

work contacts can immediately give advice or help with assignments, and in this way, 

contribute to employees’ performance. For these reasons, we expect that career support 

from work contacts, compared to non-work contacts, is more effective in promoting 

career success.  

H2: Employees receiving career support from work contacts (vs. non-work 

contacts) tend to have higher salaries and greater job satisfaction.  

Also, within the workplace, support from people in different roles might have 

varying impacts on career success. Direct coworkers are often in a similar position within 

the organization and thus typically have access to similar resources. They can provide 

practical assistance, help organize and prioritize tasks, buffer the negative impact during 

stressful periods, relate to day-to-day experiences in the workplace, and provide 

information and guidance on organizational practices and norms. This type of support 

may improve subjective career success, but it is less likely to benefit objective career 

success, as those who provide it often lack power or influence. Here, having access to 

diverse and dissimilar resources could be an advantage (Burt, 1992).  

Supervisors, more than coworkers, are likely to possess such resources. Positioned 

higher in the organizational hierarchy, they have more influence within the organization, 

both generally and specifically, over the development of employees. They evaluate 

performance, give raises and promotions, and can act as sponsors, in this way directly 

supporting someone’s career. Supervisor career support can include both instrumental 

resources (advice, challenging assignments, sponsorship), and emotional resources 

(counseling, role modeling, confirmation; Kram, 1988). For these reasons, supervisor 

career support might be more beneficial than coworker support. Studies have shown that 

supervisor support is linked to promotions (Burt, 1998), and is more strongly correlated 

than support from coworkers with attitudes like job satisfaction and turnover intentions 

(M. Mathieu et al., 2019).  
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H3: Individuals receiving career support from their supervisor (vs. coworkers) tend 

to have higher salaries and greater job satisfaction than those who do not.  

3.2.3 Gender Differences in the Link between Career Support and 

Career Success 

Even if men and women receive similar levels of career support, there might be gender 

differences in how effectively this support translates into objective and subjective career 

success. The effectiveness of career support depends on both how individuals utilize their 

supportive relationships and how willing the support contact is to provide the requested 

resources (Khattab et al., 2020; Woehler et al., 2021). Although these are two distinct 

theoretical processes, in practice, they are difficult to disentangle. Gender is considered 

to be a primary feature in the perception of an individual, acts as a salient base for social 

categorization, and conveys information about status (Ellemers, 2017; Ridgeway, 2009). 

Additionally, men are often perceived to fit better the ‘ideal worker’, who is characterized 

as a rational, strong leader who is fully committed to work (Brumley, 2014). Categorizing 

others as men and women can activate gender stereotypes related to expectations of 

competence and leadership, which in turn shape social interactions by enabling or 

constraining the utilization of supportive relationships (Khattab et al., 2020).  

First, due to gender roles and stereotypes, men and women may use their 

supportive relationships in different ways. Gender stereotypes are internalized, shared 

beliefs about men and women, portraying men as agentic (i.e., assertive, competitive, 

instrumentally focused), and women as communal (i.e., friendly, emotionally expressive, 

and concerned with others; (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Ellemers, 2017). These shared beliefs 

may make it easier for men to network strategically and actively pursue instrumental 

resources from their career support contacts, as such behavior aligns with gender roles. 

For example, men may be more confident to engage in networking behaviors, such as 

increasing their visibility by accepting new, high-profile work assignments, which have 

been shown to positively impact promotions, compensation, and subjective career 

success (Forret & Dougherty, 2004). For women, however, seeking instrumental 

resources from their relationships in this way is inconsistent with gendered expectations 

and might violate female communal norms. Research has shown that women who deviate 

from these norms by displaying high agency often face negative reactions and sanctions 

(Rudman & Phelan, 2008). Additionally, women tend to encounter more resistance than 

men when they proactively negotiate their roles and salaries (Bowles et al., 2019). This 

implies that even when men and women have someone to support their career, men may 

derive greater benefits from the relationship as they can use them in a more agentic way 

to achieve tangible outcomes like raises, promotions, and better positions. 



Career Support and Career Success of Men and Women 

69 

Second, besides an individual’s use of supportive relationships, the willingness of 

the contact to provide resources also plays a role in how career support translates into 

career success (Woehler et al., 2021). During social interactions, the support contact 

evaluates the individual and their request for resources, leading to the provision of specific 

resources of a certain quality. Gender roles and stereotypes shape normative assumptions 

about what resources are appropriated to desire, seek, and receive for men and women. 

Gender also serves as a diffuse status characteristic that associates women with lower 

competence, legitimacy, and deservingness (Ridgeway, 2009). Given that men tend to be 

perceived as more competent and legitimate, they may be offered more instrumental and 

higher-quality resources and opportunities, which are directly linked to career success 

(e.g., new job opportunities, high-visibility assignments, or introductions to valuable 

contacts; Woehler et al., 2021). In contrast, women might be perceived to want or deserve 

such resources to a lesser degree, leading them to receive support that is less directly tied 

to career success, such as support related to navigating workplace barriers or combining 

work and family (Bowles et al., 2019). As a result, although both men and women may 

perceive that they are receiving career support, the type and quality of resources might 

differ, leading men to receive more instrumental benefits that more directly translate into 

career success. This argument likely applies to career support from non-work and work 

contacts. However, it may be more pronounced for career support from work contacts, 

especially when these are instrumentally resourceful, such as the support from 

supervisors. Studies have shown that despite similar social networks at work, women 

receive less instrumental resources from their social relationships (McGuire, 2002), that 

men are more effective in using close social relationships for instrumental returns than 

women (van Emmerik, 2006), and that women are generally less successful than men in 

developing and leveraging their social networks for career success (McGuire, 2000; G. 

Moore, 1990; Woehler et al., 2021). For these reasons, we expect that career support 

translates less effectively into career success for women in comparison to men.  

H4: The positive association between (a) career support, (b) career support from 

work, and (c) career support from supervisor and career success is weaker for women 

than for men. 

3.3 Methods  

3.3.1 Data 

The hypotheses were tested using data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP; 

doi:10.5684/soep.core.v38.1eu), one of the most comprehensive and long-running 

household panel surveys globally, collected annually since 1984. It provides high-quality, 

representative data on the adult population (aged 16 and older) living in private 
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households in Germany. Each year, approximately 15,000 households and 30,000 

respondents are interviewed on a broad range of topics through face-to-face interviews 

and questionnaires. For our analysis, we focused on the year 2016 as it includes a measure 

of career support. The support information was collected using a resource generator 

instrument (van Der Gaag & Snijders, 2005), which presents respondents with questions 

on support and from whom they receive it. The career support question was ‘Who 

supports your advancement in your career or educational training and fosters your 

progress?’. From a list of various relationship types, such as partner, coworkers, children, 

neighbors, including an option for no support from anyone, respondents could select up 

to five support contacts (see Appendix B1). In large-scale surveys like the SOEP, resource 

generators are preferred over name generators due to their efficiency and scalability. The 

resource generator is designed to efficiently capture whether or not an individual has 

access to different dimensions of support and who provides this support, without having 

to collect a complete social network of a respondent (Diewald et al., 2006).  

Our analysis covers all employed individuals in private households who completed 

the questionnaire in 2016 (N = 27401) and reported being full- or part-time employed with 

an income in 2016 (N = 12180), excluding respondents with missing or invalid data on 

the variables of interest (N = 3461). Our final analytical sample consisted of 8719 

respondents.  

3.3.2 Measures 

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables in this chapter are salary and job satisfaction. Salary was 

measured as the respondent’s annual gross earnings from their main job in euros in 2016. 

This information is drawn from the ijob1 variable in the 2017 SOEP data, which records 

gross labor earnings in the previous year for all household members aged 16 and older.  

Job satisfaction was operationalized using the item: How satisfied are you 

currently with your job? The scale ranged from 0 to 10, with higher values corresponding 

to higher satisfaction.  

Independent variables 

Based on the information from the career support resource generator, which asks the 

respondents to indicate from which relationships they receive career support, the 

following three career support variables were created. The first variable showed whether 

respondents received career support at all, while the second and third variables gave 

more details about who provided support. Given the phrasing of the item, they measure 

received support instead of perceived support.  
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Career support. This dummy variable was coded 1 if the respondent reported that 

at least one of the listed contacts provides career support and 0 if the respondent reported 

that no one supports their career.  

Career support contacts. This categorical variable indicated whether respondents 

received career support from no one (0), only from non-work contacts (1), only from work 

contacts (2), or from both work and non-work (3). Contacts were classified as ‘work’ 

contacts if they belonged to the group ‘coworkers’ or ‘supervisors’ in the name generator; 

all other contacts were considered ‘non-work’. 

Career support contacts at work. This categorical variable split up the ‘work’ support 

contacts further into three categories. It had the value 0 for ‘coworker’ (the respondent 

listed at least one coworker but no supervisors), 1 for ‘supervisor’ (the respondent listed 

at least one supervisor but no coworkers), and 2 for ‘coworker & supervisor’ (the 

respondent listed both coworkers and supervisors).  

While some respondents reported receiving support exclusively from either non-

work or work contacts, or from either coworkers or supervisors, others reported receiving 

support from both. Although our hypotheses do not specifically focus on receiving support 

from different contacts combined, adding this category could offer valuable insights 

beyond the primary comparison. By including the combined group, we might gain further 

insights into whether career support benefits stem primarily from certain contacts and 

their specific resources, or from accumulating and potentially complementing resources 

received from multiple support contacts.  

The moderator variable female was assessed with the question ‘Are you male or 

female?’ and recoded as a dummy variable with values 0 (male) and 1 (female). 

Control variables. We included the following variables in the analyses to control 

for potential confounding effects: age in years, years of education, partnership status 

(partner/no partner), children in the household (yes/no), years in the organization, size of 

the organization ( < 20, 20 – 200, 200 – 2000, > 2000), and industry (agriculture, energy, 

mining, manufacturing, construction, trade, transport, bank/insurance, services).  

3.3.2 Analytical Strategy  

To test the hypotheses on the relationship between career support and career success, 

we used multiple linear regression analysis. We estimated a series of regression models 

with three career support measures as the main independent variables and salary and job 

satisfaction as the dependent variables. To examine whether the returns to career support 

differ for men and women, we included interaction terms between gender and each of 

the three support variables and reported average marginal effects for men and women 

separately. We controlled for age, years of education, partnership status, children in the 



Chapter 3 

72 

household, tenure in the organization, organization size, and industry, as these factors 

may confound the relationship between career support and career success. All full 

models, including control variables, are presented in the Appendix (Tables B6 & B7).  

3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Career Support from Different Sources: Non-Work contacts, 

Coworkers, and Supervisors  

Table 3.1 shows the descriptive statistics of the variables included in the analyses. It 

shows that the majority of respondents receive career support (5846/ 67.05%). Most of 

them reported support from non-work contacts (3596/41.24 %), followed by those who 

received it from both work and non-work (1364/15.64%) and those who received support 

only from work contacts (886/10.16%). Among the group who received career support 

from work, the largest group received it from coworkers (974/43.29%), followed by 

support from the supervisor (660/29.33%), and coworker and supervisor (616/27.38%). 

One reason for the relatively high prevalence of non-work career support contacts may 

be the ordering of the resource generator list of relationships, where ‘partner’ was on top, 

which may have led to it being frequently named.  

Looking at overall career support, men and women did not differ significantly in 

how often they reported receiving career support. However, regarding the question of 

whom they received it from, there are small but significant gender differences. Men more 

often reported career support from work contacts compared to women, whereas women 

received career support more often from non-work contacts. Specifically, there was a 

significant gender difference in whether career support is received from work contacts, 

non-work contacts, both, or no one (χ² (3, N = 8719) = 9.89, p = 0.020; Figure 3.1). In 

addition, there was a significant gender difference in the source of support within the 

workplace (coworker vs. supervisor vs. both), with χ² (2, N = 2250) = 6.22, p = 0.044; 

Figure 3.2). Men reported more often career support from the supervisor or from the 

supervisor and coworkers, whereas women reported more support from coworkers.  

3.4.2 Link Between Career Support and Career Success  

Table 3.2, Models 1 and 4 show the bivariate relationships between career support and 

salary and job satisfaction, which are positive and statistically significant. In Models 2 and 

5, control variables are added, and the significant positive association between career 

support and both salary and job satisfaction remained. Controlling for age, years of 

education, partner, children in the household, industry, size of the organization, years in 

the organization, and working hours, people who received career support had, on 

average, an annual salary €1242.433 higher (p = .001) than those who did not. This 
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corresponds to 3.6% of the average annual salary in the sample. They were also more 

satisfied with their jobs, showing 0.318 higher job satisfaction (p < .001) on a scale of 0 to 

10. This supports our expectations that people who receive career support have higher 

career success, and we therefore accept H1. 

3.4.3 Sources of Career Support  

We hypothesized that not only whether someone receives career support matters, but 

also from whom this support comes. The first distinction was made between work and 

non-work contacts, with the expectation that receiving support from work contacts would 

be more beneficial for both salary and job satisfaction than receiving support from non-

work sources (H2). Table 3.3, Models 1 and 4, show the bivariate link between career 

support contact and salary and job satisfaction. Including controls, Model 2, shows that 

receiving career support from someone at work (vs non-work contact) was associated 

with a higher average annual salary of €3,202.619 (p < .001). Model 5 shows that 

individuals receiving career support at work had, on average, job satisfaction scores 0.405 

points higher (p < .001) than those receiving career support from non-work contacts. 

Thus, we accept H2, which states that employees receiving support from work contacts 

have higher salaries and greater job satisfaction than those who receive support from non-

work contacts. When we look at the combined category of support from the work & non-

work contacts, it shows that those who receive support from both types of contacts also 

had higher salaries (b = 2085.878, p < .001) and job satisfaction (b= 0.290, p < .001) than 

those who only received career support from non-work contacts.  

Hypothesis 3 predicted that having supervisor career support, compared to 

coworker support, would be more beneficial for salary and job satisfaction. In line with 

our expectations, Table 3.4, Models 1 and 3, show the bivariate associations between 

career support from work contacts and career success. Model 2 shows that receiving 

career support from the supervisor (b = 3688.810, p < .001) in comparison to receiving 

career support from only coworkers was associated with higher salaries. A similar pattern 

emerges in Model 5, where support from the supervisor (b = 0.396, p < .001) in 

comparison to support from coworkers, was significantly associated with higher job 

satisfaction. These results provide support for our expectations, and we therefore accept 

H3. When we look at the combined category of support from the supervisor & coworkers, 

we found that employees who received career support from both contacts had higher 

salaries (b = 1858.631, p = 0.035) and job satisfaction (b = 0.303, p < .001) than those who 

only received career support from their coworkers.  
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3.4.4 Gender Differences 

To investigate whether the relationship between career support and career success differs 

for men and women, we included interactions between career support and gender. In 

addition to the interaction effect of career support and gender in the Models 3 and 6 in 

Tables 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, we present average marginal effects in Table 3.5. We expected 

the positive link between career support (H4a), career support at work (H4b), and career 

support from the supervisor (H4c) to be weaker for women than for men.  

Women, on average, benefited significantly less from overall career support 

compared to no career support, as the positive association between career support and 

salary was €2,070.946 smaller for women than for men (p = 0.004; Table 3.2 Model 3). 

Only the average marginal effect for men was significant, while this was not the case for 

women. This means that receiving career support is associated with higher annual salaries 

for men but not for women. In contrast, interaction effects of career support and gender 

for job satisfaction were not significant (Table 3.2 Model 6 & Table 3.5), suggesting no 

gender differences in the link between career support and job satisfaction. Given the 

significant interaction effects for salary but not job satisfaction, these findings provide 

partial support for H4a, which expected the positive association between career support 

and career success to be weaker for women.  

When examining the interaction of gender and career support from work and non-

work contacts (Table 3.3, Models 3 & 6; Table 3.5), we found a significant interaction 

coefficient for support from work contacts (b = -2673.795, p = 0.025) and that link was 

stronger for men (b = 4489.924, p < .001) than for women (b = 1816.129, p= 0.037). For 

job satisfaction, there was a significant interaction effect (b = -0.370, p = 0.009). This 

shows that the positive association between career support at work and job satisfaction 

was also weaker for women (b = 0.215, p = 0.038) than for men (b = 0.584, p < .001). We 

therefore accept H4b.  

Finally, when comparing coworker career support with supervisor career support, 

we expected lower returns for women from supervisor support. We found significant 

gender differences for salary (b = -4336.550, p = 0.011), showing that women, on average, 

benefited less in terms of salary when they received career support from their supervisor. 

In fact, Table 3.5 shows that the average marginal effect of receiving career support from 

supervisors was only significant for men (€5,813.335, p < .001), but not for women 

(€1,476.785, p = 0.233). For job satisfaction, we also found a significant interaction effect, 

albeit in the opposite direction to what was expected. For both men and women, 

supervisor career support was significantly positively associated with job satisfaction, but 

for women this effect was stronger (b= 0.575, p < .001) than for men (b = 0.225, p = 0.049). 

Overall, these findings provide partial support for H4c, men and women receive different 
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returns from career support from supervisors, with salary returns being smaller, and job 

satisfaction returns being larger for women in comparison to men.  

3.4.5 Robustness Checks  

To evaluate the robustness of our findings, we conducted additional checks (see 

Appendix B). First, we considered whether the observed effects actually reflect career 

support as a specific type of support or rather measure the effects of general social 

integration. To test this, we used an additional survey item in which respondents 

indicated whether and who would help them if they needed long-term care after an 

accident or illness. We included this ‘care support’ measure in the models predicting 

salary and job satisfaction (Table B2). We found that this care support was not associated 

with salary but had a positive relationship with job satisfaction. Yet, after including care 

support, the coefficient of career support did not substantively change, showing the 

independent relationship with job satisfaction. These findings provide additional support 

for the idea that career support is a particular type of support that involves the exchange 

of specific resources, which are distinct from generally having supportive relationships in 

life.  

Second, we estimated models with lagged outcomes (salary and job satisfaction 

measured in 2017 and 2018; Table B3 &B4) to gain more insights into the associations 

over two years, because the benefits of support, especially with regard to salary, might 

unfold gradually and could take longer to materialize than job satisfaction benefits. For 

salary, the coefficient became larger after one year, diminished after two years, and was 

significant in both years. For job satisfaction, the coefficients were significant one and two 

years later, but smaller than when measured in the same year with career support. 

Comparing supervisor support, coworker support, and support from both showed that 

supervisor support was positively associated with salary in both 2017 and 2018, but with 

job satisfaction only in 2017, becoming nonsignificant in 2018. Overall, this suggests that 

supervisor career support has a substantive link with salary and job satisfaction, yet the 

link with salary might be present longer after career support is received, whereas its link 

with job satisfaction may be more immediate.  

Last, we used an alternative operationalization of career support. Instead of a 

categorical variable for workplace sources (coworkers, supervisor, both), we created a 

dummy variable for supervisor career support (yes/no; Table B5). Results with this 

specification were consistent with our main findings, underlining the positive relationship 

between supervisor career support and salary and job satisfaction. 
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3.5 Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter examined how career support from different contacts (e.g., non-work, work, 

supervisor) is related to career success and whether men and women benefit equally from 

such supportive relationships in terms of salary and job satisfaction. Using data from the 

German Socioeconomic Panel and regression models, our findings showed that men and 

women overall receive similar levels of career support, yet we found small gender 

differences in whom they receive career support from. Women received career support 

more often from non-work contacts and coworkers in comparison to men, who received 

career support more often from work contacts and supervisors. Career support from 

different contacts was consistently linked to both salary and job satisfaction; however, 

more strongly so for men than for women.  

First, we conclude that men benefit more from career support than women. This 

means that when men and women report receiving similar career support, it does not 

translate into career success to the same extent. This highlights that it is not only about 

having relationships with the ‘right’ people but also about the benefits that come from 

these relationships. Across career support from different contacts, men receive greater 

returns, especially regarding salary. Our findings showed that career support is 

consistently and positively related to objective and subjective career success of men. In 

contrast, these links were weaker or absent for women. This suggests that career support 

relationships are not gender neutral as they operate less effectively for women, especially 

regarding objective outcomes. While men can use their supportive relationships to 

advance in their careers, women are limited in doing so, which may reinforce persisting 

gender inequalities at work. Moreover, even small differences in returns can lead to 

additional opportunities and career support, and in this way, men’s advantage might 

cumulate over time.  

The finding of gendered returns to career support is in line with prior research on 

social networks at work, showing that women often do not benefit as much as men, 

especially from their instrumental relationships (Woehler et al., 2021). Furthermore, it fits 

into a broader pattern showing that women often receive lower returns on their career 

investments, for example, from education, work experience, and labor market strategies 

(e.g., Dreher & Cox, 2000; Forret & Dougherty, 2004; Tharenou et al., 1994). In the 

literature on the role of social networks for career outcomes, one explanation of gender 

differences posits that men and women build and maintain different social networks at 

work (Brass, 1985; Ibarra, 1992, 1997). Our findings demonstrate that this is only part of 

the story, as even receiving a similar kind of support from a similar contact translates 

differently into career success for men and women, highlighting the importance of a 

network utilization perspective (Khattab et al., 2020; Woehler et al., 2021). In fact, our 
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findings suggest that both explanations operate simultaneously, as we found, in addition 

to different returns, small but significant gender differences in the career support contacts 

that men and women had. Women received support more often from non-work and at 

work from coworkers instead of supervisors, so overall, their support contacts might be 

less instrumentally resourceful.  

Second, for women, career support matters especially for job satisfaction. While 

men gain returns from career support in both objective and subjective career success, 

indicating that career support functions in both instrumental and emotional ways, 

women’s returns are mostly subjective. Our findings showed that for women, receiving 

career support from various contacts is consistently linked to higher job satisfaction, with 

support from supervisors being particularly important. Notably, the job satisfaction 

returns from supervisor support represented the only case where women gained larger 

career support returns than men. A possible explanation for these findings might be that 

supportive supervisors can help manage work-family conflict (French et al., 2018), which 

is linked to stress and lower job satisfaction, and is more prevalent among women.  

Since we found that career support is positively linked to job satisfaction for both 

men and women, organizations could actively foster supportive relationships among their 

employees. However, one issue is that career support yields additional returns for men, 

and in this way can contribute to economic inequality between men and women. 

Investigating both subjective and objective career success, we show that the most 

significant gender differences emerge in the objective dimension. This highlights the need 

for organizations to ensure that women’s career support also translates into tangible 

career outcomes. Knowing that men and women do not equally benefit from career 

support is a first important step that can be used to inform efforts that ensure that women 

have equal opportunities and chances to advance in the organization. We argued that 

differences in returns can be rooted in gender stereotypes and related to judgments about 

competence, status, and deservingness. To counter these dynamics, organizations may 

actively deconstruct traditional gender norms, for example, by promoting diverse role 

models across all levels of the organizational hierarchy.  

This chapter shows that social identities (i.e., gender) and psychological processes 

of categorization are influential in shaping how social relationships and overall social 

capital can be leveraged for individual career success. The network utilization perspective 

proves helpful for understanding why men and women may gain different career-related 

benefits from similar social relationships. It provides a theoretical underpinning of how 

members of different social groups vary in their ability to make use of their social 

relationships, based on the argument that social identities can evoke judgments about 

status and competence. While this chapter focused on differences in returns from career 
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support between men and women, similar mechanisms likely apply to other categories of 

social identities that are related to work ideals. For example, individuals who are 

minorities based on ethnicity, sexual orientation, or disability status likely experience 

lower returns as well, since they are also less congruent with the ideal worker norm 

(Khattab et al., 2020). 

Third, besides gender differences, career support is beneficial for both objective 

and subjective dimensions of career success. The fact that both salary and job satisfaction 

are linked to career support suggests that this specific form of support provides a variety 

of benefits, contributing not only to job-specific advancement but also to well-being at 

work. These findings support the idea that supportive social relationships (i.e., social 

capital; Coleman, 1988; Seibert et al., 2001) are relevant to professional success, in terms 

of objective dimensions like job attainment (Granovetter, 1973), and promotions (Burt, 

1992), but also to subjective experiences of success, such as job satisfaction. As such, 

career support appears to provide a combination of instrumental and emotional benefits. 

While this chapter focused on the relationship between career support, salary, and job 

satisfaction, these benefits likely contribute to other favorable work outcomes, both 

objective and subjective. This interpretation is consistent with the broader literature on 

social support, where social support at work has been linked to reduced stress 

(Viswesvaran et al., 1999), lower emotional exhaustion (Garmendia et al., 2023), and 

improved quality of work (Kaiser et al., 2018).  

In line with arguments on domain specificity (Cohen & Wills, 1985; De Jonge & 

Dormann, 2007), we found support for the expectation that career support from work 

contacts, especially from the supervisor, was more strongly related to career success than 

support from non-work contacts. This shows that support from work contacts is more 

effective for career success, potentially because they are in local proximity and have 

specific knowledge of and influence at the workplace. It highlights the instrumental 

dimension of career support, showing that it is not only about feeling supported but also 

about the actual help someone receives. It can be expected that the more instrumentally 

resourceful the support contact is, the greater the benefits of their support for other 

objective but also subjective career outcomes. Therefore, it is important that studies of 

career support not only consider whether support is received, but also who the support 

contact is, distinguishing between those who are workplace insiders and those who are 

not.  

Several limitations of this chapter warrant discussion. First, we were unable to 

account for the gender of the support contacts, which is relevant since same gender 

relationships are often stronger and play an important role in the workplace (Markiewicz 

et al., 1999). This might be particularly important for the supportive relationships with 



Career Support and Career Success of Men and Women 

79 

supervisors. Prior research showed that men and women benefit differently from having 

a male vs a female supervisor: while having a male supervisor comes with career 

advantages for men, especially in workplaces with traditional gender norms (Cullen & 

Perez-Truglia, 2023), under female supervisors, both male and female employees 

experience higher levels of support (S. Moore et al., 2005; van Hek & van der Lippe, 2022). 

Given the overrepresentation of men in supervisory positions, women often have male 

supervisors, potentially limiting the benefits from this career support. For this reason, 

future research should aim to include the gender of the supervisor when investigating the 

career benefits linked to supervisor support for men and women.  

Second, we could not control for the fact that men and women occupy different 

positions in the hierarchy of the labor market and work in different sectors and jobs (Bettio 

& Verashchagina, 2009). This is problematic because it can confound the relationships 

between career support and career success. While we use a rich, population-

representative survey, it is not possible to account for characteristics of the workplace in 

which individuals are embedded. We address this limitation in part by controlling for 

sectors. However, future research should investigate returns to career support, 

considering characteristics of the workplace, such as the gender composition across 

organizational levels.  

Third, the use of a single measure of career support in combination with the 

naming of groups of people, on the one hand, allows it to be included in a large-scale 

survey, keeping the respondents' burden low; on the other hand, it leaves it open to the 

respondent to judge what being supported in one's career means. This raises the 

possibility that the evaluation of career support is gendered and that women receive 

career support that is lower in quality to promote career success, for example, receiving 

advice on career options versus actual job referrals. By distinguishing career support from 

different support contacts, assuming that these different groups have access to different 

resources, we tried to reduce the variability in the concrete behaviors considered as 

career support. However, uncertainty remains regarding the extent to which men and 

women perceive and receive career support in the same ways, which could be addressed 

in future research, for example, by studying processes of specific support exchange by 

applying a social network approach, or by following exchange patterns over time. 

Additionally, the order in which the different groups were presented in the list to the 

respondents may have influenced their response behavior. For example, many 

respondents indicated that they received career support from their partner, which was 

the first option in the list.  

Fourth, this chapter found that receiving career support was linked to greater 

objective and subjective career success; however, we cannot make causal claims about 
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the effects of career support. Given the cross-sectional nature of our data, we relied on 

theoretical arguments of why support might lead to success and included control 

variables in our analysis. However, it could also be the case that more successful 

employees receive more support. While this question lies beyond the scope of our 

analysis of gender differences in the link between support and career success, future 

research should investigate the direction of the observed associations using longitudinal 

data.  

Despite these limitations, this chapter offers valuable insights that can inform 

organizations interested in increasing employee satisfaction, which has been linked to 

enhanced productivity and reduced turnover (Zelenski et al., 2008). To tap into these 

benefits, organizations may encourage supportive relationships, for example, through 

mentor or buddy systems, and foster recognition and role model stories of people who 

support others. However, our findings also call for caution in primarily relying on support 

as a means to decrease inequality. Many organizational equality approaches focus on 

supportive relationships, such as mentoring programs and (informal) network events. Yet, 

our findings suggest that such measures may be overestimated in their effectiveness, 

especially for women, as they benefit less from career support than men. To address that, 

organizations should aim to reduce the negative impact of gender norms and stereotypes. 

In addition, formal arrangements and policies that are focused on flexible arrangements 

around work-life could be implemented to promote gender equality (van der Lippe et al., 

2018).   
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Table 3.1 

Descriptive statistics of the variables by gender  

  Total    Women    Men  

  n M / % SD Min Max   M / %  SD   M / % SD 

Female  8719 0.51  0 1       
Salary  8719 34583.85 22118.31 761 389512  25476.33 18163.72  42403.70 23987.84 
Job satisfaction  8719 7.20 1.90 0 10  7.20 1.93  7.21 1.87 
 

           
Career Support 
(CS; yes/no) 8719 0.67  0 1  0.66   0.67  
CS from 8719   0 3       
no one  2873 0.33     0.33   0.33  
non-work only 4056 0.41     0.42   0.40  
work only 886 0.10     0.09   0.11  
both work &  1364 0.16     0.15   0.16  
non-work            
CS at work from 2250 

  
0 2 

      

coworker(s)  974 0.43     0.46   0.41  
supervisor 660 0.29     0.28   0.30  
both coworker(s)  616 0.27     0.26   0.29  
& supervisor            
Age 8719 44.21 10.82 18 65  44.41 10.62  44.01 11.01 
Year of 
education  8719 12.74 2.70 7 18  12.91 2.64  12.56 2.75 
Partnership 8719 0.75  0 1  0.71   0.80  
Children 8719 0.50  0 1  0.48   0.52  
Industry 8719   0 8       
agriculture 117 0.13     0.01   0.02  
energy 105 0.12     0.01   0.02  
mining 12 0.01     0.00   0.00  
manufacturing 2,096 0.24     0.13   0.35  
construction 456 0.52     0.02   0.09  
trade 1135 0.13     0.16   0.10  
transport 495 0.57     0.03   0.08  
bank/insurance 319 0.37     0.04   0.03  
services 3984 0.46     0.60   0.31  
Size of the 
organization  9658   0 3       
Organization < 
20 1682 0.19     0.22   0.17  
20 - 200 2361 0.27     0.27   0.27  
200 - 2000 2044 0.23     0.23   0.23  
> 2000 2632 0.30     0.28   0.32  
Years worked in 
the organization  8719 11.57 10.55 0 49  10.60 10.12  11.99 10.80 

Working hours  8719 34.7578 8.21428 1.7 65   30.9105 9.0884   38.759 4.51098 

Note. SOEP 2016.  
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Table 3.2   
Relationship between career support, salary and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, unstandardized coefficients) 

 Salary Job satisfaction 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Career support  1880.711*** 1242.433** 2287.984*** 0.425*** 0.318*** 0.298*** 
(Ref: no support) (503.577) (381.869) (528.974) (0.043) (0.045) (0.063) 
Female   -8223.406*** -6823.795***  -0.083 -0.109 
  (413.002) (640.896)  (0.049) (0.076) 
Career support x    -2070.946**   0.039 
female     (725.360)   (0.086) 
Age   268.546*** 266.046***  -0.010*** -0.010*** 
  (19.907) (19.918)  (0.002) (0.002) 
Years of education   3102.799*** 3107.670***  -0.013 -0.013 
  (67.570) (67.564)  (0.008) (0.008) 
Partnership  2346.948*** 2426.270***  0.036 0.034 
(Ref: no partner)  (425.472) (426.204)  (0.050) (0.050) 
Children   3503.300*** 3483.218***  0.117** 0.118** 
(Ref: no children)  (372.096) (372.010)  (0.044) (0.044) 
Industry (Ref: Agriculture)       
Energy  8845.743*** 8908.113***  0.128 0.127 
  (2146.295) (2145.524)  (0.254) (0.254) 
Mining  10063.610* 10288.361*  -0.494 -0.498 
  (4819.096) (4817.759)  (0.570) (0.571) 
Manufacturing  7768.297*** 7804.979***  0.057 0.057 
  (1517.538) (1516.969)  (0.180) (0.180) 
Construction  3611.978* 3673.999*  0.163 0.162 
  (1645.684) (1645.151)  (0.195) (0.195) 
Trade  2435.655 2463.694  0.020 0.020 
  (1550.985) (1550.379)  (0.184) (0.184) 
Transport  1939.177 1994.123  -0.124 -0.125 
  (1642.906) (1642.344)  (0.194) (0.194) 
Bank/Insurance  12067.132*** 12114.753***  0.014 0.013 
  (1743.321) (1742.685)  (0.206) (0.206) 
Services  4516.340** 4554.135**  0.284 0.284 
  (1510.024) (1509.462)  (0.179) (0.179) 
Orga. Size (Ref: < 20)       
20 to 200  2407.495*** 2395.040***  -0.012 -0.012 
  (516.023) (515.829)  (0.061) (0.061) 
200 to 2000  5265.001*** 5224.324***  -0.016 -0.016 
  (544.526) (544.488)  (0.064) (0.064) 
more than 2000  9358.997*** 9324.610***  -0.032 -0.032 
  (529.329) (529.249)  (0.063) (0.063) 
Years in the   260.721*** 262.234***  -0.009*** -0.009*** 
organization   (19.851) (19.850)  (0.002) (0.002) 
Working hours   842.181*** 842.313***  -0.001 -0.001 
  (24.398) (24.388)  (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 33322.856*** -

59066.289*** 
-

59815.968*** 
6.920*** 7.544*** 7.559*** 

 (412.346) (2142.816) (2157.970) (0.035) (0.254) (0.256) 

Adjusted R2 0.001 0.486 0.486 0.011 0.023 0.023 
AIC 199185.07 193417.133 193410.966 35839.70 35747.56 35749.35 

Note. SOEP 2016.  
N = 8719; Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 3.3   
Relationship between career support, salary and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, unstandardized coefficients) 

 Salary Job satisfaction 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Career support        
(Ref: nonwork only)       
work only 7636.949*** 3202.619*** 4489.924*** 0.328*** 0.405*** 0.584*** 
 (820.996) (603.123) (826.838) (0.071) (0.071) (0.098) 
both work & nonwork 7772.857*** 2085.878*** 3943.112*** 0.284*** 0.290*** 0.403*** 
 (696.075) (512.432) (721.751) (0.060) (0.061) (0.085) 
No one 1090.297* -245.860 -614.357 -0.309*** -0.186*** -0.107 
 (547.738) (416.413) (580.153) (0.047) (0.049) (0.069) 
       
Female   -8140.376*** -7462.861***  -0.072 0.055 
  (412.425) (584.794)  (0.049) (0.069) 
work only x female   -2673.795*   -0.370** 
   (1191.462)   (0.141) 
both work & nonwork 
x  

  -3701.363***   -0.220 

female   (1008.623)   (0.119) 
no one x female   723.516   -0.157 
   (795.289)   (0.094) 
       
Controls included   X  X    X  X  
Constant 32232.559*** -

58179.814*** 
-

58678.495*** 
7.229*** 7.817*** 7.747*** 

 (365.025) (2116.332) (2125.943) (0.031) (0.250) (0.252) 

Observations 8719 8719 8719 8719 8719 8719 
Adjusted R2 0.021 0.488 0.489 0.015 0.028 0.029 
AIC 199018.523 193384.697 193367.550 35808.118 35707.005 35704.191 

Note. SOEP 2016.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours 
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Table 3.4   
Relationship between career support at work, salary and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, unstandardized 
coefficients) 

 Salary  Job satisfaction 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Career support        
(Ref: Coworker)       
Supervisor 5924.368*** 3688.810*** 5813.335*** 0.358*** 0.396*** 0.225* 
 (1200.951) (867.873) (1200.129) (0.082) (0.083) (0.114) 
Coworker &  4946.552*** 1858.631* 3932.421** 0.315*** 0.303*** 0.179 
Supervisor (1226.251) (879.697) (1214.159) (0.084) (0.084) (0.116) 
Female   -9350.013*** -6874.019***  -0.155 -0.329** 
  (843.874) (1186.031)  (0.080) (0.113) 
Supervisor x    -4336.550*   0.350* 
female   (1714.121)   (0.163) 
Coworker &    -4251.116*   0.252 
Supervisor x 
female 

  (1752.320)   (0.167) 

       
Controls included  X  X   X  X  
Constant 36859.828*** -67902.242*** -69303.084*** 7.339*** 8.076*** 8.173*** 
 (763.258) (4704.142) (4720.854) (0.052) (0.448) (0.450) 

Observations 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 
Adjusted R2 0.012 0.501 0.502 0.010 0.039 0.040 
AIC 51740.577 50223.372 50218.493 8603.683 8553.734 8552.576 

Note. SOEP 2016.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours 
 



 

 

Table 3.5           
Average marginal effects of career support on career success for men and women  

 Salary  Job satisfaction  

  Men   Women   Women vs Men   Men   Women   Women vs Men 

Career support  2287.98 *** 217.04  -2070.95 **  0.30 *** 0.34 *** 0.04  
(Ref: no career support)               

Career support from              
work  4489.92 *** 1816.13 * -2673.80 *  0.58 *** 0.21 * -0.37 ** 

non-work & work  3943.11 *** 241.75  -3701.36 ***  0.40 *** 0.18 * -0.22  
no one -614.36  109.16  723.52   -0.11  -0.26 *** -0.16  
(Ref: non-work)               

Career support at work from              
supervisor  5813.34 *** 1476.79  -4336.55 *  0.23 * 0.58 *** 0.35 * 

coworker(s) & supervisor 3932.42 ** -318.70  -4251.12 *  0.18  0.43 *** 0.25  
(Ref: coworker(s))                           

Note. SOEP 2016.  
 * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, working hours  
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Figure 3.1 

Career support by gender and contact. 

 

 

Figure 3.2 

Career support at work by gender and contact. 
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Abstract   

Support at work is an important factor in shaping employees’ career-related outcomes. 

Despite this, relatively little is known about gender differences in the structure of support 

networks and in the benefits they offer. Drawing on status characteristics theory and 

gender role theory, this chapter argues that gender differences in informal networks at 

work are shaped by characteristics of the specific work context, such as the gender 

composition. Previous studies have primarily examined informal networks in male-

dominated workplaces, whereas less is known about support networks in female-

dominated workplaces. This chapter addresses this gap by investigating the 

characteristics and returns of support networks in a Dutch healthcare organization with a 

predominantly female staff. Using survey data from 286 employees, we constructed ego-

network measures of career and emotional support (size, gender and status composition, 

and number of strong ties) and analyzed their associations with two aspects of subjective 

career success, namely perceived career success and job satisfaction, through regression 

models. We found similarities between men and women in the size of career and 

emotional support networks, but also differences: women’s emotional support networks 

contained more strong ties, and both their career and emotional support networks 

showed higher gender homophily. We also found some evidence for gendered network 

returns, as career support network size, the percentage of men, and having a supervisor 

in the career support network were associated with perceived career success for men 

only, and the percentage of same-gender contacts was associated with job satisfaction for 

men but not for women.  
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4.1 Introduction 

In recent years, the Netherlands has increased its efforts to reduce persistent gender 

inequalities in organizations. For instance, in 2022, Dutch legislation introduced a gradual 

entry quota and target figures for greater diversity in the boardrooms of Dutch companies 

(Sociaal-Economische Raad, 2025). Despite these efforts, gender equality in Dutch 

workplaces is far from being achieved. For example, in the private sector, women earn 

19 percent less than men and are underrepresented in leadership positions, particularly 

on executive boards (CBS, 2024). Additionally, women still work fewer hours and take on 

more of the unpaid care work and housework. For instance, in 2025, women worked an 

average of 27.8 hours per week, while men worked an average of 35.4 hours (CBS, 2025). 

Because women often occupy different organizational positions and work fewer hours, 

they might have limited opportunities to build relationships with colleagues and to 

participate in informal workplace events. As a result, they might be disadvantaged in 

terms of social networks at work. 

One important, yet often overlooked, contributor to gender inequality in 

organizations is social connections, which are crucial for career success. Research has 

consistently shown that social networks help individuals find jobs, get promotions, and 

improve their occupational status (Brass et al., 2004; Burt, 1992; Granovetter, 1973). 

These informal networks are typically built and maintained through workplace 

relationships with coworkers and supervisors, providing valuable resources for career 

advancement (Lin, 1999). However, social network research has documented gender-

specific patterns in access to and composition of workplace networks, highlighting that 

their structure, composition, and benefits are not neutral (Brands et al., 2022; Ibarra, 1992, 

1993; G. Moore, 1990). In comparison to women, men often have more advantageous 

networks that facilitate career advancement (Woehler et al., 2021). 

Gender specific patterns in social networks likely differ between workplaces, as 

the gender composition of the organization and the prevailing gender norms and role 

expectations may influence the supportive relationships men and women have (Brands et 

al., 2022). In this way, characteristics of the organizational context, particularly the gender 

of coworkers and leaders, not only influence access to networks but also affect the cultural 

beliefs and status hierarchies that guide workplace interactions (Ridgeway, 2014). Yet, 

most existing studies, and the other empirical chapters, have been conducted in 

predominantly male-dominated workplaces (e.g., Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; McGuire & 

Bielby, 2016; Spurk et al., 2015; Woehler et al., 2021; Chapter 2), leaving open the question 

of whether these patterns of gender differences persist in female-dominated settings. In 

male-dominated settings, assumptions of higher status among men, reinforced by gender 

stereotypes and group dynamics, tend to disadvantage women. In contrast, in a female-
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dominated workplace, the presence of women in senior roles may signal belonging and 

legitimacy, fostering identification and support among female employees (Ely, 1994). In 

contexts culturally associated with women, gender stereotypes may shift in ways that 

favor women (Ridgeway, 2014). Evidence suggests that in more gender-balanced 

contexts, traditional gender roles are less pronounced than in male-dominated ones (Ely, 

1994; Kanter, 1976), which may lead to the formation of different informal networks. For 

example, women with a female manager tend to have higher proportions of female 

workplace friends compared to women with a male manager (Hoffmann et al., 2025). To 

address this gap, this chapter specifically focuses on a female-dominated workplace, 

examining the characteristics and career-related benefits of support networks among men 

and women in that context. 

While different kinds of informal networks at work have been studied (e.g., advice, 

friendship, communication), this chapter focuses on support networks8, which refer to the 

set of workplace relationships that provide social support, a key resource associated with 

numerous positive outcomes for employees (Jolly et al., 2021). Specifically, we distinguish 

two types of support networks: career support and emotional support networks, with each 

network consisting of the workplace contacts an employee identified as providing the 

respective type of support. First, career support, given its goal orientation, can be seen as 

a primarily instrumental form of support that helps employees advance professionally by 

providing access to information, influence, and career sponsorship (Seibert et al., 2001). 

Besides, receiving career support can also contribute to employee job and career 

satisfaction (Chapter 3; Spurk et al., 2015). Second, emotional support promotes well-

being and is negatively associated with job strain, including burnout, across a variety of 

work contexts (Viswesvaran et al., 1999), and positively associated with job satisfaction 

(M. Mathieu et al., 2019). Organizational and psychological research has documented 

these positive consequences of social support but has mainly focused on the extent to 

which employees feel supported, leaving structural dimensions, such as support network 

size or gender composition, underexplored. Studies that integrate a structural perspective 

on the receipt of workplace support (e.g., McGuire & Bielby, 2016) and its effects on work 

outcomes (e.g., turnover; Porter et al., 2019) rarely investigate gender differences. 

Gender differences in workplace social networks could emerge in two ways 

(Woehler et al., 2021). First, men and women may differ in their ability, opportunities, and 

preferences for building support networks, leading to different network characteristics. 

Second, even having similar support network characteristics, men and women may not 

 
8 In contrast to Chapter 3, which analyzed career support from different work and non-work contacts as a binary 
measure, this chapter focuses on the characteristics of support networks at work, including all work contacts that 
provide career and emotional support. In addition to the career support studied in Chapter 3, emotional support is 
investigated.  
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derive the same benefits from them, resulting in different returns of support networks for 

men and women. Either explanation could account for gender differences, or both could 

operate simultaneously. This highlights the importance of distinguishing between the two 

explanations for understanding how support networks contribute to career success. For 

that reason, we first investigate potential gender differences in support network 

characteristics. Specifically, we focus on size (the number of support contacts), gender 

composition (i.e., how many men and women are in the support network), number of 

strong ties (i.e., how many close relationships are among the support ties), and status 

composition (i.e., whether the supervisor is part of the support network or if it consists 

only of coworkers). Then, we analyze whether these characteristics or the returns 

individuals receive from them are linked to disparities in subjective career success (i.e., 

perceived career success and job satisfaction). Subjective career success describes the 

individual’s perception of their career (Hughes, 1937; I. Ng & Chow, 2005), in contrast to 

objective career success (e.g., salary, promotions). We focus on this dimension as 

employees’ career perceptions are increasingly important in decentralized organizations 

with multidisciplinary teams, collaborative work, and salaries aligned with collective 

agreements (Kundi et al., 2022). To this end, we pose the following research question: 

How do male and female employees differ in the characteristics of their career and emotional 

support networks and in the returns they derive from these networks within a female-dominated 

workplace? Addressing this question will not only shed light on the support networks of 

men and women and the career-related benefits they provide, but also advance our 

understanding of informal networks in a female-dominated organization. Thus, this 

chapter responds to Gremmen, Akkerman, and Benschop’s (2013) call to explore gender 

differences in network structures and outcomes, contributing to the development of 

gender-sensitive approaches in organizational network research. 

We address this question using data on career and emotional support networks 

collected from a Dutch healthcare organization. The organization specializes in 

psychiatric care, mental health, and family support through a range of services, including 

specialized education, residential programs, and outpatient care. Its workforce comprises 

a diverse group of professionals, such as psychologists, family therapists, and social 

workers, who operate across various departments to deliver intensive care, foster care, 

crisis intervention, and broader family support services. The organization is female-

dominated, with women representing the majority across different levels.  
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4.2 Theory  

4.2.1 Workplace Social Networks, Gender, and Career Success 

The literature offers two main explanations for how workplace social networks contribute 

to gender differences in career success: differences in network characteristics and 

differences in network returns. The first explanation argues that men and women have 

structurally different networks, for example, in size, composition, or access to influential 

contacts. These differences in network characteristics account for disparities in career 

outcomes. According to this view, similar networks would yield similar outcomes for all 

individuals. The second explanation argues that even when men and women have 

comparable networks, they may still receive unequal benefits from them. That is, men 

often derive greater career advantages from their networks than women do, even when 

the networks are structurally similar. This perspective emphasizes that network returns 

are shaped by gender roles and behavior, which can limit the effectiveness of women’s 

networks in advancing their careers.  

4.2.2 Differences in Network Characteristics 

Support networks at work can differ in several dimensions, including size, composition, 

and tie strength. Gender differences in these network characteristics have been attributed 

to workplace structure, status-based expectations, gender roles, and gender stereotypical 

behavior. Depending on the types of support, these dynamics can shape men’s and 

women’s support networks similarly or differently. Two mechanisms are particularly 

relevant to understanding how gender differences in support network characteristics can 

emerge: how individuals invest in their relationships and how receptive others are to such 

efforts. Structural explanations emphasize how men and women are positioned differently 

within organizations, particularly in terms of numerical (under-) representation and access 

to high-status positions (Ibarra, 1992; Kanter, 1976; G. Moore, 1990). Combined with the 

principle of homophily, which posits that individuals tend to form ties with others who are 

similar to them, this creates different opportunities for men and women to form 

supportive relationships. Gender is a central axis of homophily and plays a crucial role in 

shaping social interactions in the workplace (McPherson et al., 2001). Same-gender ties 

often form more easily, tend to be stronger, and facilitate reciprocal exchange (Ibarra, 

1993; Kanter, 1976; McGuire & Bielby, 2016; G. Moore, 1990; Woehler et al., 2021). 

Consequently, gender differences in the size and composition of social networks are 

frequently rooted in unequal opportunities for network development. In male-dominated 

organizations, women’s ability to form same-gender ties is often constrained by their 

numerical underrepresentation. When women occupy lower-status positions in such 

male-dominated organizations, they may have limited access to specific instrumental 
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resources. Under these conditions, women have been shown to develop functionally 

differentiated networks, forming instrumental ties with men and emotional ties with other 

women, while men typically derive both types of resources from the same relationships 

(Ibarra, 1992). This differentiation disadvantages women by reducing the efficiency and 

effectiveness of their networks. Moreover, being in such a position may further limit 

women’s access to valuable resources, as men might be less inclined to reciprocate or 

initiate meaningful ties with them. The majority of social network studies have been 

conducted in male-dominated organizations where the described conditions apply, 

biasing our evidence base (e.g., Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; McGuire & Bielby, 2016; Spurk 

et al., 2015; Woehler et al., 2021).  

Another explanation for gender differences in workplace social networks focuses 

on status-based expectations, gender roles, and gender-stereotypical behavior. 

According to status characteristics theory, widely recognized social attributes, such as 

gender, create implicit status hierarchies that shape social interaction patterns and 

expectations of competence and influence (Berger et al., 1972; Ridgeway, 2014). Because 

men have historically held dominant positions in the workplace, controlling access to 

power, influence, and capital, they are typically associated with higher status by default 

(Acker, 1990). In this way, gender functions as a salient background identity that subtly 

guides workplace behavior and expectations. It influences how individuals perform their 

formal roles and shapes the interpersonal dynamics around them (Ridgeway, 2014). 

Gender roles, developed and internalized through socialization processes, reflect shared 

beliefs about the typical attributes of men and women (Eagly & Wood, 2012). These roles 

typically characterize men as agentic (i.e., assertive, competitive, and task-oriented), and 

women as communal (i.e., friendly, emotionally expressive, and supportive).  

Gender roles lead to normative expectations that impact both workplace behavior 

and opportunities to build and invest in relationships in professional settings (Woehler et 

al., 2021). For example, men are often able to prioritize the professional domain, while 

women are expected to balance their careers with disproportionate household and 

caregiving responsibilities (Blair-Loy et al., 2015). This ‘second shift’ limits the time and 

energy women can dedicate to career-benefiting relationships. Moreover, gender 

stereotypes influence perceptions of competence and commitment (Ellemers, 2017). Men 

are more likely to be perceived as agentic and competent, making it easier for them to 

form instrumental professional relationships that can provide career support. Research 

has shown that even when they underperform, men’s competence is less likely to be 

questioned than women’s (Brescoll et al., 2010). In contrast, women are perceived as 

more communal, which can help them form supportive workplace relationships. These 
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dynamics may lead men to have more career support relationships, whereas women 

could have more emotional support relationships at work.  

Research has consistently shown that, despite the formal and ostensibly gender-

neutral nature of professional roles, gender norms continue to shape workplace 

interactions, contributing to men and women building different workplace networks 

(Eagly & Wood, 2012). For example, studies have found that female physicians tend to 

engage more in communal behaviors, such as emotionally focused talk, asking questions, 

and counseling, than their male counterparts (Roter et al., 2002). Similarly, research in 

academia indicated that women are often expected to focus on and take on more 

collective interest, low-visibility tasks, such as committee work and mentoring students, 

which are less rewarded in terms of career advancement. In contrast, men could focus on 

individual interest and high-visibility tasks, which are more closely tied to professional 

success (Hanasono et al., 2019; Järvinen & Mik-Meyer, 2024). 

Building on these findings, this chapter explores how the gendered dynamics of 

workplace social relationships may be altered or reinforced within a female-dominated 

organizational context. We expect that the structural environment, particularly the high 

representation of women at all levels of the organization, will modify the network 

dynamics outlined above. From a structural perspective, the high proportion of women 

across different levels of the organization suggests that female employees should have 

ample opportunities to form same-gender connections, potentially enabling them to build 

career support networks similar to their male colleagues. However, Status Characteristics 

Theory suggests that the influence of internalized gender roles and stereotypes may 

persist even in such contexts, advantaging men. For example, research has shown that in 

female-dominated occupations, men are disproportionately more likely to be promoted 

into managerial roles than women (Dämmrich & Blossfeld, 2017). Men, still associated 

with higher status and agentic traits, may continue to prioritize career-benefiting 

relationships, while women may build more emotionally supportive ties. As a result, even 

in female-dominated workplaces, gender roles may influence the kinds of relationships 

employees form, leading women to develop smaller career support networks and larger 

emotional support networks than men. 

 H1: Women, on average, have smaller career support and larger emotional support 

networks than men. 

The gender composition is a key characteristic of support networks. Homophily, 

the tendency to form relationships with similar others, is a foundational principle in many 

social networks (McPherson et al., 2001). Homophily can stem from two sources: 

contextual constraints and preferences. Induced homophily reflects the influence of 

contextual factors that shape individuals’ opportunities to meet similar and dissimilar 
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others. Choice homophily, by contrast, refers to individuals’ preferences for forming 

connections with those who share similar attributes (Ibarra, 1997).  

In male-dominated organizations, the predominance of men means both men and 

women are more likely to have men in their networks (induced homophily). As a result, 

prior research has consistently found that men are more likely to have gender-

homogeneous networks at work than women (Ibarra 1997; Markiewicz et al., 1999; Spurk 

et al., 2015). This is especially the case for instrumental networks and can be interpreted 

as a strategy of women to gain access to career-relevant resources from men (Ibarra, 

1992). However, these studies were conducted in male-dominated environments and 

may not generalize to female-dominated workplaces. In settings where women are the 

numeric majority, opportunities to form same-gender ties shift. Women may be more 

likely to develop gender-homogeneous networks for both career and emotional support, 

whereas men, as the numerical minority, may form more cross-gender relationships. 

Additionally, as women are represented in higher ranks, women are less likely to need 

connections to men to ensure access to instrumental resources. Thus, both induced and 

choice homophily suggest that because of the gender composition in female-dominated 

workplaces, women will have more same-gender contacts in their career and emotional 

support networks than men. 

H2: Women have more same-gender contacts in their career and emotional support 

networks than men in a female-dominated workplace. 

Another key characteristic of support networks is tie strength, encompassing 

elements such as time spent together, emotional intensity, intimacy, and reciprocity 

(Granovetter, 1973). In general, weak ties provide access to a broader range of career-

benefitting resources, like information about job vacancies, due to their reach across 

different social circles. Strong ties, on the other hand, tend to yield more strategic and 

hard-to-obtain resources, such as sponsorship or influence (Woehler et al., 2021). Within 

workplace networks, trust facilitates supportive behaviors, making strong ties particularly 

effective for navigating organizational challenges and advancing one's career (Ibarra, 

1995; McGuire & Bielby, 2016). Moreover, strong ties are highly motivated to help each 

other, and offer repeated opportunities for resource exchange, making them particularly 

beneficial in the day-to-day functioning of a given work context (McGuire, 2002; McGuire 

& Bielby, 2016).  

However, gender norms may influence how strong ties are formed and 

maintained, with female gender norms facilitating stronger relationships and potentially 

leading to more strong ties in both career and emotional support networks for women. 

Women, typically socialized to be communal, warm, and nurturing, may find it easier to 

develop close, trust-based relationships (Ellemers, 2017). Gender role socialization 
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encourages women to view relationships as central to their self-concept, fostering comfort 

with emotional closeness and interpersonal support (Sapadin, 1988). Additionally, 

research has shown that women are more likely to adopt a ‘tend and befriend’ stress 

response, which involves caring for others, creating and maintaining social networks, and 

providing resources (Morrison, 2009; Taylor et al., 2000). These behaviors can further 

promote the formation of strong ties. In contrast, men are often expected to be 

independent, competitive, and task-focused and may therefore be less encouraged to 

seek out close relationships or deepen existing ties. While male gender norms may lead 

men to prioritize instrumental contacts, resulting in larger career networks, these same 

norms can limit the extent to which they build strong, trust-based ties in both career and 

emotional support networks. 

H3: Women, on average, have more strong ties in their career and emotional 

support networks than men in a female-dominated workplace. 

A fourth crucial characteristic of support networks is the status and hierarchical 

position of their members. This factor is particularly relevant for career support, as high-

status individuals, especially supervisors, possess valuable resources such as information, 

experience, and professional connections, and can actively influence career 

advancement. In contrast, emotional support is often effectively provided by colleagues 

at similar hierarchical organizational levels, as it relies less on organizational resources 

(Ibarra, 1992; Podolny & Baron, 1997).  

From a structural perspective, we expect that in organizations with a high 

representation of female managers, women will have greater chances to receive career 

support from their supervisor, partly due to gender homophily facilitating the formation 

of such relationships. Previous research conducted in male-dominated workplaces, where 

women held lower-status positions, found that men were more likely to have high-status 

contacts in their support networks than women (McGuire, 2000). However, in female-

dominated workplaces where women are represented across all hierarchical levels, these 

patterns may shift. In such contexts, structural barriers to accessing high-status support 

are reduced for women, and they may even benefit from a greater likelihood of forming 

supervisory ties through gender homophily. 

H4: In comparison to men, women more often have a supervisor in their career 

support networks in a female-dominated workplace.   

4.2.3 Differences in Network Returns 

Beyond gender differences in the characteristics of support networks at work, men and 

women may also differ in the benefits they derive from similar career and emotional 

support networks. This raises the question of whether career and emotional support 
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networks contribute to subjective career success in the same way for both genders. Two 

mechanisms influence how effectively support translates into subjective career success: 

the way individuals utilize their network contacts and the willingness of those contacts to 

provide resources. Gender role expectations impact both of these processes (Woehler et 

al., 2021). For instance, women may be more hesitant to use their existing relationships, 

especially in an instrumental way, due to concerns about their ability to reciprocate, or 

because such behavior contradicts communal gender norms (Lin, 2000). 

When navigating support networks, individuals assess whether their contacts have 

valuable resources and whether it is appropriate to request them. At the same time, the 

contact evaluates the requester’s legitimacy and competence, influencing their decision 

to offer support, for example, in the form of solicited or unsolicited advice (Marin, 2012). 

Research suggests that men are generally perceived as legitimate in leveraging social 

relationships for instrumental gains, while women’s use of networks for self-advancement 

can be met with skepticism or backlash (Rudman & Phelan, 2008; Woehler et al., 2021). 

Consequently, men may receive career support, while women may face social penalties 

for agentic behavior or be directed toward emotionally supportive rather than 

instrumental relationships. Furthermore, women have been shown to prioritize and 

sometimes benefit more from the emotional aspects of their social relationships, for 

example, through stress reduction (Beehr et al., 2003; Bellman et al., 2003; Morrison, 

2009; van Emmerik, 2006). 

We explore whether different network characteristics, specifically size, network 

composition, and tie strength, are differently linked to career success for men and women. 

Existing research and theoretical arguments predominantly focused on the returns from 

networks in male-dominated workplaces. We extend this work by exploring how these 

processes may differ in a female-dominated workplace. Although we discuss potential 

changes, we do not formulate specific hypotheses, as prior studies provide limited 

grounds for how processes could work differently in a female-dominated context.  

The impact of gender composition in networks depends on the broader workplace 

context. In male-dominated workplaces, same-gender contacts are especially beneficial 

for men, as male contacts often provide access to high-value resources, given men’s 

dominance in leadership roles. This combination of gender homophily and structural 

advantage contributes to men’s higher returns from social networks in such settings 

(Woehler et al., 2021). Prior research has consistently shown that men’s networks have a 

higher proportion of male contacts, which are positively associated with outcomes like 

salary and subjective career success (Markiewicz et al., 1999; Spurk et al., 2015). 

Gender role expectations shape how men and women evaluate the value of their 

relationships. Women are more likely to prioritize emotional connection and view strong 
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interpersonal relationships as central to their self-concept (Sapadin, 1988), which may 

make strong ties more predictive of their subjective career success. Men, on the other 

hand, are stereotypically less relational and may not place the same emphasis on 

emotional closeness (Ellemers, 2017).  

The role of supervisory support may also differ by gender and organizational 

context. In male-dominated workplaces, women often face challenges related to 

legitimacy and access to influential relationships. In these cases, supervisory support can 

help women gain credibility and visibility (Burt, 1992). This ‘borrowed legitimacy’ allows 

women to form more influential networks and navigate male-dominated organizational 

hierarchies. However, in female-dominated organizations, where women are the majority 

and represented across all hierarchical levels, legitimacy concerns may be less 

pronounced.  

4.3 Methods 

4.3.1 Data 

The data was collected as part of a larger survey on the role of organizations in creating 

a sustainable workforce in multiple workplaces in the Netherlands in the year 2024 (van 

der Put et al., 2024). Using a national business list, organizations were approached via 

email and invited to participate in the online survey. As an incentive, organizations could 

receive a personalized benchmark report. Due to anonymous distribution, the number of 

invited participants was unknown in some cases. However, for 80 percent of the sample, 

this information was available, and the response rate for employees was 48 percent. The 

survey consisted of three instruments: the Organization Questionnaire, the Manager 

Questionnaire, and the Employee Questionnaire. HR managers provided information on 

the whole organization, while managers and employees were asked about themselves and 

their departments. Employees of one specific organization received an additional survey 

to collect information on their career and emotional support networks. This public benefit 

organization supports children and young adults who require assistance or psychiatric 

care by providing services such as therapy, foster care, managing crises, coordinating 

care, and offering administrative or advisory assistance. In 2023, the organization 

employed over 2000 staff members in various professions and roles, including 

psychologists, behavioral scientists, social workers, therapists, and care coordinators. The 

proportion of women ranged from about 40% to 100% across departments. The board 

was female, and the supervisory board consisted of more women than men. In total, 288 

employees (50 men and 236 women) filled in the question on their support networks at 

work. Two respondents did not provide information on their gender and were excluded 

from the final sample (N=286). 
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4.3.2 Measures 

Information on respondents’ career and emotional support networks was collected using 

two separate name-generator questions: ‘Who at work supports your advancement in 

your career and fosters your progress?’ (career support) and ‘With whom at work do you 

discuss matters important to you?’ (emotional support; see Appendix C). To balance 

thorough data collection and respondent burden, we limited the answer to five support 

contacts per question. Each nominated contact was then followed up with name 

interpreter questions, which gathered additional information on the support contact’s 

gender, the emotional closeness, and their formal relationship (supervisor, coworker, 

subordinate). This information formed the basis for constructing the network 

characteristics measures: size, gender composition, number of strong ties, and status 

composition.  

Network size. We summed all the mentioned names per support network and 

created a variable ranging from 0 to 5.  

Gender composition. To reflect the theoretical arguments, two measures of gender 

composition were used: one indicating the percentage of same-gender ties, meaning that for 

women, this variable shows the percentage of women and for men the percentage of men, 

and another indicating the percentage of men for both men and women. Based on 

theoretical arguments, when evaluating differences in network characteristics, we 

focused on the percentage of same-gender ties, as individuals often exchange support 

with similar others. For returns from career support networks, we focused on the 

proportion of men because the literature documents that they hold higher positions, 

therefore providing access to instrumental resources. In a female-dominated 

organization, this may still show in a higher ascribed status for men.  

Number of strong ties. The strength of support network ties is measured with the 

question ‘How emotionally close do you feel to person x?’ with answer categories 1 (very 

much) to 5 (very little). The scale was reversed so that higher values correspond with 

stronger ties. The variable number of strong ties counts all support contacts where the 

relationship was described as very close or close.  

Status composition was measured using a dummy variable indicating whether a 

respondent had at least one supervisor in their support network: supervisor present. While 

some individuals named two supervisors in their career support network (N=29) or 

emotional support network (N=3), they were grouped in the same category for reasons 

of power.  

Subjective career success. Two measures of subjective career success, job 

satisfaction and perceived career success, were used in the analysis. Job satisfaction was 

measured on a 10-point Likert scale, and the question ‘All things considered, how satisfied 
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are you with your current job?’ Perceived career success consisted of four items (e.g., 

‘Compared to your coworkers, how successful is your career?’; Appendix C1) with answer 

options ranging from 1 (much less than average) to 5 (much more than average). Values 

across the items were averaged, and the scale had a good internal consistency with a 

Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.76. 

Gender. The respondent's gender was assessed with the question ‘Are you… 

male/female/other/rather not say?’ and recoded as a dummy variable female with values 

0 (male) and 1 (female). Given the focus on binary gender categories, respondents who 

indicated ‘other’ or ‘rather not say’ were excluded from the analysis (N= 2). 

Control variables. We included age and education as control variables in all 

regression models. Age was measured in years. Education was recoded into an ordinal 

scale ranging from 1 (lower-level secondary education) to 6 (doctoral degree). 

4.3.3 Analytical Strategy 

To investigate whether and to what extent men and women differ in their support network 

characteristics, we conducted descriptive analyses and tested gender differences using t-

tests for network size, gender composition, and number of strong ties, and a chi-square 

test for the presence of a supervisor. To examine whether these network characteristics 

help explain gender differences in career success and job satisfaction, we estimated a 

series of regression models that included network characteristics and relevant control 

variables. To test whether men and women derive different benefits from their networks, 

we added interaction terms between gender and network characteristics, and report 

average marginal effects for men and women separately. 

Table 4.1 shows that the data contained missing values for the gender composition 

of networks and the outcome variables. To address item nonresponse, we used multiple 

imputation by chained equations implemented in Stata, which replaces missing values 

with plausible values predicted from observed data (Little & Rubin, 2019). Specifically, we 

used truncated regression models for bounded continuous variables to ensure that 

imputed values remained within plausible ranges. In total, 20 imputed datasets were 

generated based on respondents’ section, gender, career success, job satisfaction, age, 

education, and support network characteristics. In the regression models, we used 

clustered standard errors at the section level to account for employees working in teams. 

4.4 Results 

Respondents reported having, on average, larger career support networks (M = 2.86, SD 

= 1.64) than emotional support networks (M = 2.06, SD = 1.55). Figure 4.1 shows the 

career support network size and highlights a general tendency for men to have no or only 
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one career support contact in this organization, while women reported more career 

support contacts. Figure 4.2 shows that men in this organization frequently reported 

having one emotional support contact, while the majority of women had an emotional 

network size ranging from zero to three. Table 4.1 shows the descriptive statistics of the 

study's variables and Table 4.2 their pairwise correlations. Respondents in this 

organization were satisfied with their jobs (M = 7.41, SD = 1.02; Table 4.1) and perceived 

their careers as rather successful (M = 3.36, SD = 0.54). 

First, we assessed whether men and women have different support networks in a 

female-dominated organization, investigating the network characteristics, size, gender 

composition, number of strong ties, and whether they have a supervisor in their career 

and emotional support networks. Table 4.3 shows the means of these network 

characteristics for men and women, and gender differences were tested using t-tests and 

chi2-tests. It becomes clear that men and women overall have similar networks but differ 

with regard to some network characteristics. We expected that men would focus more 

on career, and women more on emotional support ties, resulting in men having larger 

career support networks and women having larger emotional support networks (H1). The 

findings do not support this expectation and show that men and women have career and 

emotional support networks of similar sizes; thus, H1 is rejected.  

Given the context of the female-dominated organization, we expected women to 

have more same-gender contacts in their support networks than men (H2). We found 

support for this hypothesis as in both career support networks (76% same-gender ties for 

women vs 22% for men) and emotional support networks (68% vs 28%), the percentage 

of same-gender contacts was higher for women than for men.  

The third hypothesis expected women to have stronger ties in their support 

networks than men. While there are no significant differences in the career support 

networks, women had, on average, more strong ties in their emotional support network 

(1.11 vs 0.70, p = 0.023), providing partial support for H3.  

We also expected women to more often have a supervisor in their career support 

network (H4). While we observed that women more often than men, have a supervisor as 

a career support contact, the difference was not statistically significant, leading to the 

rejection of H4.  

To investigate if differences in support network characteristics contribute to 

variations in career success and job satisfaction, we ran multiple regression analyses, 

including gender and network characteristics as well as controls as predictors for 

perceived career success and job satisfaction (Table 4.4). In this organization, men and 

women did not differ in their average levels of subjective career support and job 

satisfaction. The regression models showed no support for the explanation that gender 
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leads to the formation of support networks with different characteristics, which in turn 

would be linked to differences in career outcomes. Although Table 3 shows that some 

network characteristics differ by gender, none of the network characteristics significantly 

predicted career success and job satisfaction in the regression models. Thus, the idea that 

men and women build different support networks, which then produce differences in 

subjective career success (i.e., the mechanism of different network characteristics), was 

not supported by our data.  

To test potential differences in the returns to support networks, we estimated 

models predicting subjective career success, including interaction terms (gender x 

network characteristics). We found some evidence for gender differences in the returns 

from support networks, specifically regarding career support. Table 4.5 shows the 

average marginal effects of network characteristics on career success and suggests that 

men and women differ in the benefits they derive from their career support networks, 

with significant associations observed for men but not for women. This was the case for 

the size of the career support network (b = 0.13, p =.024), the percentage of men in the 

career support network (b = −0.63, p = .018), and the presence of a supervisor in the 

network (b = −0.43, p = .015). For men, having a larger career support network was 

positively associated with perceived career success, whereas having more men in the 

network and a supervisor present were negatively associated with it. Regarding emotional 

support networks, there were no differences in network returns between men and 

women, with the exception of the percentage of same-gender ties and job satisfaction 

(Table 4.6). Only for men, a higher proportion of same-gender ties was positively related 

to job satisfaction (b = 0.88, p =.033), whereas this factor appeared unrelated to women's 

job satisfaction. Overall, these findings suggest that even if network characteristics are 

broadly similar, they matter more for men’s career outcomes, especially their perceived 

career success, than for women’s, providing some support for differences in returns 

between men and women in a female-dominated work context.  

4.5 Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter examined men’s and women’s career and emotional support networks in a 

predominantly female Dutch health care organization. Based on arguments about 

different network characteristics and returns, we investigated the network characteristics, 

size, gender, and status composition, tie strength, and their association with perceived 

career success and job satisfaction, contributing to research on gendered informal 

networks at work. 

Our first goal was to investigate gender differences in the support network 

characteristics in a female-dominated organization. We found that men and women have 
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largely similar support networks in terms of size and hierarchy composition, while they 

showed differences regarding the strength of their support ties and the gender 

composition of their support networks. This shows that in this organization, men and 

women have similar access to both types of support. Contrary to theoretical expectations 

based on gender roles and stereotypes, which suggested men’s greater agency and focus 

on instrumental relationships would translate into larger career support networks, and 

women’s communal orientation would translate into having larger emotional networks 

(Ellemers, 2017; Morrison, 2009; van Emmerik, 2006), we did not observe gender 

differences in the size of career and emotional support networks. This indicates that 

pressures from gender role scripts and structural constraints in forming career and 

emotional support relationships may not affect how many supportive ties men and 

women have at work, in line with accumulating evidence on instrumental and emotional 

social networks at work, documenting the absence of gender differences in terms of size 

(Woehler et al., 2021).  

Instead, some gendered patterns emerged regarding the quality of the supportive 

relationships and the gender of the support contact. For example, women had more 

strong ties in their emotional support networks, which is consistent with gender norms 

and women’s communal and emotional orientation. While women had more strong 

emotional support connections, they did not have more strong career support 

connections, which shows this orientation is specific to emotional support ties and does 

not extend to instrumental relationships, highlighting the different nature of the two types 

of support. The fact that gender differences emerged only in emotional support networks, 

but not in career support networks, which typically disadvantage women in male-

dominated settings, suggests that in female-dominated organizations, forming career 

support networks is less gendered. We also found gender differences in the gender 

composition of the support networks. Consistent with our expectations, women had a 

higher proportion of female contacts across both types of support. In contrast, previous 

research, which primarily focused on managers and entrepreneurs and male-dominated 

workplaces, consistently documented men to have more gender homophily in their 

informal networks than women, specifically in their instrumental networks (e.g., Brass, 

1985; Ibarra, 1992, 1997; Woehler et al., 2021). Our findings from a female-dominated 

organization highlight the role of the workplace context. Here, structural factors, like 

numerical representation, availability, and organizational positioning of men and women, 

are altered, shaping the size and gender composition of informal networks. Because 

women are the majority, they have ample opportunity to have same-gender support ties, 

while men have more often cross-gender ties.  
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Prior research has shown that in contexts where women are concentrated in lower-

status positions, they lack access to support from higher-status contacts such as the 

supervisor (McGuire, 2000; G. Moore, 1990). In a female-dominated organization, where 

women hold positions at all levels, including supervisory roles, we expected this pattern 

to reverse. However, we did not find support for women more often having a supervisor 

in their support networks than men. Prior studies have documented a male-to-male career 

advantage in employee–supervisor relationships, especially in workplaces with strong 

traditional gender norms (Cullen & Perez-Truglia, 2023), whereas female supervisors 

were linked to higher levels of support for both male and female employees (S. Moore et 

al., 2005). Our findings may reflect this equalizing effect of female supervisors, and weaker 

traditional gender norms could lead both men and women to be equally often supported 

by their supervisors.  

Our second goal was to investigate two ways in which gender differences could 

emerge, linking support networks to subjective career success: different network 

characteristics and different network returns despite similar networks. We tested whether 

gender was related to differences in network characteristics and subsequently to 

differences in subjective career success. We did not find support for this, as gender and 

network characteristics were unrelated to career success and job satisfaction in this 

organization. However, when investigating the relationships between network 

characteristics and subjective career success for men and women separately, we found 

gender differences, providing some support for the different returns argument. For men, 

career support network size, the percentage of male contacts, and the presence of a 

supervisor were related to subjective career success, while they were unrelated for 

women. Previous research on male-dominated workplaces suggests that men often 

benefit more from instrumental ties, while women rely more on emotional ties (McGuire, 

2000; van Emmerik, 2006). We argued that in a female-dominated organization, these 

gendered patterns might differ, as the workforce composition and the status of women 

may alter the returns from support networks. Our findings provide partial support for this 

expectation. In line with the expectations, we found gender differences as only men 

gained career success returns from their support networks, while women did not gain any 

returns. Yet, men’s returns were not only positive, indicating a more complex returns 

pattern than observed in prior research on male-dominated workplaces. For men, the size 

of the career support network was positively related to perceived career success, but a 

higher share of male contacts and having a supervisor in the network were linked to lower 

perceived career success for men. This finding suggests that ties to high-status 

individuals, such as men or supervisors, enhance career outcomes for men only when 

men are the dominant group in the organization. Contrary to the expectations from male-
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dominated workplaces, we also found that men benefit more from emotional support in 

terms of job satisfaction. This could reflect men’s minority position in the workplace, 

where the unique value of same-gender emotional support could offer a sense of 

belonging and psychological safety.  

These findings may offer insights for organizations. Taken together, they suggest 

that structural factors such as numerical representation shape how employees build 

informal networks at work, specifically, the gender and status composition of support 

networks. While prior research has shown that women often lag in forming same-gender 

instrumental relationships and higher-status contacts, higher shares of women in an 

organization may help reduce this exclusion and promote more equal access to support 

contacts. However, our findings still support the idea that gender roles and expectations 

influence how close relationships are formed and how individuals use and benefit from 

their support ties. This means that gender norms can continue to produce gender 

differences, even when structural barriers are removed (Ridgeway, 1997). To create 

lasting change and make organizations more gender equal, they need to address both 

structural conditions and the beliefs related to gender. 

While this research offers valuable insights into gendered support networks, it is 

important to acknowledge several limitations. First, we rely on cross-sectional data, which 

limits our ability to draw causal conclusions. We provide theoretical arguments for the 

direction of support influencing subjective career success, yet it is also possible that 

individuals who appear more successful attract support from others. Rather than 

identifying a causal effect between support networks and career success, the focus of this 

chapter was on gender differences in support network characteristics and returns. Even 

if the causal order was reversed and subjective career success leads to support, observed 

gender differences would still reflect gendered patterns of support networks, indicating 

that men and women differ in how effectively they use success to build support 

relationships. Nevertheless, future research could use longitudinal data to provide more 

clarity on the causal relationship between workplace support and career success. Second, 

our data were collected within a single organization. While we argue that the gender 

composition of this organization reflects structural patterns relevant to other settings, 

generalizability should be approached with caution. Future research could examine other 

female-dominated contexts as well as more gender-balanced environments, and explicitly 

test whether gender composition moderates the relationship between support networks 

and career outcomes. Third, to balance data depth with respondent burden, we limited 

the number of support network contacts to a maximum of five per type of support. Future 

studies could expand on this by allowing for an unlimited number of nominations and by 

incorporating additional types of support, such as task-related assistance. Last, although 
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we developed theoretical arguments about how structural factors like gender composition 

and social-psychological mechanisms such as gender roles and categorization shape 

support networks and career outcomes, we did not directly measure these mechanisms.  

In summary, our findings point to context-conditioned returns rather than 

universal network effects. In other words, what employees get from similar-looking 

networks depends on local organizational factors, such as gender composition, status 

beliefs, psychological safety, or inclusion. This implies a clear agenda for future work: 

modelling the interaction of networks × gender × context directly, testing which 

contextual factors moderate the returns for men and women, and moving the field beyond 

main-effects models of diversity and toward contingency theories of network returns. 

Overall, this chapter shows that in a female-dominated workplace context, gender 

differences in the characteristics and returns of workplace networks are altered, providing 

a first step toward a comprehensive understanding of gendered workplace dynamics 

across organizations.  
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Table 4.1  

Descriptive statistics of the variables  

  Total    Women    Men  

            (n=236)  (n=50) 

  n M  SD Min Max   M  SD   M  SD 

female 286 0.83  0 1   
    

career support network       
 

    
size  286 2.86 1.64 0 5  2.94 1.6  2.46 1.75 

number of strong ties  286 1.32 1.44 0 5  1.36 1.43  1.12 1.48 

% men 275 0.14 0.24 0 1  0.13 0.23  0.21 0.3 

% same gender 275 0.67 0.4 0 1  0.77 0.34  0.21 0.3 

supervisor present  286 0.56  0 1  0.58  
 0.44  

            

emotional support network            
size  286 2.06 1.55 0 5  2.13 1.57  1.76 1.46 

number strong ties  286 1.05 1.19 0 5  1.12 1.23  0.7 0.86 

% men 266 0.12 0.26 0 1  0.08 0.21  0.28 0.4 

% same gender 266 0.62 0.45 0 1  0.69 0.42  0.28 0.4 

supervisor present  286 0.24  0 1  0.24  
 0.26  

            
job satisfaction  269 7.41 1.02 3 10  7.37 1.05  7.6 0.83 

perceived career success  285 3.36 0.54 1.25 5  3.38 0.54  3.25 0.55 

            
age  286 41.85 11.71 24 70  40.96 11.69  46.06 10.95 

education  285 4.17 0.86 1 6   4.26 0.8   3.72 1.01 

Note. SWS Wave 3.



 

 

Table 4.2            

Pairwise correlations of the studied variables           
    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 cs size 1             
2 cs % men  0.113 1.000            
3 cs % same gender 0.459*** -0.239*** 1.000           
4 cs strong ties 0.581*** 0.032 0.254*** 1.000          
5 cs supervisor  0.327*** 0.102 0.284*** 0.167** 1.000         
6 es size  0.059 -0.158** 0.015 0.198*** 0.041 1.000        
7 es % men -0.053 0.394*** -0.275*** -0.034 0.011 0.097 1.000       
8 es % same gender -0.036 -0.277*** 0.281*** 0.061 0.072 0.527*** -0.032 1.000      
9 es strong ties  0.144* -0.081 0.104 0.449*** 0.111 0.579*** -0.001 0.494*** 1.000     

10 es supervisor  -0.021 -0.082 -0.033 0.017 0.138* 0.298*** 0.052 0.242*** 0.206*** 1.000    
11 job satisfaction  0.069 0.004 -0.013 0.097 0.098 0.023 0.091 -0.021 0.032 0.078 1.000   
12 per. career success 0.118* -0.024 0.041 0.157** 0.032 0.027 -0.092 -0.015 0.038 -0.014 0.217*** 1.000  
13 age  -0.183** -0.001 -0.184** -0.092 -0.146* 0.026 0.075 -0.052 -0.060 -0.028 0.126* -0.076 1.000 

14 education  0.110 -0.114 0.155* 0.010 0.100 -0.007 -0.148* 0.094 0.013 0.015 -0.105 0.220*** -0.290*** 
Note. SWS Wave 3. 
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Table 4.3   

Gender differences in support network characteristics   

Support Characteristic Men Women Difference   p  

Career support       
 Size 2.46 2.94 -0.48  0.059 

% Same-Gender 0.22 0.76 -0.54 *** 0.000 

% Men 0.24 0.14 0.10 * 0.011 

Number of strong ties  1.12 1.36 -0.24  0.284 

Supervisor present 0.44 0.58 -0.14  0.061 

Emotional support      
Size 1.76 2.13 -0.37  0.130 

% Same-Gender 0.28 0.68 -0.40 *** 0.000 

% Men 0.31 0.11 0.20 *** 0.000 

Number of strong ties  0.70 1.12 -0.42 * 0.023 

Supervisor present 0.26 0.24 0.02   0.733 
Note. SWS Wave 3. 
N=286; Mean difference reported for interpretability; t-test and chi2 test  
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Table 4.4  

Relationship between gender, career, and emotional support and career success and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, 
unstandardized coefficients) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

  Career success Job Satisfaction 

Female  0.123 0.049 0.069 -0.216 -0.139 -0.17 
 -0.059 -0.064 -0.099 -0.116 -0.123 -0.143 

Career support network        

Size    -0.001   0.011 
   -0.035   -0.051 

% Men   -0.012   -0.176 
   -0.101   -0.337 

Number of strong ties   0.063   0.069 
   -0.032   -0.055 

Supervisor present   -0.012   0.207 
   -0.06   -0.153 

Emotional support network        

Size    0.018   -0.012 
   -0.032   -0.068 

% same gender   -0.086   -0.029 
   -0.133   -0.205 

Number of strong ties   -0.017   -0.005 
   -0.049   -0.049 

Supervisor present    -0.011   0.168 
   -0.038   -0.129 

Age   -0.001 0  0.008 0.01 
  -0.004 -0.005  -0.006 -0.007 

Education   0.132* 0.136*  -0.068 -0.077 

  -0.052 -0.055  -0.069 -0.071 

Constant 3.255*** 2.791*** 2.704*** 7.594*** 7.480*** 7.246*** 

  -0.046 -0.307 -0.362 -0.102 -0.495 -0.591 

Observations 286 286 286 286 286 286 

R2 0.007 0.05 0.079 0.007 0.021 0.054 

Note. SWS Wave 3. 
Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the section level.    
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 4.5  

Average marginal effects of network characteristics on career success   

Support Characteristic Men   Women   Women vs Men SE p 

Career support          
 Size 0.13 * -0.03  -0.16 * 0.05 0.015 

% Male -0.63 * 0.08  0.71 * 0.22 0.013 

Number of strong ties  0.10  0.06  -0.04  0.08 0.648 

Supervisor present -0.43 * 0.06  0.50 * 0.17 0.023 

Emotional support         
Size 0.03  0.01  -0.02  -0.02 0.632 

% Same-Gender 0.27  -0.11  -0.38  0.19 0.084 

Number of strong ties  -0.12  -0.01  0.11  0.10 0.309 

Supervisor present -0.15   0.00   0.15   0.13 0.293 
Note. SWS Wave 3. 
Control vars: age and education, robust standard errors for section     
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Table 4.6          
Average marginal effects of network characteristics on job satisfaction   

Support Characteristic Men   Women   Women vs Men SE p 

Career support          
 Size 0.12  -0.01  -0.13  0.07 0.105 

% Male -0.52  -0.36  0.17  0.35 0.652 

Number of strong ties  0.05  0.06  0.01  0.12 0.944 

Supervisor present -0.18  0.28  0.46  0.29 0.158 

Emotional support         
Size 0.00  0.01  0.01  0.10 0.928 

% Same-Gender 0.89 * -0.32  -1.21 ** 0.32 0.008 

Number of strong ties  -0.12  0.03  0.14  0.18 0.455 

Supervisor present 0.02   0.20   0.17   0.19 0.405 
Note. SWS Wave 3. 
Control vars: age and education, robust standard errors for section     
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Figure 4.1 

Size of career support network (frequency in per cent) 

 

 
Figure 4.2 

Size of emotional support network (frequency in per cent) 
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DOES HELPING BENEFIT YOU OR THE 
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Abstract 

Helping coworkers with their work tasks is a common phenomenon at many workplaces. 

While getting help is typically advantageous for the receiver, the costs and benefits for 

the helper are less clear. This chapter focuses on the relationship between helping 

coworkers and performance, both at the team and individual levels. Additionally, we 

examined whether a supportive work environment and the helper’s gender moderate this 

link. We tested our hypotheses using unique three-level data (employees, departments, 

organizations) gathered from six different sectors across nine European countries and 

hierarchical regressions. We found a positive association between helping coworkers and 

performance for teams and individuals, as predicted by the Social Exchange Theory. This 

association was strengthened the more supportive one's coworkers are. Unexpectedly, 

there were no gender differences in performance benefits derived from helping others. 

Results suggest that organizations should foster a supportive work environment to 

enhance team and individual performance.  
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5.1 Introduction  

In many workplaces, it is common for employees to voluntarily support each other 

beyond their officially defined tasks, for example, by helping, giving advice, or taking over 

work assignments (Glomb et al., 2011). In general, receiving social support at work is 

beneficial and has been shown to positively impact various aspects of employee 

functioning and health, such as reduced work stress and strain (M. Mathieu et al., 2019), 

job satisfaction (Humphrey et al., 2007), and well-being at work (Craig & Kuykendall, 

2019). Support involves two parties, the helper and the receiver, who may face different 

consequences. While there is a substantial body of literature on those who are receiving 

support at work (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Jolly et al., 2021; Viswesvaran et al., 1999), 

mostly highlighting benefits, limited research focuses on those who are helping and the 

price they might pay. 

Yet, for a thorough understanding of workplace helping and to inform workplaces, 

it is crucial to include the flip side of the coin- the consequences for the helper. On the 

one hand, helping is a prosocial behavior known to enhance well-being (Batson, 1998). 

On the other hand, helping requires investing one's time and resources in a coworker, 

potentially leading to costs (Bergeron, 2007) such as harming the helper’s individual 

performance. Existing studies focused on different outcomes and yielded mixed 

evidence, which supports the idea that there might be both positive and negative 

implications of helping at work. For instance, while it has been shown that helping others 

enhances employees’ perception of job meaningfulness (Colbert et al., 2016), it was found 

that higher numbers of coworkers seeking advice from a person are associated with an 

increase in that individual’s turnover intentions (Soltis et al., 2013). Such findings 

emphasize a lack of clarity regarding the relationship between helping coworkers and 

work outcomes (Bolino et al., 2013). Additionally, the synthesis of existing findings on the 

implication of helping at work is complicated by the fact that the topic is studied by 

different disciplines using various concepts such as social support (Taylor, 2011), 

prosocial behavior (Batson, 1998), and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB; 

Podsakoff et al., 2000). While these concepts all describe helping behavior to some extent, 

they often intertwine it with other voluntary behaviors (e.g., adherence to organizational 

rules and regulations). This conflation of behaviors makes it difficult to understand the 

precise relationship between helping and performance. In this chapter, we do not delve 

into a discussion of the concepts and their similarities and differences; instead, we 

exclusively focus on helping behavior directed toward other coworkers (as recommended 

by Podsakoff et al., 2014).  

We define helping as a voluntary and discretionary prosocial behavior with a 

primary focus on work-related tasks (c.f. George & Brief, 1992). Such behaviors could be 
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assisting a coworker who is struggling with a task, giving advice or feedback on how to 

do things, or taking over work from someone who is overburdened. The voluntary nature 

of helping beyond the formal tasks of the employee is central in this context. The extent 

to which coworkers help each other is likely to impact the performance of employees and 

teams. We focus on performance as it holds central importance in organizations, 

representing a key outcome for both individual employees and teams. A shortcoming of 

prior research is that studies often focus on the implications of helping for either the 

individual helper or the whole team, yet both outcomes are rarely studied simultaneously. 

However, it is plausible that although helping appears generally beneficial for team 

performance, some employees pay the price in terms of reduced individual performance. 

To capture such nuance, we analyze the performance implications of helping for both 

teams and employees.  

Additionally, we expect the helping-performance link to vary across diverse 

workplace contexts and among different individuals and investigate two factors that 

might play a role in this. First, the supportiveness of the work environment, including 

support from managers and coworkers, indicates how often employees receive 

assistance, encouragement, or resources needed to achieve their goals. At workplaces 

where there is a lot of support from managers and coworkers, receivers of help are 

expected to be more likely to reciprocate, thereby increasing the benefits while 

decreasing the cost for the helper. Second, we explore if the implications of helping are 

gendered. Social role theory and gender stereotypes suggest that men and women have 

different roles and qualities and that those of women are more closely associated with 

helping behaviors than those of men (Eagly & Crowley, 1986; Ellemers, 2017). Therefore, 

helping others might be expected more from women, leading employees to distinctly 

evaluate the helping behavior of male and female coworkers. In other words, as women 

are more often expected to help others, their acts of helping might receive less recognition 

and reciprocity from coworkers. Male helpers might receive greater acknowledgment for 

their help, and as a result, their help is more likely to be reciprocated. Research has shown 

that people tend to give women less credit than men when they help others but penalize 

them more when they refuse to help (Heilman & Chen, 2005).  

In summary, this chapter poses the following research questions: How is helping 

coworkers linked to the helper’s individual performance and team performance? Is this 

relationship dependent on the supportiveness of the work environment and the helper’s 

gender? To investigate the link between helping and work outcomes we use data on 

employees, teams, and organizations from the ‘European Sustainable Workforce Survey’ 

(ESWS; Van der Lippe et al., 2016), a unique dataset on differently sized organizations in 

nine European countries (Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, 
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Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom) and six different sectors (financial 

services, health care, higher education, manufacturing, telecommunications, and 

transportation). We perform two separate analyses: On the team level, we investigate the 

relationship between manager-rated team helping and manager-rated team performance. 

On the individual level, we look at the link between individual helping behavior and self-

rated task performance. With this, we aim to contribute to the literature in the following 

three ways. First, we advance the theoretical understanding of the positive and negative 

implications of helping at work, taking into account contextual and gender variations. 

Second, we add to research on helping by studying both team and individual levels of 

helping and performance. Third, our data allows us to expand the scope of prior studies, 

examining multiple organizations across different sectors and countries. In this way, our 

findings on the helping-performance link are more robust than those from single 

organization or sector studies. Thus, this chapter generates insights that foster a better 

understanding of the conditions under which helping is beneficial, how it can be fostered, 

and how associated costs for employees and organizations could be reduced. 

5.2 Theory 

5.2.1 Helping and Team Performance  

To understand how helping coworkers and the performance of teams and employees are 

theoretically related, we first focus on the team level. In the context of organizations, 

teams are established with the primary objective of task execution, making team 

performance a central point of interest and focus in many studies (J. Mathieu et al., 2008). 

Coworkers who help each other can enhance team performance for several reasons. 

Podsakoff and colleagues (2000) summarize the theoretical arguments underlying this 

link. First, helping each other can increase the individual efficiency of employees. By 

helping, coworkers can share knowledge and ‘teach the ropes’, enabling new employees 

to integrate as effective members into the team quickly. Moreover, through helping 

behavior, best practice examples can be informally spread, leading to optimized task 

performance within the team. Second, helping one another is assumed to enhance 

positive social relationships among the team members and foster a cooperative work 

environment. These relationships and interactions improve communication and reduce 

conflict, which facilitates the exchange of information among team members, knowledge 

sharing, and the generation of new knowledge, which both contribute to organizational 

functioning (Fu, 2015; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Moreover, improved social 

relationships lead to greater team spirit, morale, and cohesiveness, all of which further 

contribute to overall team performance (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Third, coworkers helping 

each other promotes the stability of team performance over time. For example, in cases 
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where team members face high workloads, fall sick, or are unable to complete their work 

tasks, others who have more capacity can help or pick up the slack. In this way, coworkers 

can complement each other through helping. Regarding empirical evidence on the link 

between helping and team-level performance, we can draw on the OCB literature that 

commonly includes helping coworkers in a combined measure with other organizational 

citizenship behaviors such as civic virtue (i.e., taking an interest in the life of the 

organization) and conscientiousness (i.e., adhering to rules; Podsakoff et al., 2009). Meta 

studies have shown a positive association between unit-level OCB and unit-level 

performance indicators such as measures of profitability, efficiency, and sales (Podsakoff 

et al., 2014; Whitman et al., 2010). OCB combines a range of extra-role behaviors; 

however, given the focus of this chapter on supportive relationships, it is important to 

focus on helping exclusively. We thus hypothesize:  

H1: The more team members help each other, the higher the performance of the 

team. 

5.2.2 Helping and Individual Performance  

To better understand the link between helping and performance, it is important to 

consider how they are related on the level of the individual employee. In comparison to 

the team level, on the individual employee level, (performance) costs for the helper may 

arise. Individual performance in terms of employees' ability to fulfill their own job 

responsibilities effectively may not fully correspond with team performance. For example, 

it is possible that at the team level, overall operations run smoothly, and the team 

performs well, even if some employees deviate from their assigned tasks to help others. 

Yet, for these employees who help others, these behaviors could lead to lower individual 

performance. Arguments and theories regarding the link between individual-level helping 

behavior and performance do not align, with some theories suggesting a positive 

association while others propose a negative one.  

According to Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) team members interact to 

maximize their benefits and minimize costs by exchanging valuable resources such as 

information, skills, and support. Helping each other is a prevalent way of exchanging such 

resources, and recurring helping behaviors foster reciprocity (i.e., the expectation of some 

future return; Blau, 1964). In this way, helping contributes to a cooperative work climate 

which may in turn lead to higher individual performance. In workplaces with a prevalent 

norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) employees may benefit from helping others, as they 

are more likely to receive help in return when they need it. Empirical studies substantiate 

reciprocity as a ‘golden rule’ of exchange. For instance, a study of social networks of 

individuals highlighted the principle of reciprocity as a universal norm, showing that 
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giving support to others in these networks was strongly associated with getting support 

back (Plickert et al., 2007). This observation also applies to the workplace, where it was 

shown that people often receive help from those to whom they provide help. Using social 

network analysis, Lyons and Scott (2012) found reciprocity to be one of the central drivers 

of whether an employee received help. This holds for different kinds of support, as it was 

shown that giving support in the form of communication about positive and negative 

aspects of work was also associated with receiving such support (Bowling et al., 2005). 

These findings imply that helping coworkers is not solely about helping those who are in 

need but extends to mutual exchanges that strengthen the relationship.  

Moreover, helping at work can have a profound impact on employee well-being 

and functioning since meaningful social connections are one of the factors central to the 

happiness of individuals (Diener & Seligman, 2002). Helping each other is one way of 

forming and strengthening these social connections. Moreover, the prosocial behavior of 

helping itself can lead to psychological benefits like pleasure and satisfaction for the 

helper (Helliwell et al., 2017). It has also been shown that positive emotions are predictive 

of helping behavior (Muric et al., 2022). According to the ‘doing good, feeling good’ idea, 

helping coworkers can also function as a mood regulator as attention is drawn to a social 

activity that may lead to feelings of gratitude. Research shows that helping at work 

increases positive affect, job satisfaction, and affective commitment (Koopman et al., 

2016). Collectively, these factors may also increase individual performance, as posited by 

the ‘happy productive worker’ thesis (Zelenski et al., 2008), which predicts employees 

with high well-being to be more productive. Meta-analytical evidence supports this idea 

and has shown that employees with higher well-being perform better in their jobs 

(Salgado & Moscoso, 2022). 

Besides the arguments suggesting a positive link between individual helping and 

performance, other theories explicate the costs for the helper. The Conservation of 

Resource Theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) describes that individuals try to acquire, protect, 

and maintain personal resources such as time or energy to avoid stress and gain well-

being. From this perspective, helping does both generate and exhaust resources. Helping, 

on the one hand, is a positive interpersonal activity that generates psychological 

resources, but on the other hand, it consumes the crucial resource time that is spent on 

someone else's tasks (Koopman et al., 2016). Similarly, the ‘allocation of resources’ 

framework (Bergeron, 2007) focuses on the potential costs of helping coworkers. This 

perspective emphasizes that employees have limited time and resources available for task 

completion. Therefore, when this time is utilized for helping others, less time can be 

devoted to the own work of employees. As a result, employees need to decide how to 

spend their time and resources, introducing a trade-off between working on their tasks 
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and helping coworkers. It has been shown that helpers experience more difficulties in 

managing their work tasks due to negative implications of helping, such as role overload, 

stress, and work-family conflicts (Bolino & Turnley, 2005). Although helping may 

contribute to feeling good, it may also reduce individuals' perceived progress toward 

work-related goals (Koopman et al., 2016).  

A similar premise is central in the social support literature, where receiving social 

support can protect against adverse outcomes of stress at work for the recipient, but 

comes at a cost for the giver (Taylor, 2011). In this context, the focus shifts from the trade-

off between working on one's own task vs. helping others to considering additional costs 

of helping. For example, is has been shown that helping can be draining (Gabriel et al., 

2018) and exhaustion, in turn, was negatively related to task performance (Halbesleben 

& Wheeler, 2011). Finally, helping others can lower performance since it often requires 

the helper to pause the workflow. These interruptions have been demonstrated to 

decrease performance by increasing completion time and error rates (B. C. Lee & Duffy, 

2015). Given contrasting theoretical predictions and inconclusive empirical findings on 

the implications of helping, we propose contrasting hypotheses for the relationship 

between helping and employee performance: 

H2a: The more an employee helps coworkers, the higher the individual 

performance. 

H2b: The more an employee helps coworkers, the lower the individual 

performance.  

5.2.3 The Moderating Role of a Supportive Work Environment  

The implications of helping for performance are likely contingent upon the organizational 

context, specifically, on coworkers and the manager, as they can reciprocate support. 

Research has shown that the social support provided by leaders and colleagues is 

beneficial and directly influences various employee outcomes, including helping and task 

performance (M. Mathieu et al., 2019). The existence of these supportive workplace 

relationships potentially shapes the link between helping and performance for the 

following reasons. First, when managers and coworkers are supportive, they reduce the 

burden that can be associated with the act of helping others. For example, stress caused 

by prioritizing time between personal and coworker tasks could be alleviated when the 

employee feels that the manager is understanding and values a collaborative culture. 

Second, the amount of coworker support demonstrates how committed team members 

are to helping each other, and implicitly provides information on cooperation and 

reciprocity norms and thereby the likelihood that the helper can expect help in return 

(Gouldner, 1960). Research has shown that a strong group feeling increases altruism in 



Does Helping Benefit You or the Team?  

125 

the group (Podsakoff et al., 2000) and that perceptions of coworker support are positively 

associated with helping behavior (Ladd & Henry, 2000). Overall, this suggests that in 

supportive work environments, helping might lead to better performance, as time and 

resources that have been invested in others are likely to be reciprocated in situations 

where support is needed. Moreover, a supportive supervisor may promote a culture of 

helping so that such behavior is more recognized and less damaging to individual 

performance. In contrast, in low-support teams where help is less likely to be 

reciprocated, we expect a stronger negative impact of helping on performance, as helping 

mainly leads to more interruptions and higher workloads. Since we derived contradicting 

hypotheses for hypothesis 2, we formulate the following hypotheses accordingly. H2a 

posits that helping leads to higher individual performance, and the contrary H2b that 

helping leads to lower performance, is written in brackets.  

H3a: The more supportive the manager, the stronger (weaker) the positive 

(negative) association between helping and performance. 

H3b: The more supportive the coworkers, the stronger (weaker) the positive 

(negative) association between helping and performance. 

5.2.4 Gendered Implications of Helping  

Besides investigating the role of a supportive work environment, we aim to understand if 

the implications of helping are different for men and women. Gender roles and 

stereotypes (Eagly & Crowley, 1986) significantly shape people's expectations when it 

comes to helping behaviors and influence the standards to which we hold them (Ellemers, 

2017). According to these stereotypes, women are likely to have qualities such as warmth 

and caring for others. Due to these qualities, people expect women more than men to 

help others when they sense a need for assistance or when they are asked. In contrast, 

the stereotypes for men emphasize agency, and people anticipate that men focus on 

behaviors such as task performance. Thus, the expectations to help coworkers are less 

pronounced for men. Empirical evidence has supported both the presence of these 

stereotypes and their relation to helping expectations. For example, it has been shown 

that women are not only more likely to volunteer but also more often asked to do so than 

men (Babcock et al., 2017). These gendered expectations of helping might shape the 

helping performance link. Because women are more expected to help their coworkers, 

and men and women are held to different standards when judging their helping behavior, 

this could lead to an under-recognition of women’s supportive efforts. This may result in 

lower helping returns for women as they might receive less acknowledgment for helping, 

leading to lower reciprocity of helping because helping behaviors are perceived as 

inherent to their role. Helping behavior of men might be more visible because it is not as 
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strongly associated with their gender stereotypical behavior and role expectations. 

Therefore, men’s helping efforts may be reciprocated more often, leading to better 

performance. In this way, for women, the benefits of helping might be decreased while 

the costs are increased, and vice versa for men. 

H4: The positive (negative) link between helping and performance is weaker 

(stronger) for women than for men.  

5.3 Methods 

5.3.1 Data 

To investigate the implications of helping for team and employee performance, data from 

the ‘European Sustainable Workforce Survey’ (ESWS; Van der Lippe et al., 2016) is 

employed. The ESWS is a unique multi-actor dataset containing information on private 

and public sector organizations from nine European countries (Bulgaria, Finland, 

Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom). 

The organizations stem from six different sectors (financial services, health care, higher 

education, manufacturing, telecommunications, and transportation) that vary in terms of 

their workforce (e.g., percentage of women/older employees, flexible employment, and 

technological development). Additionally, different workforce sizes, including small (40–

99 employees), medium (100–249 employees), and large (250+ employees) organizations, 

are represented in the data. The data were collected in 2015 and 2016 (van der Lippe et 

al., 2016). The ESWS consists of three instruments: the Organization Questionnaire (OQ 

– answered by the CEO or HR manager), the Manager Questionnaire (MQ – answered by 

the department manager), and the Employee Questionnaire (EQ – answered by 

employees). Response rates were 61% for the employee questionnaire and 81% for the 

manager questionnaire. In total, 11,011 employees from 869 teams and 259 organizations 

completed the survey online or on paper. For the sample of the team-level analysis, we 

removed 178 teams. Among them, 134 teams were excluded because the respective 

manager did not fill in the manager questionnaire, and another 44 were excluded due to 

item non-response on one of the relevant variables. Thus, the analytical sample consists 

of 690 teams in 249 organizations for the team analysis. For the employee-level analysis, 

2140 respondents were removed because of item non-response. Most of these missing 

values are due to a lack of information from the manager questionnaire (see Table 5.1). 

In the employee level analysis, the analytical sample covers 8821 employees in 704 teams 

and 251 organizations.  

5.3.2 Measures  

Team-level 
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Team performance is the dependent variable of the team-level analysis and was obtained 

from the Manager Questionnaire of the ESWS. The variable was measured using the 

question ‘How would you rate your department’s labor productivity? Answer options 

included ‘very good’, ‘rather good’, ‘neither good nor bad’, ‘rather poor’, and ‘very poor’. 

The scale was reversed so that higher values indicated higher performance. Note that no 

manager indicated ‘very poor’ performance, resulting in the variable ranging from 1 to 4. 

The main independent variable is team helping, measured by asking the manager 

about their agreement with the following statement: ‘Employees regularly ask one 

another for help or advice regarding work issues’ using a 5-point Likert scale with answer 

categories ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. The scale was reversed so 

that higher values indicated more team helping. 

To control for potential confounding influences on the relationship of interests, we 

included the following control variables in the analysis: number of employees in the 

department, the share of women in the department, how autonomous employees can decide 

to organize their work (autonomy), and the extent to which employees need to rely on 

each other to finish their tasks (interdependence). Additionally, we included dummy 

variables to control for sector and country differences.  

Employee-level  

The second dependent variable, employee task performance, was measured using task 

performance items of the ‘Individual Work Performance Survey’, which has strong 

psychometric properties and high consistency across countries and job domains 

(Koopmans et al., 2014; Ramos-Villagrasa et al., 2019). Employees rated their 

performance on five items (e.g., ‘I was able to plan my work so that I finished on time’ 

and ‘I was able to do my work efficiently’) using a 5-point Likert scale (see Appendix D10). 

Values across the items were averaged, and the scale was reversed so that higher 

numbers corresponded with higher performance. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the 

measure was 0.85, indicating a high level of internal consistency. This measure is 

particularly fitting for the purpose of this chapter, as it allows for capturing potential costs 

of helping associated with the time and resources of employees, described in the resource 

allocation framework. Consequently, the cost of helping would manifest if employees who 

help a lot indicate having problems sticking to their schedule or feel that they work less 

efficiently. 

Employee helping is the main independent variable, which was assessed with a 4-

item scale consisting of questions like ‘I often help my colleagues solve work-related 

problems’ and ‘I often volunteer to cover work assignments for colleagues when needed’. 

Employees rated their behavior on a 5-point Likert scale. Again, values were averaged, 
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and the scale was reversed so that higher numbers indicate more helping. The internal 

consistency was good with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.76. 

We analyzed the role of three moderating variables, all assessed with the 

employee’s questionnaire. First, manager support was created using a 4-item scale where 

employees indicate on a 5-point Likert scale how supported they feel by their manager 

(e.g., ‘My supervisor shows understanding if I have problems or wishes concerning my 

job’). The values were averaged, and the scale was reversed so that higher numbers 

indicated more perceived support. The internal consistency of the scale was very high, 

with a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of 0.91. 

Second, coworker support included information about employees’ perception of the 

team using four items (e.g., ‘Everyone feels like part of the team’). The items were 

answered using a 5-point Likert scale, and the scale was reversed so that higher values 

correspond with stronger support. The internal consistency was very high (Cronbach's 

alpha = 0.85). 

Third, the variable female was assessed with the question ‘Are you male or female?’ 

and recoded as a dummy variable with values 0 (male) and 1 (female). 

In the individual-level analyses, we controlled for age and years of education, 

measured with the employee questionnaire. Additionally, we included the number of 

employees in the department, the share of women in the department, interdependence 

(‘Employees in this department depend on one another’s work to do their job’) of work 

tasks, and autonomy (‘Employees in this department are free to decide how to organize 

their work’) from the manager questionnaire. We included the latter two variables to 

specifically capture voluntary help, distinguishing it from helping behaviors that are 

inherent to job responsibilities. Like in the team-level analysis, we also controlled for 

sector and country.  

5.3.3 Analytical Strategy 

To test our hypotheses on the link between helping and team and individual performance, 

we used hierarchical linear regression analysis. Given the hierarchical structure of the 

data (employees nested in teams, nested in organizations), a multilevel approach was 

most suited. Employees of the same team or organization were expected to be more 

similar than employees across different teams and organizations, and neglecting this 

context dependency can result in bias and compromised accuracy in both coefficients 

and standard errors. Moreover, there was significant variation in organization, team, and 

employee levels, supporting the choice of multilevel models. The intraclass correlations 

were .10 for team performance, indicating that 10% of the total variance in team 

performance can be attributed to differences between organizations. For employee 
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performance, the ICC is .047 on the level of the organization and .097 on the team level. 

This means that approximately 5% of the total variance in individual performance can be 

attributed to the differences between organizations and 10% to differences between 

teams. 

As shown in Tables 5.2 and 5.3, the majority of pairwise correlations were small to 

moderate. The highest estimated correlation among variables in the analyses was 

between female and share of women (corr = .473), manager support and coworker 

support (corr = .469), and helping and coworker support (corr = .456).  

We present the following models: First, we estimated the link between team 

helping and team performance using 2-level mixed effects linear models. Subsequently, 

we moved to the level of the individual employee, employing 3-level mixed effects models 

to assess the association between employee helping and employee performance. In these 

models, we additionally investigated the potential role of manager support, coworker 

support, and gender. This is done in a stepwise manner: first, we show the bivariate 

association, then add the control and moderator variables, and finally, the interaction 

terms. To avoid problems of multicollinearity and for better interpretability, we applied 

the method of grand-mean centering to the independent and moderating variables in the 

employee-level analysis (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). Full tables, including the coefficients 

for all control variables, are presented in Appendix D4.  

5.4 Results  

5.4.1 Team-level Analysis 

Table 5.4 Model 1 presents the estimates of the multilevel regression analysis of the link 

between team helping and team performance. Our first hypothesis predicted a positive 

association between team helping and team performance. The bivariate model (not 

shown) shows a positive relationship between team helping and team performance (b = 

0.302, p < .001). This association only slightly decreases and remains highly significant 

after adding the control variables: number of employees, share of women, autonomy, 

interdependence, sector, and country. In teams where employees help each other more, 

the team performance was, on average, higher. We found that a one-step increase on the 

team helping scale was related to an 0.289 increase on the 4-point scale team 

performance scale, which corresponds to slightly less than half a standard deviation in 

team performance. Note that the positive link between team helping and performance 

was found across different sectors and countries. These results are in line with our 

expectations, and we therefore accept H1.  



Chapter 5 

130 

 

5.4.2 Employee-level Analysis 

We formulated contrasting hypotheses for the link between employee helping and 

employee performance, as there were both theoretical arguments that pointed to the 

benefits and the costs of helping for task performance. Table 5.4 Models 2-6 summarize 

the multilevel regression models predicting employee task performance as well as the 

moderation analyses. Model 2 shows a highly significant positive bivariate association 

between employee helping and employee performance (b = 0.330, p < .001). After adding 

manager support, coworker support, female, age, years of education, autonomy, 

interdependence, sector, and country, this association decreased but remained highly 

significant (b = 0.217, p < .001). This means that a one-unit increase from the mean of the 

helping scale was associated with a 0.217-unit increase in employee task performance, 

holding all other factors constant. This shows that employees who help more have better 

task performance on average, which is in line with H2a. We thus accept H2a and reject 

H2b.  

Furthermore, we expected support from the manager, support from coworkers, 

and the helper’s gender to shape the link between employee helping and employee task 

performance. Manager support, coworker support, and being female were significantly 

positively related to task performance (Model 3). In Model 4, the interaction effect of 

manager support is insignificant, showing no support for H3a, which we therefore reject.  

In addition to support from the manager, we also investigated coworker support. 

In Model 5, coworker support is added as a predictor and shows a highly significant 

association with task performance. On average, employees who felt supported by their 

team members performed better (Model 5; b = 0.069, p < .001). Adding the interaction 

term of helping and coworker support in Model 5 shows a significant interaction effect (b 

= 0.035, p < .01). When employees perceived more support from their coworkers, the 

association between helping and task performance was stronger, supporting H3b.  

Last, hypothesis 4 predicted gender differences in the implications of helping and 

expected women to have a weaker positive helping-performance link. The data did not 

support this hypothesis, as the interaction coefficient showed the expected direction but 

was insignificant (Model 6). These results showed that men and women have the same 

performance benefits from helping coworkers. 

We only briefly discuss the control variables (Appendix D5). It shows that, except 

for the country, none of the control variables had a significant association with employee 

task performance. In comparison to the UK, employees in Sweden and Portugal reported, 

on average, lower task performance, while those in Hungary reported higher task 

performance.  
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5.4.3 Robustness Checks 

To test the robustness of our findings, we carried out the following additional analyses. 

First, for a stricter measure of helping, we used a dummy variable with a value of one only 

if respondents were in the highest quartile of the helping variable. In all other cases, we 

coded the variable as 0. The results remained largely unchanged, except for the 

interactions with manager and coworker support which became insignificant (Appendix 

D8). Second, to see if the results could be country or sector-specific, we performed jack-

knife procedures excluding one country or sector from the analysis (Appendix D2, D3, 

D6, and D7). While there were some variations in the magnitude of the coefficient, it 

remained robust across the different models. Regarding the interaction effect with 

coworker support, overall, across the nine European countries and six sectors, we found 

that the positive link between helping and task performance was stronger when coworker 

support was higher. Yet, this does not imply that the interaction is significant in all 

countries and sectors. In fact, when excluding Bulgaria from the sample, the interaction 

between coworker support and helping became non-significant (b = .024, p = .097; not 

shown). The same happened excluding higher education (b = .018, p = .216) and financial 

services (b = .026, p = .068). Fourth, because we had to exclude a quite high number of 

respondents due to non-response on the manager items, we ran the employee analysis 

including 10338 respondents without the team-level variables. The results are in line with 

those of the model that includes team-level characteristics (Appendix D9). Fifth, based on 

theoretical arguments, we expected that helping influences performance. However, due 

to the cross-sectional nature of our data, we refrain from making causality claims. To 

empirically assess this question, we also estimated a model where helping was treated as 

the dependent variable and individual task performance as the main independent 

variable. In this model, the coefficient was smaller (b = 0.093, p < .001) than in the one 

where helping predicts performance (b = 0.217, p < .001), providing additional support 

for the expected direction of the effect. Sixth, because of the 4-point Likert scale of team 

performance, we also estimated multilevel mixed-effects ordered probit regressions 

(Appendix D4). However, since these models produced comparable results showing a 

positive association between team helping and team performance, linear models were 

preferred for ease of interpretability. 

5.5 Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter aimed to investigate the performance consequences of helping at work, 

following up on prior research that suggested both positive and negative implications of 

helping. In comparison to previous research, which often looked at combined measures 

of prosocial workplace behavior, we explicitly focused on helping coworkers, voluntary 
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workplace behavior that goes beyond the job role and formal tasks. In this way, we 

effectively isolated and analyzed the performance consequences of helping without 

consolidating them with other behaviors that contribute to organizational functioning but 

are quite different from helping (e.g., representing the organization positively to 

outsiders). Based on our multilevel analysis of nearly 9000 employees and their teams, 

covering multiple organizations, sectors, and countries, our findings consistently 

demonstrated a positive association between helping and performance, on both the team 

and individual level. It is important to note that this positive link was present across 

diverse organizations, sectors, and countries, underscoring the universality of the 

performance benefits of helping. Focusing on the team level, in line with the proposed 

theoretical arguments, our analyses showed that more helping within a team is associated 

with better team performance. On the employee level, we found a positive relationship 

between helping coworkers with their work and the helper's task performance. These 

results closely align with the Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964), which views helping 

as a means of increasing efficiency through the exchange of resources such as 

information, skills, best practices, and support. In this way, employees enhance their 

performance, which supports the idea of helping as a reciprocal social exchange rather 

than solely an act of kindness towards struggling coworkers. Our findings underscore the 

centrality of cooperation at work as a key element of both individual and team success. 

Collaborative efforts play a significant role in fostering success across diverse professional 

contexts.  

Contrary to the expectation drawn from the Resource Allocation Framework 

(Bergeron, 2007) and the Conservation of Resource Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), we did not 

find that helping coworkers hurts overall performance, and helpers fall behind in their 

tasks and goals. In this way, our findings diverge from the following previous studies 

documenting the costs of helping coworkers. Bergeron and colleagues (2013), for 

example, found that time spent on different kinds of helping behaviors at work was 

negatively related to task performance, salary increase, and career advancement speed. 

However, they focused on organizations with an outcome-based control system, where 

the trade-off between resources spent on others and one's tasks might be particularly 

pronounced. The negative implications of helping for performance might represent a 

distinctive trait of organizations with outcome-based control systems. We controlled for 

sector, job autonomy, and task interdependence, which capture important differences in 

work environments, though we did not directly account for control systems. Our sample 

included a wide range of organizations with different control systems, suggesting that our 

findings provide a comprehensive and generalizable view of the implications of helping. 



Does Helping Benefit You or the Team?  

133 

Nonetheless, future research could examine whether the type of control system 

moderates the relationship between helping and performance. 

Although our findings convincingly showed that the performance benefits 

outweigh the disadvantages, this does not mean that helping others at work is solely and 

always positive for everyone, as some employees could suffer from helping. For example, 

it was shown that most employees follow the norm of reciprocity, yet some employees 

receive more support than they give (Patterer et al., 2023). Besides its consequences for 

task performance, helping may lead to other (negative) work outcomes for individual 

employees, such as intensification of work, emotional exhaustion, or role conflict. For 

instance, studies showed that helping can be depleting (Gabriel et al., 2018; Lanaj et al., 

2016) or can cause work interference with family life (Halbesleben et al., 2009). While it 

is important to encourage employees to help one another, managers should remain 

attentive to potential negative consequences and take steps to mitigate them. 

This chapter considered two contextual factors that shape the link between 

helping and performance, specifically focusing on the supportiveness of the work 

environment and the gender of the helper. As an indicator of supportiveness, we looked 

at two significantly different sources of support, namely the manager and coworkers. In 

line with our expectations, when employees perceived more coworker support, the 

performance benefits from helping were larger. This finding supports the principle of 

reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), suggesting that voluntary helping is likely to be reciprocated 

in the future. This implies that the time and resources spent on a coworker are not seen 

as costs; instead, employees anticipate getting help back when needed. Research 

consistently demonstrates the presence of a norm of reciprocity for supporting each other 

at work (Patterer et al., 2023; Zeijen et al., 2024) and that cooperative norms are positively 

associated with individual helping behavior (K. Y. Ng & Van Dyne, 2005). Another 

possible interpretation is that in teams with a strong norm of support and reciprocity, 

those who refuse to help might get punished by their coworkers (e.g., by not cooperating 

with them), which could lead to decreased performance. It is important to note that the 

sensitivity analyses showed that the generalizability of this finding should be treated with 

caution, as specific countries and sectors might drive it. Future research should therefore 

further investigate potential country- and sector-specific characteristics. 

We found that support from the manager was positively related to task 

performance, which is in line with prior research showing that managerial support is 

beneficial not only for task performance but also for other job outcomes like job 

satisfaction, turnover intention, and family conflict (Eisenberger et al., 2002; M. Mathieu 

et al., 2019; Sargent et al., 2022). However, it did not moderate the relationship between 

helping and performance. One possible explanation is that helping interactions are tied 
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to specific work tasks which are more likely to occur among coworkers. Thus, norms of 

reciprocity among coworkers may play a more central role than in relationships with 

managers, which are more hierarchical and less characterized by mutual exchange in task 

related help. This finding highlights the distinct nature of these two types of relationships 

and suggests that coworker support and manager support contribute to performance in 

different ways.  

We investigated whether or not the helping performance link is the same for men 

and women. Based on gender roles and stereotypes (Eagly & Crowley, 1986; Ellemers, 

2017) we expected lower helping returns for women, but found no support. We thus 

conclude that both men and women enjoy comparable performance benefits from 

helping. Although we did not find gendered performance returns from helping, in line 

with prior research, our data showed that women provide more help than men (Babcock 

et al., 2017). Future studies could examine whether women experience stronger negative 

reactions than men when they do not help, as it violates the female gender role more 

strongly than the male gender role. 

This chapter has some limitations. First, although we theorized about the 

mechanisms underlying the link between helping and performance, we did not directly 

test them. Future research should examine these mechanisms to provide a more nuanced 

understanding of when and for whom helping is beneficial at work. Second, the 

relationship between helping and performance might be more complex than 

conceptualized in this chapter. Based on the cross-sectional nature of our data, we refrain 

from making causal claims and recognize that performance could also influence helping. 

For example, high-performing employees might be asked for help more often and also 

potentially feel a greater sense of responsibility to help. While this might be the case for 

individual performance, it is less plausible for the team level. When a team is performing 

at a high level, team members are likely proficient in their individual roles, which reduces 

the overall need to help each other with tasks. Additionally, research showed that the 

question of whom people ask for task support in organizations is driven by interpersonal 

factors like (dis)liking, while competence plays a minor role (Casciaro & Lobo, 2008). Our 

robustness analysis suggested a reciprocal relationship between employee helping and 

task performance, although with smaller effect sizes for performance predicting helping 

than for helping predicting performance. This highlights the complexity of the relationship 

between the two constructs, which should be investigated in future research using 

longitudinal designs to disentangle causal pathways. Third, our measure of helping 

focused largely on task-related helping. This leaves out other common helping behaviors 

and types of support, like giving emotional support, which are not captured by our 

analysis (Jolly et al., 2021). Fourth, we relied on self-rating measures, which leave room 
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for employees to over- or underestimate their helping behavior and performance. While 

more objective measures could enhance accuracy in future research, for investigating the 

idea that helping hurts performance and that helpers might fall behind with their tasks, 

relying on self-measures is justified. Moreover, we incorporated team-level analysis, 

wherein the manager provides information on both helping behavior and performance.  

Despite these limitations, this chapter contributes to the literature by drawing on 

a large sample that includes organizations from multiple sectors and by conducting 

analyses at both the team and the individual level. Our findings indicate that helping 

colleagues enhances performance, suggesting that organizations should actively 

encourage such behavior. Managers who are concerned that employees’ task 

performance is compromised when they help their coworkers can be reassured. To 

increase team performance, it is essential to motivate and reward employees to engage 

in helping behaviors and support coworkers. In addition, prioritizing social relationships 

among employees and fostering cooperative norms can amplify the benefits of helping 

others in the workplace.  
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Table 5.1       
Descriptive statistics of the central variables 

 N Mean SD Min  Max  

 
Employee level  

     

Performance  10492 3.775 0.782 1 5 
Helping  10558 4.080 0.559 1 5 
Manager support 10525 3.813 0.853 1 5 
Coworker support 10562 3.688 0.831 1 5 
Female  10820 0.561 0.496 0 1 
Age  10810 42.271 11.057 14 81 
Years of Education  10823 13.597 3.190 3 21 
      
Team level       
Team performance  719 3.218 0.647 1 4 
Team helping 714 4.140 0.604 1 5 
Autonomy 726 3.620 0.989 1 5 
Interdependence 724 3.797 0.909 1 5 
Number of employees 717 41.139 148.479 1 2700 
Share of women 730 5.096 2.171 1 9 
      
      
      
Organization level       
      
Sector     1 6 

Manufacturing 57 22.01      
Health Care   49       18.92    
Higher Education 45 17.37    
Transport 39  15.06      
Financial services  37 14.29    
Telecommunication 32 12.36      

      
Country     1 9 

UK 19 7.34    
Germany 24 9.27    
Finland 22 8.49    
Sweden 35 13.51    
Netherlands 48 18.53    
Portugal 28 10.81    
Spain 23 8.88    
Hungary  23 8.88     
Bulgaria 37 14.29    
      

Note. ESWS 2016; own calculation. 



 

 

Table 5.2        

Pairwise correlations of the team level analysis variables  

 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Team Performance 1       

2 Team Helping 0.288*** 1      

3 Autonomy  0.111** 0.154*** 1     

4 Interdependence  -0.026 0.084* -0.053 1    

5 Number of Employees  -0.082* -0.136*** -0.043 0.044 1   

6 Share of Women 0.031 0.069 -0.008 -0.007 0.025 1  

7 Sector  0.058 0.140*** 0.080* -0.100** -0.045 -0.030 1 

8 Country 0.021 -0.085* -0.088* 0.066 0.016 0.109** -0.008 

Note. ESWS 2016 own calculation. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 

  



 

 

 

Table 5.3 
Pairwise correlations of the employee level analysis variables 

 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 Performance  1            
2 Helping  0.228*** 1           
3 Manager 

Support 
0.260*** 0.297*** 1          

4 Coworker 
Support 

0.227*** 0.456*** 0.469*** 1         

5 Female  0.059*** 0.066*** -0.007 0.034*** 1        
6 Age  -0.009 -0.008 -0.049*** -0.022* -0.019 1       
7 Years of 

education 
-0.000 -0.003 0.053*** -0.007 0.052*** -0.092*** 1      

8 Autonomy  -0.010 -0.009 0.009 0.018 0.035*** 0.008 0.186*** 1     
9 Interde-

pendence  
-0.005 0.020 -0.015 0.039*** 0.006 0.068*** -0.066*** -0.025* 1    

10 Number of 
employees  

-0.015 0.021* -0.043*** -0.055*** 0.036*** 0.051*** 0.007 -0.029** 0.064*** 1   

11     Share of 
Women 

0.049*** 0.056*** 0.006 0.041*** 0.473*** 0.003 0.104*** 0.016 -0.032** 0.047*** 1  

12 Sector  -0.004 -0.001 0.052*** 0.016 -0.038*** -0.136*** 0.162*** 0.067*** -0.145*** -0.045*** -0.081*** 1 
13 Country  0.087*** 0.036*** -0.006 0.071*** 0.039*** -0.030** -0.036*** -0.164*** 0.073*** 0.031** 0.048*** -0.007 
Note. ESWS 2016 own calculation. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.4  
Regression coefficients predicting team performance and employee task performance (mixed-effects linear regression, 
standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1)  (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Team 

level 
 Employee level 

Team helping  
(manager rated) 

0.289***       

 (0.041)       
        
Employee helping   0.330*** 0.217*** 0.216*** 0.225*** 0.237*** 
   (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.022) 
Manager support    0.159*** 0.159*** 0.159*** 0.159*** 
    (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Coworker support    0.070*** 0.070*** 0.069*** 0.070*** 
    (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 
Female    0.068*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.068*** 
    (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 
        
Helping x manager 
support 

    -0.005   

     (0.013)   
Helping x coworker 
support 

     0.035**  

      (0.013)  
Female x helping       -0.038 
       (0.028) 
        
Controls included X   X X X X 
        
Constant 2.177***  3.801*** 3.748*** 3.749*** 3.743*** 3.747*** 
 (0.232)  (0.016) (0.100) (0.100) (0.099) (0.099) 
var(organization) 0.013***  0.031*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 
 (0.015)  (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 
var(team) 0.355***  0.026*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 
 (0.023)  (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 
var(employee)   0.516*** 0.495*** 0.495*** 0.494*** 0.495*** 
   (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

N (organization) 249  251 251 251 251 251 
N(team) 690  704 704 704 704 704 
N(employee)   8871 8871 8871 8871 8871 
AIC 1309.653  19804.801 19365.861 19367.722 19360.757 19365.946 
Log-likelihood -633.826  -9897.401 -9655.930 -9655.861 -9652.379 -9654.973 

Note. ESWS 2016 own calculation. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Control variables team level analysis: autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, share of women, sector, 
country 
Control variables employee level analysis: age, years of education, autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, 
share of women, sector, country  
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Appendix A - Chapter 2  

Table A1      

Regression coefficients predicting number of employees seen outside of work (mixed-effects negative binomial 

regression; incidence-rate ratios, standard errors in parentheses) 

   (1) 

Without 

Controls  

  (2) 

With  

controls  

  (3) 

Department 

character- 

istics 

  (4) 

Interaction 

Share of 

Women 

  (5) 

Interaction 

Female 

Manager 

Female (Ref: Male) 1.234* 1.195 1.219 1.110 1.151 

   (.122) (.119) (.124) (.260) (.151) 

      

Share of Women Department   1.040 1.029 1.043 

     (.040) (.047) (.041) 

Female Manager   .638** .638** .580 

     (.099) (.099) (.121) 

Female x Share of Women 

Department 

   1.022  

      (.051)  

Female x Female Manager     1.148 

       (.231) 

Controls included  x x x x 

Constant .313 .706 .632 .655 .663 

   (.039) (.381) (.350) (.367) (.369) 

      

Dispersion Parameter .498 .460 .463 .463 .462 

      

Random Effect Variances       

Organization-Level  .543 .195 .228 .234 .227 

   (.160) (.090) (.091) (.093) (.091) 

Department-Level  .321 .293 .227 .223 .226 

   (.109) (.099) (.091) (.091) (.091) 

      

AIC 4813.19 4786.113 4781.999 4783.8 4783.527 

Log-likelihood -2401.595 -2363.057 -2358.999   -2358.9 -2358.763 

      

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

 * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001 

N(Organizations) = 98; N(Departments) = 260; N(Employees) = 2606 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, 

children, work from home, country  
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Table A2    

Regression coefficients predicting number of female and male employees seen outside of work (mixed-effects negative binomial 

regression; incidence-rate ratios, standard errors in parentheses) 

 Female   Male  

    (1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) 

    Without 

Controls 

With 

controls 

With 

department 

characteristics 

Interaction 

Share of 

Women 

 Without 

Controls 

With 

controls 

With 

department 

characteristics 

 Female  3.020*** 2.908*** 2.780*** 6.078***  .455*** .461*** .508*** 

   (.400) (.387) (.372) (2.056)  (.063) (.065) (.072) 

Share of Women 

Department 

  1.129* 1.268***    .963 

     (.061) (.090)    (.047) 

Female Manager   .862 .854    .426*** 

     (.172) (.172)    (.088) 

Female x Share of 

Women Department 

   .842*     

    (.056)     

Controls included  x x x   x x 

Constant .054*** .296* .184* .109***  .197*** .090* .097* 

   (.014) (.184) (.121) (.075)  (.030) (.090) (.097) 

         

Dispersion Parameter .172 .152 .132 .107  .859 .816 .807a 

         

Random Effect 

Variances  

        

Organization-

Level 

.930 .241 .325 .300  .451 .310 .376 

   (.287) (.138) (.152) (.150)  (.209) (.175) (.175) 

Department-

Level 

.590 .545 .431 .445  .438 .391 .201 

   (.186) (.174) (.164) (.167)  (.194) (.179) (.145) 

         

AIC 3270.147 2893.017 3244.403 3239.891  2620.191 2636.525 2616.385 

Log-likelihood -

1630.073 

-

1592.725 

-1590.202 -1586.946  -

1305.096 

-

1288.262 

-1276.193 

         

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

* p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001 

N(Organizations) = 98; N(Departments) = 260; N(Employees) = 2606 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, children, work 

from home, country  
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Table A3     

Regression coefficients predicting homophily in employees seen outside of work 

(mixed-effects linear regression, standard errors in parentheses) 

      (1)   (2)   (3)   (4) 

    Without 

Controls  

With  

Controls 

Department 

character- 

istics 

Interaction 

Female 

Manager 

Female  .026 .006 .012 -.210*** 

   (.047) (.047) (.050) (.057) 

 Share of Women Department   -.001 .004 

     (.010) (.010) 

Female Manager   -.018 -.402*** 

     (.038) (.070) 

Female x Female Manager    .549*** 

      (.087) 

Controls included   x x x 

Constant .683*** .874*** .875*** 1.050*** 

   (.038) (.146) (.149) (.144) 

     

Random Effect Variances     

Organization-Level  .020 .010 .009 .007 

   (.008) (.005) (.005) (.005) 

Department-Level .070 .086 .082 .047 

   (.020) (.023) (.024) (.017) 

Employee-Level .074 .073 .074 .074 

   (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) 

Random-Slope Female .201 .205 .205 .093 

   (.044) (.045) (.046) (.025) 

Covariance -.116 -.132 -.130 -.080 

(Female - Constant) (.028) (.031) (.032) (.024) 

     

 AIC 423.428 424.8829 428.6384 395.4881 

Log-likelihood -204.714 -185.4414 -185.3192 -167.7441 

     

Note. ESWS Wave 2.  

* p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001 

    

N(Organizations) = 85; N(Departments) = 178; N(Employees) = 669 

Controls: years in the organization, years in the department, age, years of education, number of employees, sector, 

children, work from home, country 
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Appendix B – Chapter 3  

B1 

Resource generator instrument with variable names in SOEP 2016 

 

 

Note. Source: SOEP Group, 2019. SOEP-Core – 2016: Individual (A-L1, PAPI, with Reference to Variables). 
SOEP Survey Papers 657: Series A – Survey Instruments (Erhebungsinstrumente). Berlin: DIW Berlin/SOEP 
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Table B2   
Relationship between care support, salary and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, unstandardized coefficients) 

 Salary  Job satisfaction  
 (1) (2) 

Care support 901.025 0.519*** 
 (812.839) (0.096) 
   
Career support    
(Ref: nonwork only)   
   
work only 3226.940*** 0.407*** 
 (604.910) (0.072) 
both work & nonwork 2083.694*** 0.284*** 
no support -176.585 -0.146** 
 (421.858) (0.050) 
   
 (512.750) (0.061) 
Female  -8197.592*** -0.075 
 (413.363) (0.049) 
   
Controls included X  X  
Constant -58953.981*** 7.318*** 
 (2257.158) (0.267) 

Observations 8691 8691 
Adjusted R2 0.488 0.031 
AIC 192764.772 35577.213 

Note. SOEP. 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours. 
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Table B3     
Relationship between career support, salary, and job satisfaction (2017 and 2018) (OLS-regression, unstandardized 
coefficients) 

 Salary 2017 Salary 2018 Job satisfaction 
2017 

Job satisfaction 
2018 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Career support      
(Ref: nonwork only)     
work only 3789.168*** 2893.594*** 0.247*** 0.207** 
 (691.533) (754.201) (0.073) (0.078) 
both work & nonwork 2605.257*** 2429.908*** 0.174** 0.081 
 (588.073) (632.650) (0.062) (0.066) 
no one -237.603 -1027.016* -0.218*** -0.188*** 
 (478.614) (521.576) (0.051) (0.054) 
Female  -8130.769*** -8808.712*** -0.088 -0.051 
 (473.615) (515.809) (0.051) (0.054) 
Controls included  X  X  X  X  
Constant -55703.157*** -52433.662*** 7.830*** 7.778*** 
 (2477.694) (2723.169) (0.262) (0.284) 

Observations 7558 6592 8367 7215 
Adjusted R2 0.452 0.455 0.021 0.016 
AIC 168644.774 147271.847 34478.714 29552.811 

Note. SOEP.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours 

  



Appendices  

148 

 

Table B4     
Relationship between career support from work and non-work contacts, salary and job satisfaction (2017 and 2018) 
(OLS-regression, unstandardized coefficients) 

 Salary  
2017 

Salary  
2018 

Job satisfaction 
2017 

Job satisfaction 
2018 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Career support      
(Ref: Coworker)     
Supervisor 3609.339*** 3106.879** 0.302*** 0.136 
 (982.924) (1138.251) (0.088) (0.101) 
Coworker & Supervisor 2082.837* 2018.666 0.193* -0.013 
 (997.610) (1153.106) (0.090) (0.102) 
female -10303.551*** -9995.287*** -0.035 -0.003 
 (957.368) (1105.356) (0.087) (0.098) 
Controls included  X  X  X  X  
Constant -62749.034*** -65440.341*** 7.599*** 8.369*** 
 (5657.919) (6484.925) (0.484) (0.587) 

Observations 1961 1734 2199 1897 
Adjusted R2 0.471 0.441 0.015 0.007 
AIC 43991.043 39193.998 8615.438 7642.219 

Note. SOEP.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours 
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Table B5   
Relationship between supervisor career support (dummy coded), salary and job satisfaction (OLS-regression, 
unstandardized coefficients) (OLS-regression, unstandardized coefficients) 

 Salary 2016 Job satisfaction 2016 
 (1) (2) 

Career support from supervisors  2794.198*** 0.351*** 
(Ref: no support from supervisor) (730.217) (0.069) 
Female  -9312.163*** -0.153 
 (844.137) (0.080) 
Controls included  X  X 
   
Constant -68056.223*** 8.068*** 
 (4706.218) (0.448) 

Observations 2250 2250 
Adjusted R2 0.500 0.039 
AIC 50225.030 8552.765 

Note. SOEP.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Controlled for: age, years of education, partnership, children, industry, size of the organization, years in the organization, 
working hours. 
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Table B6   
Relationship between career support, salary, and job satisfaction with controls (OLS-regression, unstandardized 
coefficients) 

 Salary Job satisfaction 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Career support        
(Ref: nonwork only)       
work only 7636.949*** 3202.619*** 4489.924*** 0.328*** 0.405*** 0.584*** 
 (820.996) (603.123) (826.838) (0.071) (0.071) (0.098) 
both work  7772.857*** 2085.878*** 3943.112*** 0.284*** 0.290*** 0.403*** 
& nonwork (696.075) (512.432) (721.751) (0.060) (0.061) (0.085) 
no one 1090.297* -245.860 -614.357 -0.309*** -0.186*** -0.107 
 (547.738) (416.413) (580.153) (0.047) (0.049) (0.069) 
Female   -

8140.376*** 
-

7462.861*** 
 -0.072 0.055 

  (412.425) (584.794)  (0.049) (0.069) 
work only x female   -2673.795*   -0.370** 
   (1191.462)   (0.141) 
both work &    -

3701.363*** 
  -0.220 

nonwork x female    (1008.623)   (0.119) 
no one x female   723.516   -0.157 
   (795.289)   (0.094) 
Age   266.440*** 265.769***  -0.010*** -0.010*** 
  (19.911) (19.918)  (0.002) (0.002) 
Years of Education   3067.555*** 3067.150***  -0.018* -0.018* 
  (67.997) (67.973)  (0.008) (0.008) 
Partnership  2644.320*** 2688.093***  0.074 0.067 
(Ref: no partner)  (428.032) (428.697)  (0.051) (0.051) 
Children   3496.011*** 3486.163***  0.116** 0.118** 
(Ref: no children)  (371.365) (371.026)  (0.044) (0.044) 
Industry       
(Ref: Agriculture)       
Energy  8937.483*** 8998.202***  0.138 0.138 
  (2142.861) (2140.513)  (0.254) (0.253) 
 Mining  10113.221* 10166.559*  -0.488 -0.509 
  (4809.609) (4804.923)  (0.569) (0.569) 
 Manufacturing  7668.164*** 7702.311***  0.044 0.040 
  (1514.690) (1513.058)  (0.179) (0.179) 
Construction  3616.747* 3737.393*  0.163 0.166 
  (1642.514) (1640.836)  (0.194) (0.194) 
Trade  2424.460 2371.286  0.018 0.011 
  (1548.029) (1546.412)  (0.183) (0.183) 
 Transport  1867.790 1908.098  -0.134 -0.135 
  (1639.752) (1637.983)  (0.194) (0.194) 
Bank/Insurance  11775.127**

* 
11751.112**

* 
 -0.025 -0.031 

  (1740.595) (1738.774)  (0.206) (0.206) 
Services  4403.061** 4391.602**  0.268 0.263 
  (1507.377) (1505.756)  (0.178) (0.178) 
Organization        
size (Ref: < 20)       
20 to 200  2350.396*** 2335.995***  -0.020 -0.020 
  (515.093) (514.518)  (0.061) (0.061) 
200 to 2000  5149.675*** 5111.761***  -0.032 -0.030 
  (543.792) (543.348)  (0.064) (0.064) 
more than 2000  9182.462*** 9135.658***  -0.056 -0.055 
  (529.170) (528.722)  (0.063) (0.063) 
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Table B6 Continued.    
       
Years in the 
organization 

 257.019*** 258.112***  -0.010*** -0.010*** 

  (19.823) (19.812)  (0.002) (0.002) 
Working hours  838.886*** 843.517***  -0.001 -0.001 
  (24.360) (24.359)  (0.003) (0.003) 
Constant 32232.559**

* 
-

58179.814**

* 

-
58678.495**

* 

7.229*** 7.817*** 7.747*** 

 (365.025) (2116.332) (2125.943) (0.031) (0.250) (0.252) 

Observations 8719 8719 8719 8719 8719 8719 
Adjusted R2 0.021 0.488 0.489 0.015 0.028 0.029 
AIC 199018.523 193384.697 193367.550 35808.118 35707.005 35704.191 

Note. SOEP.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table B7   
Relationship between career support, salary, and job satisfaction with controls (OLS-regression, unstandardized 
coefficients) 

 Salary Job satisfaction 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Career support        
(Ref: Coworker)       
Supervisor 5924.368*** 3688.810*** 5813.335*** 0.358*** 0.396*** 0.225* 
 (1200.951) (867.873) (1200.129) (0.082) (0.083) (0.114) 
Coworker &  4946.552*** 1858.631* 3932.421** 0.315*** 0.303*** 0.179 
Supervisor (1226.251) (879.697) (1214.159) (0.084) (0.084) (0.116) 
Female   -9350.013*** -6874.019***  -0.155 -0.329** 
  (843.874) (1186.031)  (0.080) (0.113) 
Supervisor x female   -4336.550*   0.350* 
   (1714.121)   (0.163) 
Coworker & 
Supervisor x  

  -4251.116*   0.252 

Female    (1752.320)   (0.167) 
Age  426.872*** 421.952***  -0.012** -0.012** 
  (42.476) (42.444)  (0.004) (0.004) 
Years of   3197.898*** 3198.974***  -0.016 -0.016 
Education  (139.832) (139.642)  (0.013) (0.013) 
Partnership  3380.218*** 3438.480***  -0.057 -0.060 
(Ref: no partner)  (879.070) (878.174)  (0.084) (0.084) 
Children   3308.986*** 3267.434***  0.241** 0.243*** 
(Ref: no children)  (774.861) (773.949)  (0.074) (0.074) 
Industry       
(Ref: Agriculture)       
Energy  2228.082 2497.531  0.213 0.200 
  (4826.611) (4822.236)  (0.459) (0.459) 
 Mining  41204.940*** 40717.491**  -2.937* -2.902* 
  (12478.083) (12460.183)  (1.187) (1.187) 
 Manufacturing  7311.946* 7655.764*  -0.074 -0.095 
  (3492.282) (3489.396)  (0.332) (0.332) 
Construction  -2103.942 -1777.155  -0.399 -0.416 
  (3899.885) (3897.308)  (0.371) (0.371) 
Trade  -366.459 -134.264  -0.251 -0.267 
  (3600.733) (3596.139)  (0.343) (0.343) 
 Transport  -241.486 120.739  -0.132 -0.156 
  (3753.369) (3749.797)  (0.357) (0.357) 
Bank/Insurance  8848.125* 9254.804*  -0.118 -0.145 
  (3774.238) (3771.252)  (0.359) (0.359) 
Services  1749.752 2000.216  0.061 0.046 
  (3471.649) (3467.698)  (0.330) (0.330) 
Organization size       
(Ref: < 20)       
20 to 200  2188.332 2078.428  -0.152 -0.144 
  (1203.113) (1201.951)  (0.114) (0.114) 
200 to 2000  4186.174*** 4055.562**  -0.134 -0.124 
  (1242.579) (1241.610)  (0.118) (0.118) 
more than 2000  9671.157*** 9572.205***  -0.107 -0.099 
  (1184.574) (1183.341)  (0.113) (0.113) 
Years in the 
organization 

 155.465*** 153.983***  -0.013** -0.013** 

  (45.242) (45.180)  (0.004) (0.004) 
Working hours  998.836*** 1002.680***  0.007 0.007 
  (55.252) (55.183)  (0.005) (0.005) 
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Table B7 Continued.   
       
Constant 36859.828*** -

67902.242*** 
-

69303.084*** 
7.339*** 8.076*** 8.173*** 

 (763.258) (4704.142) (4720.854) (0.052) (0.448) (0.450) 

Observations 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 
Adjusted R2 0.012 0.501 0.502 0.010 0.039 0.040 
AIC 51740.577 50223.372 50218.493 8603.683 8553.734 8552.576 

Note. SOEP.  
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Appendix C – Chapter 4  

C1 
Perceived career success scale  

 Much less 

than 

average 

Less than 

average 
Average 

More than 

average 

Much more 

than 

average 

How successful has your career been up to now? o  o  o  o  o  
Compared to your coworkers, how successful is your 

career? o  o  o  o  o  

How successful do your significant others in your life feel 

your career has been? o  o  o  o  o  

Given your age, to what extent is your career successful? o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

C2 

Questionnaire: career support network Resource Generator Instrument (emotional is support equivalent)
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C3 

Questionnaire: Interpreter Instrument (emotional support is equivalent) 
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Appendix D – Chapter 5  

Table D1   
Regression coefficients predicting team performance, including control variables (mixed-effects linear regression-coefficients, 
standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) 
   

Helping team (manager rated)  0.305*** 0.305*** 
 (0.040) (0.040) 
Number of employees  0.033 
  (0.025) 
Share of women  -0.048 
  (0.027) 
Autonomy   -0.000 
  (0.000) 
Task interdependence  0.003 
  (0.012) 
Sector  0.000 

Manufacturing  (.) 
Health Care  -0.060 
  (0.083) 
Higher Education  0.074 

  (0.082) 
Transport  -0.022 

  (0.079) 
Financial Services  -0.058 

  (0.083) 
Telecommunication  0.058 

  (0.087) 
Country  0.000 

UK  (.) 
Germany  -0.107 

  (0.120) 
Finland  -0.270* 

  (0.126) 
Sweden  -0.017 

  (0.119) 
Netherlands  -0.187 

  (0.106) 
Portugal  -0.185 

  (0.115) 
Spain  -0.016 

  (0.126) 
Hungary  -0.159 

  (0.122) 
Bulgaria  0.085 

  (0.112) 
Constant 1.954*** 2.177*** 
 (0.166) (0.232) 
var(organization) 0.027*** 0.013*** 
 (0.016) (0.015) 
var(team) 0.360*** 0.355*** 
 (0.024) (0.023) 

N (organization) 249 249 
N (team) 690 690 
AIC 1306.674 1309.653 
Log-likelihood -649.337 -633.826 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table D2       
Regression coefficients predicting team performance, excluding sectors (mixed-effects linear regression, standard errors 
in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Excluding 

Manufacturing 
Excluding  

Health 
Care 

 
Excluding 

Higher 
Education  

 
Excluding 
Transport 

Excluding 
Financial 
Services 

Excluding 
Telecommunication 

Helping team 
(manager rated) 

0.365*** 0.272*** 0.301*** 0.285*** 0.224*** 0.296*** 

 (0.046) (0.044) (0.045) (0.044) (0.045) (0.045) 
Controls 
included  

X X X X X X 

Constant 1.802*** 2.214*** 2.153*** 2.183*** 2.457*** 2.147*** 
 (0.286) (0.250) (0.249) (0.251) (0.255) (0.253) 
var(organization) 0.019*** 0.016*** 0.004 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.008* 
 (0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) 
var(team) 0.335*** 0.362*** 0.360*** 0.344*** 0.347*** 0.373*** 
 (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026) 

N(teams) 506 575 580 588 587 614 
AIC 948.096 1110.854 1099.946 1102.535 1108.595 1188.423 
Log-likelihood -454.048 -535.427 -529.973 -531.268 -534.297 -574.211 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Control variables: autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, share of women, sector, country 
 
 
 



  

 

 

Table D3          
Regression coefficients predicting team performance, excluding countries (mixed-effects linear regression, standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
 Excluding  

UK 
Excluding 
Germany 

Excluding 
Finland 

Excluding 
Sweden 

 Excluding 
Netherlands 

Excluding 
Portugal 

Excluding 
Spain 

Excluding 
Hungary 

Excluding 
Bulgaria 

Helping team 0.284*** 0.264*** 0.287*** 0.308*** 0.323*** 0.269*** 0.282*** 0.284*** 0.308*** 
 (0.043) (0.044) (0.042) (0.043) (0.047) (0.044) (0.043) (0.042) (0.045) 
Controls included  X X X X X X X X X 
Constant  2.114*** 2.327*** 2.191*** 2.073*** 1.993*** 2.142*** 2.179*** 2.254*** 2.151*** 
 (0.229) (0.245) (0.237) (0.244) (0.257) (0.247) (0.244) (0.237) (0.249) 
var(organization) 0.012*** 0.009** 0.010** 0.011*** 0.009* 0.018*** 0.018*** 0.017*** 0.010** 
 (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 
var(team) 0.358*** 0.364*** 0.357*** 0.356*** 0.373*** 0.342*** 0.350*** 0.336*** 0.359*** 
 (0.024) (0.025) (0.024) (0.025) (0.028) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.025) 

N(teams) 640 622 636 623 537 604 637 624 597 
AIC 1219.607 1190.903 1206.063 1183.760 1047.479 1134.843 1208.327 1159.906 1138.208 
Log-likelihood -589.804 -575.451 -583.032 -571.880 -503.740 -547.422 -584.164 -559.953 -549.104 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Control variables: autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, share of women, sector, country 
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Table D4  
Regression coefficients predicting team performance (mixed-effects ordered probit regressions -coefficients, standard 
errors in parentheses) 

 (1) 

Helping team (manager rated)  .566*** 
 (.0827) 
Number of employees  -.000 
 (.000) 
Share of women  .008 
 .024 
Autonomy .067 
 (.049) 
Interdependence -.095 
 (.053) 
Sector  

 

Health Care -.123 
 (.162) 

Higher Education 3 .155 
 (.160) 

Transport -.036 
 (.153) 

Financial Services -.088 
 (.162) 

Telecommunication .120 
 (.172) 
Country  

UK  Ref. 
Germany  -.219 

 (.237) 
Finland  -.538* 

 (.248) 
Sweden -.047 

 (.235) 
Netherlands -.390 

 (.208) 
Portugal  -.364 

 (.227) 
Spain  -.041 

 (.249) 
Hungary  -.309 

 (.238) 
Bulgaria .172 

 (.223) 
Cut-off points  

 

1 -.442 
 (.468) 

2 .605 
 (.455) 

3 2.539 
 (.467) 
var(organization) .0467 
 (.060) 

Observations (Teams) 690 
Observations (Organizations) 249 
Log-likelihood -611.25637 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  
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Table D5       
Regression coefficients predicting employee task performance, including control variables (mixed-effects linear 
regression, standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Employee helping  0.330*** 0.217*** 0.216*** 0.225*** 0.237*** 0.247*** 
 (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022) 
Manager Support  0.159*** 0.159*** 0.159*** 0.159*** 0.160*** 
  (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Coworker Support  0.070*** 0.070*** 0.069*** 0.070*** 0.068*** 
  (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 
Female   0.068*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.068*** 0.069*** 
  (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 
       
Helping x Manager Support   -0.005   -0.035* 
   (0.013)   (0.016) 
Helping x Coworker Support    0.035**  0.058*** 
    (0.013)  (0.016) 
Helping x Female     -0.038 -0.044 
     (0.028) (0.028) 
Age   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Years of Education  -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 
  (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Autonomy   0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017 
  (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 
Task Interdependence  -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 
  (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 
Number of Employees  -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Share of Women  0.007 0.007 0.008 0.007 0.007 
  (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 
Sector (Ref: Manufacturing)       

Health Care       
  -0.063 -0.063 -0.064 -0.062 -0.062 

Higher Education  (0.042) (0.042) (0.041) (0.042) (0.041) 
  0.012 0.013 0.009 0.013 0.009 

Transport  (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) 
  -0.019 -0.019 -0.019 -0.018 -0.017 

Financial Services  (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) 
  -0.040 -0.039 -0.041 -0.039 -0.039 

Telecommunication  (0.043) (0.043) (0.042) (0.043) (0.043) 
  -0.008 -0.007 -0.010 -0.007 -0.010 
  (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) 
Country (Ref: UK)       

Germany  -0.105 -0.105 -0.105 -0.104 -0.104 
  (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) 

Finland  0.024 0.024 0.023 0.024 0.022 
  (0.064) (0.064) (0.063) (0.064) (0.064) 

Sweden  -0.262*** -0.263*** -0.263*** -0.262*** -0.265*** 
  (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) 

Netherlands  0.021 0.021 0.024 0.022 0.024 
  (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) 

Portugal  -0.117* -0.117* -0.118* -0.117* -0.118* 
  (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) 

Spain  -0.107 -0.107 -0.110 -0.107 -0.110 
  (0.065) (0.065) (0.064) (0.065) (0.065) 

Hungary  0.233*** 0.233*** 0.233*** 0.233*** 0.231*** 
  (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) 
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Table D5 Continued.        
       
Bulgaria  0.022 0.023 0.019 0.023 0.020 

       
  (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) 
 3.801*** 3.748*** 3.749*** 3.743*** 3.747*** 3.743*** 
Constant (0.016) (0.100) (0.100) (0.099) (0.099) (0.099) 
 0.031*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 0.009*** 
var(organization) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 
 0.026*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 
var(team) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) 
 0.516*** 0.495*** 0.495*** 0.494*** 0.495*** 0.494*** 
var(employee) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 
 19804.801 19365.861 19367.722 19360.757 19365.946 19356.955 

N (organization) 251 251 251 251 251 251 
N(team) 704 704 704 704 704 704 
N(employee) 8871 8871 8871 8871 8871 8871 
AIC 19804.801 19365.861 19367.722 19360.757 19365.946 19356.955 
Log-likelihood -9897.401 -9655.930 -9655.861 -9652.379 -9654.973 -9648.478 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table D6       
Regression coefficients predicting employee task performance, excluding sectors (mixed-effects linear regression, 
standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Excluding 

Manufac-
turing 

Excluding 
Health 
Care 

Excluding 
Higher 

Education 

Excluding 
Transport 

Excluding 
Financial 
Services 

Excluding 
Telecommunication 

Employee helping 0.207*** 0.180*** 0.249*** 0.202*** 0.228*** 0.229*** 
 (0.018) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 
Manager support 0.159*** 0.168*** 0.157*** 0.153*** 0.158*** 0.159*** 
 (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Coworker support 0.062*** 0.072*** 0.071*** 0.073*** 0.071*** 0.071*** 
 (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) 
       
Controls included X X X X X X 
Constant  3.622*** 3.770*** 3.768*** 3.844*** 3.702*** 3.711*** 
 (0.125) (0.111) (0.110) (0.101) (0.108) (0.107) 
var(organization) 0.015*** 0.008*** 0.011*** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.009*** 
 (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) 
var(team) 0.017*** 0.030*** 0.025*** 0.019*** 0.027*** 0.025*** 
 (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 
var(employees) 0.483*** 0.510*** 0.489*** 0.491*** 0.499*** 0.497*** 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

N (organization) 195   206 209 212 214 219 
N(team) 518 587 591 600 597 627 
N(employee) 6,712 6,671 7,504 7,661 7,721 8,086 
AIC 14483.544 14819.937 16307.979 16596.082 16919.429 17691.069 
Log-likelihood -7215.772 -7383.968 -8127.990 -8272.041 -8433.715 -8819.535 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Control variables: age, years of education, autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, share of women, sector, 
country 
 
 



 

 

Table D7           
Regression coefficients predicting employee task performance, excluding countries (mixed-effects linear regression, standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
 Excluding  

UK 
Excluding 
Germany 

Excluding 
Finland 

Excluding 
Sweden 

 Excluding 
Nether-lands 

Excluding 
Portugal 

Excluding 
Spain 

Excluding 
Hungary 

Excluding 
Bulgaria 

Employee helping 0.211*** 0.226*** 0.225*** 0.219*** 0.227*** 0.222*** 0.208*** 0.215*** 0.198*** 
 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) 
Manager Support 0.158*** 0.160*** 0.156*** 0.151*** 0.174*** 0.162*** 0.153*** 0.159*** 0.157*** 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Coworker Support 0.066*** 0.066*** 0.067*** 0.065*** 0.066*** 0.071*** 0.075*** 0.075*** 0.079*** 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) 
Female  0.072*** 0.072*** 0.073*** 0.068*** 0.081*** 0.067*** 0.065*** 0.059** 0.058** 
 (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) 
Controls included X X X X X X X X X 
          
Constant  3.619*** 3.732*** 3.723*** 3.734*** 3.739*** 3.703*** 3.760*** 3.734*** 3.894*** 
 (0.101) (0.103) (0.104) (0.103) (0.111) (0.104) (0.103) (0.106) (0.102) 
var(organizations) 0.013*** 0.007*** 0.010*** 0.009*** 0.008*** 0.010*** 0.010*** 0.008*** 0.005*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) 
var(teams) 0.017*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.024*** 0.028*** 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.027*** 0.022*** 
 (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) 
var(employees) 0.486*** 0.498*** 0.503*** 0.488*** 0.525*** 0.495*** 0.482*** 0.502*** 0.478*** 
 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

N (organization) 233 227 230 218 205 224 228 228 215 
N(team) 653 632 648 635 549 616 651 638 610 
N(employee) 8257 8121 8224 8031 6826 7985 8108 7733 7683 
AIC 17844.494 17778.479 18103.806 17417.671 15321.367 17434.901 17499.461 17017.842 16484.726 
Log-likelihood -8896.247 -8863.240 -9025.903 -8682.836 -7634.683 -8691.450 -8723.730 -8482.921 -8216.363 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Control variables: age, years of education, autonomy, task interdependence, number of employees, share of women, sector, country 
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Table D8   
Regression coefficients predicting employee task performance, helping dummy-coded (mixed-effects linear regression, 
standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) 

Helping (dummy-coded) 0.233*** 0.266*** 
 (0.025) (0.042) 
Manager Support 0.169*** 0.172*** 
 (0.011) (0.011) 
Coworker Support  0.109*** 0.111*** 
 (0.011) (0.012) 
Female  0.076*** 0.079*** 
 (0.018) (0.019) 
Helping x Manager Support   -0.021 
  (0.029) 
Helping x Coworker Support   -0.020 
  (0.032) 
Helping x Female  -0.023 
  (0.049) 
   
Age  0.000 0.000 
 (0.001) (0.001) 
Years of education -0.002 -0.002 
 (0.003) (0.003) 
Autonomy  0.016 0.016 
 (0.012) (0.012) 
Task Interdependence  -0.003 -0.003 
 (0.013) (0.013) 
Number of employees -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Share of women 0.007 0.007 
 (0.006) (0.006) 
Sector (Ref: Manufacturing)   

Health Care -0.064 -0.063 
 (0.041) (0.041) 

Higher Education -0.004 -0.002 
 (0.043) (0.043) 

Transport -0.028 -0.028 
 (0.040) (0.040) 

Financial Services -0.044 -0.043 
 (0.042) (0.042) 

Telecommunication -0.022 -0.021 
 (0.046) (0.046) 
Country (Ref: UK)   

Germany -0.096 -0.096 
 (0.061) (0.061) 

Finland 0.023 0.023 
 (0.063) (0.063) 

Sweden -0.262*** -0.262*** 
 (0.060) (0.060) 

Netherlands 0.003 0.003 
 (0.053) (0.053) 

Portugal -0.104 -0.103 
 (0.058) (0.058) 

Spain -0.080 -0.080 
 (0.064) (0.064) 

Hungary 0.216*** 0.216*** 
 (0.060) (0.060) 

Bulgaria 0.002 0.004 
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Table D8 Continued.    
   
 (0.056) (0.056) 
Constant   3.712*** 3.709*** 
 (0.100) (0.100) 
var(organization) 0.008*** 0.008*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) 
var(team) 0.025*** 0.025*** 
 (0.005) (0.005) 
var(employee) 0.500*** 0.500*** 
 (0.008) (0.008) 

N (organization) 251 251 
N(team) 704 704 
N(employee) 8871 8871 
AIC 19481.332 19485.594 
Log-likelihood  -9713.666 -9712.797 

Note.ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table D9      
Regression coefficients predicting employee task performance, without team-level variables; (mixed-effects linear 
regression, standard errors in parentheses) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Employee helping 0.207*** 0.208*** 0.214*** 0.217*** 
 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.020) 
Manager support 0.162*** 0.162*** 0.162*** 0.162*** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
Coworker support 0.073*** 0.073*** 0.072*** 0.073*** 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Female  0.064*** 0.064*** 0.064*** 0.064*** 
 (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 
Helping x manager support  0.005   
  (0.012)   
Helping x coworker support   0.034**  
   (0.012)  
Female x helping    -0.020 
    (0.026) 
Age  0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Years of education -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Sector (Ref: Manufacturing)     

Health Care -0.061 -0.061 -0.061 -0.060 
 (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 
Higher Education 0.023 0.023 0.020 0.023 

 (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) 
Transport -0.018 -0.018 -0.018 -0.017 

 (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) 
Financial Services -0.019 -0.019 -0.020 -0.018 

 (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) 
Telecommunication -0.012 -0.013 -0.015 -0.012 

 (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) 
Country (Ref: UK)     

Germany -0.099 -0.099 -0.100 -0.098 
 (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) 

Finland 0.050 0.050 0.049 0.050 
 (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) 

Sweden -0.308*** -0.308*** -0.309*** -0.308*** 
 (0.055) (0.055) (0.055) (0.055) 

Netherlands 0.030 0.030 0.032 0.030 
 (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) 

Portugal -0.106 -0.106 -0.107* -0.106 
 (0.055) (0.055) (0.054) (0.055) 

Spain -0.083 -0.083 -0.086 -0.083 
 (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) 

Hungary 0.226*** 0.226*** 0.225*** 0.226*** 
 (0.056) (0.055) (0.055) (0.056) 

Bulgaria 0.040 0.040 0.036 0.040 
 (0.053) (0.053) (0.053) (0.053) 
Constant  3.781*** 3.781*** 3.779*** 3.780*** 
 (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) 
var(organization) 0.010*** 0.010*** 0.009*** 0.010*** 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
var(team) 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.023*** 0.022*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 
var(employee) 0.500*** 0.500*** 0.499*** 0.500*** 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 
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Table D9 Continued.     
     

N (organization) 259 259 259 259 
N(team) 867   867   867   867   
N(employee) 10338 10338 10338 10338 
AIC 22639.810 22641.652 22633.834 22641.215 
Log-likelihood -11296.905 -11296.826 -11292.917 -11296.608 

Note. ESWS Wave 1.  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 
 
  



Appendices 

168 

 

D10 

Scales 

 Employee task performance  

How often have you come across the following situations?  

…I was able to plan my work so that I finished on time 

…I kept in mind the work results I needed to achieve 

…I was able to set priorities 

…I was able to do my work efficiently 

…I managed my time well 

 

Helping 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about you and your 

colleagues? 

…I often help my colleagues solve work-related problems  

…I often help new colleagues adjust to the work environment  

…I often volunteer to cover work assignments for colleagues when needed  

…It is most important to me to communicate and work together well with my colleagues 

 

Supervisor support 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about you and your 

supervisor?  

…My supervisor shows understanding if I have problems or wishes concerning my job  

…I feel appreciated by my supervisor  

…My supervisor uses his/her influence to help me solve work-related problems  

…My supervisor is friendly and approachable 

 

Coworker support  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about you and your 

colleagues? 

…Everyone feels like part of the team 

…Employees regularly ask one another for help or advice regarding work issues 

…Employees regularly give one another feedback 

…Employees frequently see one another outside the office  
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Achtergrond 

Ondanks voortdurende inspanningen om meer sociaal-economische gelijkheid te 

bereiken tussen mannen en vrouwen, bijvoorbeeld op het gebied van arbeidsparticipatie, 

beloning en carrièremogelijkheden, blijven genderongelijkheden bestaan (Europees 

Instituut voor Gendergelijkheid, 2025a). Deze ongelijkheden worden vaak toegeschreven 

aan verschillen in de soort banen waarin mannen en vrouwen terechtkomen, doordat 

zorgtaken carrièrekansen kunnen beperken, en door gendernormen en stereotypen 

(Bettio & Verashchagina, 2009). Er is echter veel minder gekeken naar sociale steun op 

het werk, zoals het delen van informatie en advies, hulp bij taken, empathie en 

aanmoediging, en wat dit mannen en vrouwen kan opleveren. Steun krijgen stelt 

individuen in staat hun hulpbronnen te vergroten (Patterer et al., 2023). Onderzoek toont 

aan dat zulke steun belangrijk is voor het welzijn en de productiviteit van werknemers en 

voor het functioneren van organisaties (Jolly et al., 2021; Mathieu et al., 2019; 

Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Door te focussen op ondersteunende relaties biedt dit 

proefschrift inzicht in hoe relaties op de werkplek hardnekkige genderongelijkheden 

kunnen bestendigen of juist verminderen. 

Werkplekken zijn sociale omgevingen waar mensen vaak informele relaties 

aangaan. Deze relaties zijn vrijwillig en vormen een uitbreiding van de formeel 

gedefinieerde rollen binnen de organisatie. Naast het sociale plezier dat ze bieden, 

kunnen ze ook gunstig zijn voor de loopbaan, bijvoorbeeld door individuele prestaties te 

verbeteren, de invloed te vergroten en bij te dragen aan werktevredenheid (Seibert et al., 

2001). Niet alle relaties zijn echter even voordelig. De voordelen hangen vaak af van met 

wie deze informele relaties worden aangegaan, aangezien collega’s verschillen in de 

middelen die zij op de werkplek kunnen bieden. Kansen om invloedrijke en middelenrijke 

sociale netwerken op te bouwen zijn vaak afhankelijk van gender, waarbij mannen vaak 

een voordeel hebben door beroepssegregatie. Zo werken mannen doorgaans in 

prestigieuzere en beter betaalde sectoren dan vrouwen (bijvoorbeeld IT versus onderwijs) 

of zitten ze vaker in hogere functies binnen dezelfde sectoren en organisaties 

(bijvoorbeeld mannen zijn vaak artsen, terwijl vrouwen vaker verpleegkundigen zijn; 

Charles, 2003). Tegelijkertijd worden vrouwen vaak gezien als sociale experts, omdat zij 

over het algemeen meer sociale relaties hebben en vaker steun ontvangen (Auster & 

Ohm, 2000; Sapadin, 1988; Umberson et al., 1996). Hun relationele voordeel vertaalt zich 

echter niet altijd in carrièremogelijkheden. Onderzoek toont aan dat sociale netwerken 

voor vrouwen vaak minder opleveren dan voor mannen, omdat zij sociale relaties missen 

die cruciaal zijn voor een succesvolle loopbaan of omdat zij er minder voordeel uit kunnen 
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halen (Brands & Kilduff, 2014; Ibarra, 1997; Ibarra et al., 2010, 2013; McPherson & Smith-

Lovin, 1982; Moore, 1990; Woehler et al., 2021). 

De organisatie en haar kenmerken kunnen bepalend zijn voor de beschikbaarheid, 

het type en de voordelen van ondersteunende relaties, evenals voor de genderverschillen 

in deze netwerken. Hoewel de organisatiestructuur bepaalt welke werknemers met elkaar 

communiceren en tot welke middelen zij toegang hebben, waardoor mogelijkheden 

ontstaan om relaties op te bouwen, verschilt deze formele structuur van de informele 

relaties waarin daadwerkelijk steun wordt uitgewisseld. De formele structuur schept 

weliswaar de voorwaarden, maar wie welke steun geeft en ontvangt, wordt ook beïnvloed 

door de cultuur van de organisatie, met name door de mate waarin deze de 

maatschappelijke genderverschillen en gendernormen versterkt of juist vermindert. Zo 

beïnvloedt de manier waarop vrouwen andere vrouwen zien en in hoeverre zij zich met 

hen identificeren, of zij hen beschouwen als een bron van steun of als potentiële 

concurrenten (Ely, 1994; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2019). Een centrale factor is de 

vertegenwoordiging van mannen en vrouwen op verschillende hiërarchische niveaus, 

aangezien dit inzicht geeft in de rollen die mannen en vrouwen binnen een organisatie 

kunnen vervullen (Ridgeway & Smith-Lovin, 1999; Woehler et al., 2021). Om deze 

redenen kijkt dit proefschrift naar de organisatorische context bij werkgerelateerde steun 

en richt het zich op de volgende onderzoeksvraag: Hoe hangen genderpatronen in het 

geven en ontvangen van sociale steun op het werk samen met verschillen in 

werkuitkomsten binnen verschillende organisaties? 

Dit proefschrift draagt op vier belangrijke manieren bij aan de literatuur. Ten 

eerste kijkt het naar genderverschillen in steun op de werkvloer en hoe dit samenhangt 

met werkuitkomsten. Daarbij wordt expliciet meegenomen hoe gendernormen en de 

samenstelling van de werkplek zowel het geven als het ontvangen van steun beïnvloeden. 

Daarmee bouwt het voort op eerder onderzoek naar steun, dat vaak uitging van gelijke 

voordelen voor mannen en vrouwen of vooral keek naar algemene sociale netwerken. 

Ten tweede gaat het verder dan het individuele niveau en bekijkt steun op drie niveaus: 

individueel (soorten steun en werkuitkomsten), interpersoonlijk (netwerkstructuur en 

kenmerken van banden) en organisatorisch (normen en samenstelling van de werkplek). 

Ten derde draagt het bij aan een interdisciplinair perspectief door sociologische en 

psychologische benaderingen van sociale steun op het werk te combineren. Door kennis 

uit onderzoek naar gender en organisaties, sociale netwerken en sociale steun samen te 

brengen, laat het zien hoe structurele factoren en culturele genderverwachtingen samen 

bepalen hoe weknemers elkaar ondersteunen en welke voordelen dit oplevert. Tot slot 

gebruikt het proefschrift meerdere, unieke gegevensbronnen om een uitgebreid beeld te 

schetsen: een grote transnationale Europese dataset, het Duitse Socio-Economische 
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Panel voor analyses op bevolkingsniveau en een gedetailleerd ego-netwerkonderzoek in 

een door vrouwen gedomineerde Nederlandse zorgorganisatie. 

Samenvatting per hoofdstuk 

Om de overkoepelende onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden, onderzoeken de empirische 

hoofdstukken verschillen tussen mannen en vrouwen in ondersteunende relaties op de 

werkplek, de middelen die deze relaties bieden en hun verbanden met individuele werk 

en teamuitkomsten. Daarbij wordt gekeken of mannen en vrouwen verschillen in het 

soort informele ondersteunende relaties dat zij op het werk hebben en of zij hier 

verschillende carrièregerelateerde voordelen uit halen. 

Hoofdstuk 2: Vriendschappen op de werkplek tussen mannen en vrouwen: 

onderzoek naar het geslacht van werknemers, het geslacht van managers en de 

samenstelling van het geslacht op Europese werkplekken 

Dit hoofdstuk onderzoekt vriendschappen op de werkplek en de vraag of mannen 

en vrouwen verschillen in hun vriendschapsnetwerken, en of deze verschillen worden 

beïnvloed door de context van de organisatie. Hierbij ligt de focus op het aantal vrienden 

dat werknemers op de werkplek hebben en de samenstelling van het geslacht binnen 

deze netwerken. Daarnaast wordt geanalyseerd of genderverschillen in aantal en 

samenstelling worden bepaald door de gendersamenstelling van de afdeling en het 

geslacht van de manager. De onderzoeksvraag van dit hoofdstuk luidt dan ook: Zijn er 

genderverschillen in vriendschappen op de werkplek en variëren deze verschillen met de 

kenmerken van de werkplek? Op basis van gegevens van 2.606 werknemers in 260 

afdelingen van 98 organisaties in 9 Europese landen lieten regressiemodellen met 

gemengde effecten op drie niveaus zien dat vrouwen over het algemeen meer 

vriendschappen op het werk hebben, vaker vrouwelijke collega’s en minder mannelijke 

collega’s dan mannen. Ook bleek dat de genderverhouding binnen een afdeling invloed 

heeft op met wie werknemers vriendschappen sluiten: in afdelingen met een hoger 

percentage vrouwen hadden zowel mannen als vrouwen meer vrouwelijke vrienden. 

Daarnaast hadden werknemers meer vrouwelijke vrienden wanneer zij onder een 

vrouwelijke manager werkten, en meer mannelijke vrienden bij een mannelijke manager, 

ongeacht de genderverhouding binnen de afdeling. 

Over het geheel genomen wijzen de bevindingen erop dat vrouwen meer 

vriendschappen op de werkplek hebben dan mannen, maar dat zij, net als mannen, de 

voorkeur geven aan vriendschappen met collega’s van hetzelfde geslacht. De resultaten 

benadrukken bovendien dat structurele factoren, zoals de samenstelling van de werkplek 

en machtsverhoudingen, en niet alleen persoonlijke voorkeuren, bepalen wie met wie 

bevriend is. Zo kan de context van de organisatie de mogelijkheden voor mannen en 
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vrouwen om ondersteunende relaties op te bouwen op verschillende manieren 

bevorderen of beperken. 

Hoofdstuk 3: Carrièresteun en carrièresucces van mannen en vrouwen: onderzoek 

naar steun op het werk en daarbuiten 

In dit hoofdstuk wordt onderzocht welke voordelen individuen uit hun relaties 

halen en of deze voordelen gelijk zijn voor mannen en vrouwen. Er wordt specifiek 

gekeken naar de relatie tussen het ontvangen van carrièresteun en objectieve (salaris) en 

subjectieve (werkplezier) carrière uitkomsten. Hierbij wordt onderscheid gemaakt tussen 

geen steun, steun buiten het werk (bijvoorbeeld door familie, vrienden of kennissen) en 

steun op het werk (bijvoorbeeld door collega’s en leidinggevenden). De onderzoeksvraag 

luidt: In hoeverre hangt het ontvangen van carrièresteun samen met het carrièresucces 

van mannen en vrouwen? 

Op basis van gegevens van het Duitse Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) met 8.719 

respondenten blijkt dat carrièresteun zowel objectieve als subjectieve aspecten van 

carrièresucces positief beïnvloedt. Steun door contacten op de werkplek, en met name 

door leidinggevenden, is daarbij het meest nuttig. Voor mannen was het verband tussen 

carrièresteun en salaris consistent positief, terwijl dit verband voor vrouwen zwakker was 

of zelfs afwezig. Dit suggereert dat carrièresteun voor vrouwen minder financiële 

voordelen oplevert dan voor mannen, vooral wanneer de steun afkomstig is van een 

leidinggevende. 

Hoofdstuk 4: Carrière en emotionele steunnetwerken en subjectief carrièresucces: 

onderzoek naar genderverschillen in een door vrouwen gedomineerde organisatie 

Dit hoofdstuk onderzoekt de carrière en emotionele steunnetwerken van mannen 

en vrouwen en het verband hiervan met subjectief carrièresucces in een door vrouwen 

gedomineerde organisatie. Eerdere studies zijn voornamelijk uitgevoerd in door mannen 

gedomineerde organisaties (bijvoorbeeld Burt, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; McGuire & Bielby, 

2016; Spurk et al., 2015; Woehler et al., 2021). De context van een door vrouwen 

gedomineerde organisatie biedt de mogelijkheid te onderzoeken of verwachtingen op 

dezelfde manier uitkomen in een organisatie met een andere gendersamenstelling. De 

onderzoeksvraag luidt: Hoe verschillen mannelijke en vrouwelijke werknemers in de 

kenmerken van hun carrière en emotionele steunnetwerken en in het rendement dat zij 

uit deze netwerken halen binnen een door vrouwen gedomineerde werkplek? 

Op basis van gegevens over de carrière en emotionele steunnetwerken van 286 

werknemers (50 mannen en 236 vrouwen) blijkt dat mannen en vrouwen in deze 

organisatie over het algemeen vergelijkbare carrière en emotionele steunnetwerken 

hebben. Tegelijkertijd zijn er enkele genderverschillen. Zo bevatten de emotionele 

steunnetwerken van vrouwen meer sterke banden en vertonen zowel hun carrière als 
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emotionele netwerken een grotere genderhomofilie. Er werd ook enig bewijs gevonden 

voor genderspecifieke netwerkopbrengsten: de omvang van het carrièresteunnetwerk, 

het percentage mannen en het hebben van een leidinggevende in dit netwerk waren 

alleen bij mannen van belang voor het ervaren van carrièresucces, terwijl het percentage 

contacten van hetzelfde geslacht alleen bij mannen samenhing met werkplezier, maar niet 

bij vrouwen. 

Samenvattend laat dit hoofdstuk zien dat genderverschillen in netwerken op de 

werkplek en de voordelen daarvan veranderen binnen een door vrouwen gedomineerde 

context. Dit vormt een eerste stap naar een beter begrip van hoe genderverschillen 

worden beïnvloed door de gendersamenstelling van de organisatie. 

Hoofdstuk 5: Is helpen goed voor jou of voor het team? Een multilevel onderzoek 

naar het verband tussen helpen en presteren op Europese werkplekken 

In dit hoofdstuk wordt onderzocht hoe het helpen van collega’s bij 

werkgerelateerde taken samenhangt met individuele en teamprestaties, en of deze relatie 

afhangt van de ondersteunende werkomgeving en het geslacht van de helper. De 

onderzoeksvraag luidt: Hoe houdt het helpen van collega’s verband met de individuele 

prestaties van de helper en de prestaties van het team? En is deze relatie afhankelijk van 

de mate van steun in de werkomgeving en het geslacht van de helper? 

Aan de hand van European Sustainable Workforce Survey (ESWS) Wave 1-

gegevens werden analyses uitgevoerd met 8.821 werknemers in 704 teams en 251 

organisaties op individueel niveau, en 690 teams in 249 organisaties op teamniveau in 

negen Europese landen. Multilevel regressiemodellen lieten zien dat helpen positief 

samenhangt met zowel team als individuele prestaties. Dit ondersteunt over het algemeen 

de sociale ruiltheorie. Daarnaast versterkte steun van collega’s de positieve relatie tussen 

helpen en individuele prestaties, terwijl steun van managers hier geen invloed op had. 

Mannen en vrouwen profiteren in gelijke mate van het geven van hulp, wat suggereert 

dat er geen gendergerelateerde prestatieverschillen zijn bij taaksteun. Deze bevindingen 

laten zien dat hulpgedrag over het algemeen gunstig is voor iedereen en dat een 

ondersteunende werkomgeving deze voordelen kan versterken, mogelijk door een 

hogere mate van wederkerigheid. 

Overkoepelende conclusies 

Het proefschrift trekt vier overkoepelende conclusies. Ten eerste is het geven en 

ontvangen van steun goed voor zowel individuen als teams. Werknemers die steun 

kregen, waren bijvoorbeeld tevredener over hun werk en hadden vaak een hoger salaris. 

Maar ook degenen die hun collega’s vaker hielpen met werkgerelateerde taken, 

presteerden zelf beter. Dit sluit aan bij de sociale ruiltheorie, die stelt dat het uitwisselen 

van middelen wederzijdse voordelen oplevert (Blau, 1964). Steun is dus niet alleen positief 
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voor individuele werkuitkomsten van de gever en ontvanger, maar ook voor teams. Zo 

bleken teams waarin meer werknemers taaksteun boden aan elkaar, door hun managers 

hoger te worden beoordeeld op teamprestaties. Dit laat zien dat wanneer collega’s elkaar 

ondersteunen, de effectiviteit van het team toeneemt door zowel de individuele efficiëntie 

als de teamdynamiek te verbeteren. Voorbeelden zijn het delen van kennis, het opleiden 

van nieuwe teamleden, het verbeteren van de informatiestroom en het verminderen van 

conflicten (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Kortom: organisaties en managers kunnen een 

werkomgeving creëren waarin mensen elkaar actief helpen, wat de efficiëntie en 

prestaties van het hele team ten goede komt. 

Ten tweede blijkt dat het ontvangen van instrumentele steun van je 

leidinggevende het belangrijkste is. Uit de resultaten kwam naar voren dat dit soort steun 

relevanter is voor carrière uitkomsten, terwijl emotionele steun minder belangrijk lijkt te 

zijn. Bovendien is carrièresteun niet alleen goed voor objectieve uitkomsten, maar ook 

voor subjectieve uitkomsten, zoals tevredenheid met het werk. Dit benadrukt dat sociale 

steun op het werk niet alleen draait om de relatie zelf, maar ook om het soort 

(instrumentele) middelen dat iemand kan bieden. Ook blijkt dat het uitmaakt van wie je 

de steun krijgt. Steun van collega’s is nuttiger dan voor je carrière dan steun van contacten 

buiten het werk, omdat die vaak niet de middelen hebben die specifiek relevant zijn voor 

je werk. Daarnaast is steun van leidinggevenden effectiever dan steun van collega’s, wat 

logisch is: leidinggevenden hebben meer toegang tot en controle over belangrijke 

middelen dan collega’s of mensen buiten het werk. 

Ten derde laten werkgerelateerde steunrelaties duidelijke genderpatronen zien. 

Over het algemeen ontvangen mannen en vrouwen ongeveer evenveel steun, en vrouwen 

soms zelfs iets meer. Het verschil zit vooral in het soort steun en van wie die komt. 

Vrouwen ontvangen vaker emotionele steun, terwijl mannen vaker instrumentele steun 

krijgen. Zo hebben vrouwen meer vrienden op het werk en sterkere banden binnen hun 

emotionele steunnetwerken, maar niet in hun carrière steunnetwerken op het werk. 

Daarnaast ontvingen vrouwen vaker carrière steun van contacten buiten het werk, terwijl 

de steun op het werk voornamelijk van collega’s kwam. Mannen kregen daarentegen 

vaker carrièresteun van contacten op het werk en vaker van hun leidinggevende. Dit past 

bij wat de genderroltheorie en genderstereotypen voorspellen: vrouwen hebben vaak 

relaties die emotionele steun bieden en mannen vooral relaties die instrumentele 

middelen opleveren. Dit weerspiegelt stereotypische ideeën over vrouwen als 

gemeenschapsgericht en mannen als resultaatgericht (Brands et al., 2022; Eagly, 1987; 

Ellemers, 2017; Ibarra et al., 2010). Hierdoor hebben vrouwen wel ondersteunende 

relaties op het werk en voelen zij zich mogelijk gesteund, maar hebben zij niet altijd 

toegang tot middelen die belangrijk zijn voor carrièrevooruitgang, zoals steun door hun 
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leidinggevende. Hoewel de bevindingen in dit proefschrift niet lieten zien dat verschillen 

in steun de genderongelijkheid in salaris en werktevredenheid verklaren, kunnen 

dergelijke genderverschillen relevant zijn voor andere uitkomsten, zoals zichtbare taken, 

kansen en promoties, en zo bijdragen aan carrièreachterstanden voor vrouwen. 

Bovendien kan het onderhouden van emotionele steun banden belastend zijn, en zonder 

tastbare carrièrevoordelen kan dit een extra last voor vrouwen vormen. Daarnaast 

profiteren mannen en vrouwen niet in gelijke mate van de steun die zij ontvangen, vooral 

op het gebied van instrumentele steun. Vrouwen profiteerden bijvoorbeeld minder van 

carrièresteun, zowel door contacten op het werk als daarbuiten, in termen van salaris. 

Over het algemeen was steun sterker gekoppeld aan carrière uitkomsten voor mannen, 

terwijl dit verband voor vrouwen zwakker was of ontbrak, wat wijst op genderverschillen 

in het rendement van steun. Deze bevindingen ondersteunen verder het idee dat 

genderrollen, stereotypen en statuskenmerken de relaties op de werkplek bepalen, en 

benadrukken dat gender een rol speelt op de werkplek, zelfs binnen ogenschijnlijk 

genderneutrale professionele rollen (Eagly & Wood, 2012). 

Ten slotte bepaalt de context op de werkplek hoe ondersteunende relaties 

eruitzien en welke voordelen ze bieden. Zo beïnvloed de genderverhouding binnen een 

organisatie vriendschappen op de werkplek: naarmate er meer vrouwen in de organisatie 

werkten, hadden zowel mannen als vrouwen meer vrouwelijke vrienden. Niet alleen de 

genderverhouding, maar ook het geslacht van de manager speelt een rol in de 

samenstelling van vriendschapsnetwerken. Het hebben van een vrouwelijke manager 

leidde ertoe dat vrouwen meer genderhomofilie vertoonden in hun informele netwerken, 

terwijl dit bij mannen juist afnam: een vrouwelijke manager verminderde de 

genderhomofilie bij hen. Dit ondersteunt de structurele kijk op genderverschillen in 

sociale relaties, die benadrukt dat dergelijke verschillen eerder voortkomen uit de posities 

die mannen en vrouwen in de organisatie innemen dan uit genderattitudes of gedrag 

(Ibarra, 1992; Kanter, 1976; Moore, 1990). Een hoger aandeel vrouwen in de organisatie 

geeft vrouwen meer mogelijkheden om relaties met andere vrouwen aan te gaan. 

Bovendien kan een vrouwelijke manager de legitimiteit van vrouwen vergroten, 

waardoor zij aantrekkelijker worden als vrienden op de werkplek. Dit kan de noodzaak 

voor vrouwelijke werknemers verminderen om vriendschappen aan te gaan met 

mannelijke collega’s voor instrumentele middelen. Toch bleek in een door vrouwen 

gedomineerde organisatie dat het rendement van ondersteunende netwerken alleen 

carrièrevoordelen opleverde voor mannen, niet voor vrouwen. Dit laat zien dat zelfs 

wanneer structurele kenmerken, zoals een grotere vertegenwoordiging van vrouwen, 

gunstig lijken voor vrouwen, genderverschillen blijven bestaan. Een puur structurele 

verklaring is dus niet goed: gendergerelateerde statusverwachtingen, genderrollen en 
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genderstereotiep gedrag blijven een rol spelen (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Ridgeway, 2014). 

Structurele veranderingen, zoals meer vrouwen in leidinggevende functies, verminderen 

genderverschillen niet automatisch als de heersende gendernormen hetzelfde blijven. 

Daarnaast bleek dat hoe sterker de ondersteunende sfeer binnen een team, hoe gunstiger 

het helpen was voor de individuele prestaties. Dit suggereert dat een coöperatieve norm 

het helpen stimuleert en zo de uitwisseling van middelen bevordert die de efficiëntie 

verhogen. Samenvattend tonen deze bevindingen aan dat de organisatorische context 

een belangrijke rol speelt bij het vormgeven van ondersteunende relaties en hun effecten 

op de werkplek. 

Al met al laat dit proefschrift zien dat werkgerelateerde steun erg belangrijk is voor 

werknemers. Mannen en vrouwen verschillen echter in het soort steun dat zij krijgen en 

van wie, waarbij vrouwen vaak minder profiteren van dezelfde carrièresteun als mannen. 

Ook de organisatie speelt een rol: kenmerken van de werkplek beïnvloeden zowel hoe 

ondersteunende netwerken ontstaan als wat ze opleveren voor werkuitkomsten. Het 

proefschrift helpt ons beter te begrijpen hoe sociale steun op het werk werkt door de 

focus te verbreden. Het kijkt niet alleen naar het verband tussen steun en carrière 

uitkomsten, maar ook naar genderpatronen, de netwerken waarin steun plaatsvindt en 

de organisatorische contexten waarin deze relaties bestaan. 



Acknowledgements 

191 

Acknowledgements  

Writing a dissertation about support would not have been possible without getting some 

myself. I am deeply grateful for all the people who surrounded me and supported me in 

many different ways.  

First and foremost, I would like to thank my supervisors: Eva, Tanja, and 

Jojanneke. You helped me to write this dissertation, but also to grow as a researcher and 

as a person. Not only did you share your expertise and experience, but you have also 

been my role models for successful women in academia. I felt lucky to have you as my 

supervisors and enjoyed working with you. Eva, thank you for always having an open 

door and ear for the things that kept me busy, whether it was a statistics question or a 

general crisis moment. At times, I felt there was no common thread in my work, but you 

always reassured me that it would come together in the end, and when I felt 

overwhelmed, you reminded me that things take practice and that I would get there. 

Thank you for sitting down with me to discuss relevant articles, give feedback on 

presentation slides, and help interpret Stata output. I will also remember the moments 

outside daily office life, such as the yearly gazpacho dinner and your comedy show, which 

brought a lot of fun and laughter.  

Tanja, thank you for your critical perspective, pragmatic advice, and emotional 

support. During our meetings, you challenged me to think about the story I wanted to tell, 

which made my writing clearer. Especially when writing the synthesis, once again you 

helped me organize my thoughts and bring them onto paper. It always gave me a little 

motivation boost to see a “well done already” or “it’s getting there” at the top of my draft, 

in what sometimes felt like endless feedback rounds. Thank you for helping me find 

structure and, in this way, new energy when Eva was on her sabbatical. I also picked up 

useful strategies just by observing how you handle situations, and I am very grateful that 

you showed me that you can be successful while still valuing a good work-life balance. 

Jojanneke, thank you for bringing in new perspectives, especially through your 

psychological and EDI expertise. Our meetings were always very constructive, and your 

hands-on way of improving my writing, along with your attention to detail, made a real 

difference. I really appreciated how you checked in with me, even in periods when we 

were not directly working together. Thank you also for the chats at events and in between, 

which I always left feeling lighter and more enthusiastic about my work. 

Miranda, thank you for hosting me during my research visit to the Autonomous 

University of Barcelona. It has been a pleasure to work with you, and I appreciated being 

part of the lab meetings, the feedback I received there, and how welcome I felt. My time 

there was one of the highlights of my PhD. 



Acknowledgements 

192 

 

I would also like to thank the members of my committee, Eva Knies, Daan 

Scheepers, Ellen Verbakel, Liesbet Heyse, and Verena Seibel, for taking the time to read 

and evaluate this dissertation carefully. 

I am very grateful for being part of the ICS community and the feedback and 

discussions during Spring and Forum Days. A special thanks to my cohort, Amina, Anne 

Maaike, Dong, Jan-Willem, Luisa, Mustafa, Tiya, Rachel, and Viktor. You made the first 

year, including the long train rides to Groningen, much more enjoyable. 

Another big thank you goes to my fellow SCOOPies. It was great sharing our 

SCOOP PhD journey, the conferences and training days, which always left me feeling 

motivated and full of new ideas. Hao and Kshitij, thank you especially for the cluster 

sessions, coffee meet-ups, and your support throughout the years. 

Thank you to all members of the Work-Family seminar for taking the time to read 

and comment on the empirical chapters in this dissertation. I greatly appreciated your 

critical and detailed feedback, which was always very helpful in moving the papers 

forward. 

I always enjoyed going to the office, thanks to the people in the Sociology 

department, the lunches, colloquia, and sense of community. A special thank you to my 

fellow PhDs in Sociology and at ERCOMER, Annelie, Anniek, Caspar, Chloé, Christian, 

Ece, Eduardo, Emanuel, Emily, Angelos, Gemma, Joyce, Jos, Juliët, Katia, Kevin, Lexin, 

Lian, Lisanne, Luuk, Maike, Nick, Peiyao, and Silke, who made the PhD journey more 

enjoyable through workshops, coffee breaks, and social events. 

Thanks, Phillipp, for being a great buddy and helping me get a good start in Utrecht 

and in the department. Anne, Kim, and Sanjana, as the “older” PhDs, thanks for always 

patiently answering my questions, listening, and giving advice whenever I was unsure. 

Iris, thanks for being the best PhD representative buddy and for all the fun we had 

organizing events together. Jan-Willem, thanks for being such a great cohort buddy. 

Having you around throughout the PhD, all the talks and support we shared over the 

years, helped me greatly, and I enjoyed our library sessions, coffee walks, and lasagna 

dinners. Besides, I was very grateful for your talent for deciphering Eva’s handwriting. 

Dave, thank you for always checking in and asking how I was doing and how my 

meetings went. I especially appreciated your help in thinking through ideas and 

improving the overall structure and arguments of my papers. You also brought a lot of 

fun into the daily- thanks for all the laughs, tech support, and padel sessions. I really 

appreciated you occasionally braving NS disruptions, packed buses, and breathlessly 

apple-eating people with noise-canceling headphones to make it into the office and 

brighten our days. 



Acknowledgements 

193 

Thanks to my wonderful paranymphs, Lea and Sara, you have been immensely 

important to me throughout this time. From library, scone, and dinner dates to vacations, 

thank you for all the lovely moments and memories we made over the past years. Lea, 

you were the office sunshine, and I really learned from your positivity and confidence. 

Thank you for sharing that energy with me, as well as your pragmatic approach and 

horizontal planning. It was great having you just a desk away, whether for quick method 

questions or for other pressing topics via the Juice-Channel. You were also a great 

conference buddy, and I loved how we could discuss everything together, from 

presentation slides and travel logistics to outfit decisions. I am also very happy that you 

made me sign up for the first of many runs, which really helped me stay active (and sane) 

after hours behind the laptop. Sara, whenever things were not so easy, I knew I could 

come to you. You have a talent for sensing when it is time to be understanding and when 

to be strict to keep me on track. Thank you for brainstorming research ideas and thinking 

along on data questions, for the late-night library sessions, the yoga classes, long coffee 

breaks, and pep talks. Thanks for making me laugh with your great storytelling, going to 

Dutch class together, our planting sessions, and even longer theoretical discussions about 

plants. And of course, for dreaming away about the future on an Italian horse farm. 

Außerdem ein großes Dankeschön an meine tollen Freunde. Ihr wart immer da, 

um mich zu unterstützen, mir gute Tipps zu geben, mich aus dem Alltag herauszuholen 

und Meilensteine mit mir zu feiern. Henni, ich weiß, dass ich immer zu dir kommen kann 

und dass du dich mit mir in Themen hineindenkst, auch wenn sie nicht deine eigenen 

sind. Danke für deine ganze Unterstützung, Motivation und natürlich auch für die super 

hilfreichen Teaching-Tipps. Steffi, Jess, Johanna, Steven und Toto, ich bin sehr dankbar 

für unsere Sozi-Wochenenden, die sich immer nach Mini-Urlauben anfühlen, und für die 

(wilden) Diskussionen, Stata-Hilfe, Spielerunden und eure offenen Ohren. Kaja, danke für 

die guten Gespräche, die mir oft geholfen haben, das große Ganze zu sehen, die 

(telefonischen) Laufrunden, die metaphorisch und physisch offene Tür und das beste 

Auberginenrezept. 

Vielen Dank auch an meine Familie. Mama und Papa, zu wissen, dass ich immer 

auf eure Unterstützung zählen konnte, hat mir große Sicherheit gegeben. Danke Papa, für 

die langen Telefonate, die überhaupt erst dazu geführt haben, dass ich mich auf den Job 

beworben habe. Danke Mama, dass du dir immer Zeit genommen hast, mit mir zu 

plaudern, wenn ich mit (random) Problemen, Ideen  oder Theorien angerufen habe, und 

öfter mal Testpublikum für Präsentationen gespielt hast. Danke euch beiden auch für eure 

Hilfe beim Umzug nach Utrecht, was das Ankommen in der neuen Stadt deutlich leichter 

gemacht hat. Vielen Dank Liese, für deine Unterstützung über die ganzen Jahre, 

besonders aber für deinen Einsatz in den letzten Monaten vor der Abgabe. Du hast dir 



Acknowledgements 

194 

 

viel Zeit für mich genommen, und unsere Co-Working-Sessions und Telefonate haben 

mir extrem geholfen, dranzubleiben und auf den letzten Metern durchzuziehen. Danke 

Jo, dass du mich mit Urlauben oder Bau- und Gartenprojekten immer wieder rausgeholt 

hast. Oma Ursel und Oma Rolli, vielen Dank für eure Unterstützung, euer Interesse sowie 

eure Nachfragen dazu, wie es mir bei der Arbeit geht und was mich gerade beschäftigt. 

Die Besuche bei euch waren immer eine willkommene Abwechslung. Danke auch an Opa 

Klaus, ohne dessen Max-Weber-Buch ich vielleicht gar nicht hier gelandet wäre. 

Max, zuerst einmal vielen Dank für deine Unterstützung bei allen Designfragen, 

von Slides über Poster bis zur Gestaltung dieses Buchs. Vor allem aber möchte ich dir für 

deine ganze emotionale Unterstützung in den letzten Jahren danken. Ich bin unglaublich 

froh, dass wir unser Leben teilen und dass du mit nach Utrecht gekommen (und auch 

trotz Pendeln dort geblieben) bist. Ich konnte mit dir nach langen Arbeitstagen alles 

besprechen, was mich beschäftigt hatte, oder es einfach erst mal vergessen. Zeit mit dir 

zu verbringen – von Ausflügen ans Meer über Radtouren und Laufrunden bis hin zu 

Interior-Umgestaltung, Ramen essen, (Eis-)Spaziergängen durch Utrecht und Urlauben – 

war immens wichtig für mich und hat mir immer wieder neue Energie gegeben. Ich habe 

großes Glück, dich zu haben! 

 



About the Author 

195 

About the Author  

Paula Hoffmann was born in Heidelberg, Germany, on October 30, 1995. She obtained 

her bachelor’s degree in Sociology from Ruprecht Karls University Heidelberg. She 

graduated cum laude from the double master’s degree program in Sociology at the 

University of Bamberg and Tilburg University.  

In September 2021, she joined the Department of Sociology at Utrecht University, 

the Interuniversity Center for Social Science Theory and Methodology (ICS), and the 

research program Sustainable Cooperation: Roadmaps to Resilient Societies (SCOOP) as 

a PhD candidate. There, she conducted the present study under the supervision of Eva 

Jaspers, Tanja van der Lippe, and Jojanneke van der Toorn.  

As part of her PhD training, she visited Miranda Lubbers at the Autonomous 

University of Barcelona from September until December 2024. Chapter 4 resulted from 

this visit. During her PhD, Paula also taught the course Sociology of Organizations, 

supervised student research projects, and was involved in the data collection for the 

Sustainable Workforce Survey



ICS Dissertation Series 

196 

 

ICS Dissertation Series 

The ICS series presents dissertations of the Interuniversity Center for Social Science 

Theory and Methodology. Each of these studies aims at integrating explicit theory 

formation with state-of-the-art empirical research or at the development of advanced 

methods for empirical research. The ICS was founded in 1986 as a cooperative effort of 

the universities of Groningen and Utrecht. Since 1992, the ICS has expanded to the 

University of Nijmegen and, since 2017, to the University of Amsterdam. Most of the 

projects are financed by the participating universities or by the Dutch Research Council. 

The international composition of the ICS graduate students is mirrored in the increasing 

international orientation of the projects and thus of the ICS series itself. 

 

1. Kees van Liere (1990), “Lastige leerlingen: Een empirisch onderzoek naar sociale oorzaken 
van probleemgedrag op basisscholen.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

2. Marco van Leeuwen (1990), “Bijstand in Amsterdam, ca. 1800-1850: Armenzorg als 
beheersings en overlevingsstrategie.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

3. Ineke Maas (1990), “Deelname aan podiumkunsten via de podia, de media en actieve 
beoefening: Substitutie of leereffecten?” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

4. Marjolein Broese van Groenou (1991), “Gescheiden netwerken: De relaties met vrienden 
en verwanten na echtscheiding.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

5. Jan van den Bos (1991), “Dutch EC policy making: A model guided approach to 
coordination and negotiation.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

6. Karin Sanders (1991), “Vrouwelijke pioniers: Vrouwen en mannen met een 'mannelijke' 
hogere beroepsopleiding aan het begin van hun loopbaan.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

7. Sjerp de Vries (1991), “Egoism, altruism, and social justice: Theory and experiments on 
cooperation in social dilemmas.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

8. Ronald Batenburg (1991), “Automatisering in bedrijf.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 
9. Rudi Wielers (1991), “Selectie en allocatie op de arbeidsmarkt. Een uitwerking voor de 

informele en geïnstitutionaliseerde kinderopvang.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 
10. Gert Westert (1991), “Verschillen in ziekenhuisgebruik.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
11. Hanneke Hermsen (1992), “Votes and policy preferences: Equilibria in party systems.” 

Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 
12. Cora Maas (1992), “Probleemleerlingen in het basisonderwijs.” Amsterdam: Thesis 

Publishers 
13. Ed Boxman (1992), “Contacten en carrière : Een empirisch theoretisch onderzoek naar de 

relatie tussen sociale netwerken en arbeidsmarktposities” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 
14. Conny Taes (1992), “Kijken naar banen: Een onderzoek naar de inschatting van 

arbeidsmarktkansen bij schoolverlaters uit het middelbaar beroepsonderwijs.” Amsterdam: 
Thesis Publishers 

15. Peter van Roozendaal (1992), “Cabinets in multi party democracies: The effect of 
dominant and central parties on cabinet composition and durability.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

16. Marcel van Dam (1992), “Regio zonder regie: Verschillen in en effectiviteit van gemeentelijk 
arbeidsmarktbeleid.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 



ICS Dissertation Series 

197 

17. Tanja van der Lippe (1993), “Arbeidsverdeling tussen mannen en vrouwen.” Amsterdam: 
Thesis Publishers 

18. Marc Jacobs (1993), “Software: Kopen of kopiëren? Een sociaal wetenschappelijk 
onderzoek onder PC gebruikers.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

19. Peter van der Meer (1993), “Verdringing op de Nederlandse arbeidsmarkt: Sector- en 
sekseverschillen.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

20. Gerbert Kraaykamp (1993), “Over lezen gesproken: Een studie naar sociale differentiatie 
in leesgedrag.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

21. Evelien Zeggelink (1993), “Strangers into friends: The evolution of friendship networks 
using an individual oriented modeling approach.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

22. Jaco Berveling (1994), “Het stempel op de besluitvorming: Macht, invloed en 
besluitvorming op twee Amsterdamse beleidsterreinen.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

23. Wim Bernasco (1994), “Coupled careers: The effects of spouse's resources on success at 
work.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

24. Liset van Dijk (1994), “Choices in child care: The distribution of child care among mothers, 
fathers and non parental care providers.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

25. Jos de Haan (1994), “Research groups in Dutch sociology.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

26. Kwasi Boahene (1995), “Innovation adoption as a socioeconomic process: The case of the 
Ghanaian cocoa industry.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

27. Paul Ligthart (1995), “Solidarity in economic transactions: An experimental study of 
framing effects in bargaining and contracting.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

28. Roger Leenders (1995), “Structure and influence: Statistical models for the dynamics of 
actor attributes, network structure, and their interdependence.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

29. Beate Volker (1995), “Should auld acquaintance be forgot...? Institutions of communism, 
the transition to capitalism and personal networks: The case of East Germany.” 
Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

30. Anneke Cancrinus-Matthijsse (1995), “Tussen hulpverlening en ondernemerschap: 
Beroepsuitoefening en taakopvattingen van openbare apothekers in een aantal West-
Europese landen.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

31. Nardi Steverink (1996), “Zo lang mogelijk zelfstandig: Naar een verklaring van verschillen 
in oriëntatie ten aanzien van opname in een verzorgingstehuis onder fysiek kwetsbare 
ouderen.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

32. Ellen Lindeman (1996), “Participatie in vrijwilligerswerk.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

33. Chris Snijders (1996), “Trust and commitments.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 
34. Koos Postma (1996), “Changing prejudice in Hungary. A study on the collapse of state 

socialism and its impact on prejudice against Gypsies and Jews.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

35. Jooske van Busschbach (1996), “Uit het oog, uit het hart? Stabiliteit en verandering in 
persoonlijke relaties.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

36. René Torenvlied (1996), “Besluiten in uitvoering: Theorieën over beleidsuitvoering 
modelmatig getoetst op sociale vernieuwing in drie gemeenten.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

37. Andreas Flache (1996), “The double edge of networks: An analysis of the effect of informal 
networks on cooperation in social dilemmas.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 



ICS Dissertation Series 

198 

 

38. Kees van Veen (1997), “Inside an internal labor market: Formal rules, flexibility and career 
lines in a Dutch manufacturing company.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

39. Lucienne van Eijk (1997), “Activity and wellbeing in the elderly.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

40. Róbert Gál (1997), “Unreliability: Contract discipline and contract governance under 
economic transition.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

41. Anne-Geerte van de Goor (1997), “Effects of regulation on disability duration.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

42. Boris Blumberg (1997), “Das Management von Technologiekooperationen: Partnersuche 
und Verhandlungen mit dem Partner aus Empirisch Theoretischer Perspektive.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

43. Marijke von Bergh (1997), “Loopbanen van oudere werknemers.” Amsterdam: Thesis 
Publishers 

44. Anna Petra Nieboer (1997), “Life events and well-being: A prospective study on changes 
in well-being of elderly people due to a serious illness event or death of the spouse.” 
Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

45. Jacques Niehof (1997), “Resources and social reproduction: The effects of cultural and 
material resources on educational and occupational careers in industrial nations at the end 
of the twentieth century.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

46. Ariana Need (1997), “The kindred vote: Individual and family effects of social class and 
religion on electoral change in the Netherlands, 1956 1994.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

47. Jim Allen (1997), “Sector composition and the effect of education on Wages: An 
international comparison.” Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers 

48. Jack Hutten (1998), “Workload and provision of care in general practice: An empirical 
study of the relation between workload of Dutch general practitioners and the content and 
quality of their care.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

49. Per Kropp (1998), “Berufserfolg im Transformationsprozeß: Eine theoretisch empirische 
Studie über die Gewinner und Verlierer der Wende in Ostdeutschland.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

50. Maarten Wolbers (1998), “Diploma-inflatie en verdringing op de arbeidsmarkt: Een studie 
naar ontwikkelingen in de opbrengsten van diploma's in Nederland.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

51. Wilma Smeenk (1998), “Opportunity and marriage: The impact of individual resources 
and marriage market structure on first marriage timing and partner choice in the 
Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

52. Marinus Spreen (1999), “Sampling personal network structures: Statistical inference in ego 
graphs.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

53. Vincent Buskens (1999), “Social networks and trust.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
54. Susanne Rijken (1999), “Educational expansion and status attainment: A cross-national 

and over-time comparison.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
55. Mérove Gijsberts (1999), “The legitimation of inequality in state-socialist and market 

societies, 1987-1996.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
56. Gerhard van de Bunt (1999), “Friends by choice: An actor-oriented statistical network 

model for friendship networks through time.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
57. Robert Thomson (1999), “The party mandate: Election pledges and government actions in 

the Netherlands, 1986 1998.” Amsterdam: Thela Thesis 
58. Corine Baarda (1999), “Politieke besluiten en boeren beslissingen: Het draagvlak van het 

mestbeleid tot 2000.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

199 

59. Rafael Wittek (1999), “Interdependence and informal control in organizations.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

60. Diane Payne (1999), “Policy Making in the European Union: An analysis of the impact of 
the reform of the structural funds in Ireland.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

61. René Veenstra (1999), “Leerlingen, Klassen, Scholen: Prestaties en vorderingen van 
leerlingen in het voortgezet onderwijs.” Amsterdam, Thela Thesis 

62. Marjolein Achterkamp (1999), “Influence strategies in collective decision making: A 
comparison of two models.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

63. Peter Mühlau (2000), “The governance of the employment relation: Arelational signaling 
perspective.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

64. Agnes Akkerman (2000), “Verdeelde vakbeweging en stakingen: Concurrentie om leden.” 
ICS dissertation, Groningen 

65. Sandra van Thiel (2000), “Quangocratization: Trends, causes and consequences.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

66. Sylvia Peacock-Korupp (2000), “Mothers and the process of social stratification.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

67. Rudi Turksema (2000), “Supply of day care.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
68. Bernard Nijstad (2000), “How the group affects the mind: Effects of communication in idea 

generating groups.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
69. Inge de Wolf (2000), “Opleidingsspecialisatie en arbeidsmarktsucces van sociale 

wetenschappers.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
70. Jan Kratzer (2001), “Communication and performance: An empirical study in innovation 

teams.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
71. Madelon Kroneman (2001), “Healthcare systems and hospital bed use.” ICS/NIVEL-

dissertation, Utrecht 
72. Herman van de Werfhorst (2001), “Field of study and social inequality: Four types of 

educational resources in the process of stratification in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

73. Tamás Bartus (2001), “Social capital and earnings inequalities: The role of informal job 
search in Hungary.” ICS dissertation Groningen 

74. Hester Moerbeek (2001), “Friends and foes in the occupational career: The influence of 
sweet and sour social capital on the labour market.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

75. Marcel van Assen (2001), “Essays on actor perspectives in exchange networks and social 
dilemmas.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

76. Inge Sieben (2001), “Sibling similarities and social stratification: The impact of family 
background across countries and cohorts.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

77. Alinda van Bruggen (2001), “Individual production of social well-being: An exploratory 
study.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

78. Marcel Coenders (2001), “Nationalistic attitudes and ethnic exclusionism in a comparative 
perspective: An empirical study of attitudes toward the country and ethnic immigrants in 22 
countries.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

79. Marcel Lubbers (2001), “Exclusionistic electorates: Extreme right-wing voting in Western 
Europe.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

80. Uwe Matzat (2001), “Social networks and cooperation in electronic communities: A 
theoretical-empirical analysis of academic communication and internet discussion groups.” 
ICS dissertation, Groningen 

81. Jacques Janssen (2002), “Do opposites attract divorce? Dimensions of mixed marriage and 
the risk of divorce in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

200 

 

82. Miranda Jansen (2002), “Waardenoriëntaties en partnerrelaties: Een panelstudie naar 
wederzijdse invloeden.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

83. Anne-Rigt Poortman (2002), “Socioeconomic causes and consequences of divorce.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

84. Alexander Gattig (2002), “Intertemporal decision making.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
85. Gerrit Rooks (2000), “Contract en conflict: Strategisch management van 

inkooptransacties.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
86. Károly Takács (2002), “Social networks and intergroup conflict.” ICS dissertation, 

Groningen 
87. Thomas Gautschi (2002), “Trust and exchange, effects of temporal embeddedness and 

network embeddedness on providing and dividing a surplus.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
88. Hilde Bras (2002), “Zeeuwse meiden: Dienen in de levensloop van vrouwen, ca. 1850 – 

1950.” Aksant Academic Publishers, Amsterdam 
89. Merijn Rengers (2002), “Economic lives of artists: Studies into careers and the labour 

market in the cultural sector.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
90. Annelies Kassenberg (2002), “Wat scholieren bindt: Sociale gemeenschap in scholen.” ICS 

dissertation, Groningen 
91. Marc Verboord (2003), “Moet de meester dalen of de leerling klimmen? De invloed van 

literatuuronderwijs en ouders op het lezen van boeken tussen 1975 en 2000.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

92. Marcel van Egmond (2003), “Rain falls on all of us (but some manage to get more wet than 
others): Political context and electoral participation.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

93. Justine Horgan (2003), “High-performance human resource management in Ireland and 
the Netherlands: Adoption and effectiveness.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

94. Corine Hoeben (2003), “LETS' be a community: Community in local exchange trading 
systems.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

95. Christian Steglich (2003), “The framing of decision situations: Automatic goal selection 
and rational goal pursuit.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

96. Johan van Wilsem (2003), “Crime and context: The impact of individual, neighborhood, 
city and country characteristics on victimization.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

97. Christiaan Monden (2003), “Education, inequality and health: The impact of partners and 
life course.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

98. Evelyn Hello (2003), “Educational attainment and ethnic attitudes: How to explain their 
relationship.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

99. Marnix Croes en Peter Tammes (2004). “Gif laten wij niet voortbestaan: Een onderzoek 
naar de overlevingskansen van Joden in de Nederlandse gemeenten, 1940-1945.” Aksant 
Academic Publishers, Amsterdam. 

100. Ineke Nagel (2004), “Cultuurdeelname in de levensloop.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
101. Marieke van der Wal (2004), “Competencies to participate in life: Measurement and 

the impact of school.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
102. Vivian Meertens (2004), “Depressive symptoms in the general population: A 

multifactorial social approach.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 
103. Hanneke Schuurmans (2004), “Promoting well-being in frail elderly people: Theory and 

intervention.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
104. Javier Arregui Moreno (2004), “Negotiation in legislative decision-making in the 

European Union.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

201 

105. Tamar Fischer (2004), “Parental divorce, conflict and resources: The effects on 
children’s behaviour problems, socioeconomic attainment, and transitions in the 
demographic career.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

106. René Bekkers (2004), “Giving and volunteering in the Netherlands: Sociological and 
psychological perspectives.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

107. Renée van der Hulst (2004), “Gender differences in workplace authority: An empirical 
study on social networks.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

108. Rita Smaniotto (2004), “‘You scratch my back and I scratch yours’ versus ‘love thy 
neighbour’: Two proximate mechanisms of reciprocal altruism.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

109. Maurice Gesthuizen (2004), “The life course of the low-educated in the Netherlands: 
Social and economic risks.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

110. Carlijne Philips (2005), “Vakantiegemeenschappen: Kwalitatief en kwantitatief 
onderzoek naar gelegenheid en refreshergemeenschap tijdens de vakantie.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

111. Esther de Ruijter (2005), “Household outsourcing.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
112. Frank van Tubergen (2005), “The integration of immigrants in cross-national 

perspective: Origin, destination, and community effects.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
113. Ferry Koster (2005), “For the time being: Accounting for inconclusive findings 

concerning the effects of temporary employment relationships on solidary behavior of 
employees.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

114. Carolien Klein Haarhuis (2005), “Promoting anti-corruption reforms: Evaluating the 
implementation of a World Bank anti-corruption program in seven African countries (1999-
2001).” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

115. Martin van der Gaag (2005), “Measurement of individual social capital.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

116. Johan Hansen (2005), “Shaping careers of men and women in organizational contexts.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

117. Davide Barrera (2005), “Trust in embedded settings.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
118. Mattijs Lambooij (2005), “Promoting cooperation: Studies into the effects of long-term 

and short-term rewards on cooperation of employees.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
119. Lotte Vermeij (2006), “What’s cooking? Cultural boundaries among Dutch teenagers of 

different ethnic origins in the context of school.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
120. Mathilde Strating (2006), “Facing the challenge of rheumatoid arthritis: A 13-year 

prospective study among patients and cross-sectional study among their partners.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

121. Jannes de Vries (2006), “Measurement error in family background variables: The bias 
in the intergenerational transmission of status, cultural consumption, party preference, and 
religiosity.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

122. Stefan Thau (2006), “Workplace deviance: Four studies on employee motives and self-
regulation.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

123. Mirjam Plantinga (2006), “Employee motivation and employee performance in child 
care: The effects of the introduction of market forces on employees in the Dutch child-care 
sector.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

124. Helga de Valk (2006), “Pathways into adulthood: A comparative study on family life 
transitions among migrant and Dutch youth.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

125. Henrike Elzen (2006), “Self-Management for chronically ill older people.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

202 

 

126. Ayse Güveli (2007), “New social classes within the service class in the Netherlands and 
Britain: Adjusting the EGP class schema for the technocrats and the social and cultural 
specialists.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

127. Willem-Jan Verhoeven (2007), “Income attainment in post-communist societies.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

128. Marieke Voorpostel (2007), “Sibling support: The exchange of help among brothers and 
sisters in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

129. Jacob Dijkstra (2007), “The effects of externalities on partner choice and payoffs in 
exchange networks.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

130. Patricia van Echtelt (2007), “Time-greedy employment relationships: Four studies on 
the time claims of post-Fordist work.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

131. Sonja Vogt (2007), “Heterogeneity in social dilemmas: The case of social support.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

132. Michael Schweinberger (2007), “Statistical methods for studying the evolution of 
networks and behavior.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

133. István Henrik Back (2007), “Commitment and evolution: Connecting emotion and 
reason in long-term relationships.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

134. Ruben van Gaalen (2007), “Solidarity and ambivalence in parent-child relationships.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

135. Jan Reitsma (2007), “Religiosity and solidarity: Dsimensions and relationships 
disentangled and tested.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

136. Jan Kornelis Dijkstra (2007), “Status and affection among (pre)adolescents and their 
relation with antisocial and prosocial behavior.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

137. Wouter van Gils (2007), “Full-time working couples in the Netherlands: Causes and 
consequences.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

138. Djamila Schans (2007), “Ethnic diversity in intergenerational solidarity.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

139. Ruud van der Meulen (2007), “Brug over woelig water: Lidmaatschap van 
sportverenigingen, vriendschappen, kennissenkringen en veralgemeend vertrouwen.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

140. Andrea Knecht (2008), “Friendship selection and friends' influence: Dynamics of 
networks and actor attributes in early adolescence.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

141. Ingrid Doorten (2008), “The division of unpaid work in the household: A stubborn 
pattern?” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

142. Stijn Ruiter (2008), “Association in context and association as context: Causes and 
consequences of voluntary association involvement.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

143. Janneke Joly (2008), “People on our minds: When humanized contexts activate social 
norms.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

144. Margreet Frieling (2008), “‘Joint production’ als motor voor actief burgerschap in de 
buurt.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

145. Ellen Verbakel (2008), “The partner as resource or restriction? Labour market careers 
of husbands and wives and the consequences for inequality between couples.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

146. Gijs van Houten (2008), “Beleidsuitvoering in gelaagde stelsels: De doorwerking van 
aanbevelingen van de Stichting van de Arbeid in het CAO-overleg.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 



ICS Dissertation Series 

203 

147. Eva Jaspers (2008), “Intolerance over time: Macro- and micro-level questions on 
attitudes towards euthanasia, homosexuality and ethnic minorities.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

148. Gijs Weijters (2008), “Youth delinquency in Dutch cities and schools: A multilevel 
approach.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

149. Jessica Nooij (2009), “The self in social rejection.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
150. Gerald Mollenhorst (2009), “Networks in contexts: How meeting opportunities affect 

personal relationships.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
151. Tom van der Meer (2009), “States of freely associating citizens: Comparative studies 

into the impact of state institutions on social, civic and political participation.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

152. Manuela Vieth (2009), “Commitments and reciprocity in trust situations: Experimental 
studies on obligation, indignation, and self-consistency.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

153. Rense Corten (2009), “Co-evolution of social networks and behavior in social dilemmas: 
Theoretical and empirical perspectives.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

154. Arieke Rijken (2009), “Happy families, high fertility? Childbearing choices in the context 
of family and partner relationships.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

155. Jochem Tolsma (2009), “Ethnic hostility among ethnic majority and minority groups in 
the Netherlands: An investigation into the impact of social mobility experiences, the local 
living environment and educational attainment on ethnic hostility.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

156. Freek Bucx (2009), “Linked lives: Young adults' life course and relations with parents.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

157. Philip Wotschack (2009), “Household governance and time allocation: Four studies on 
the combination of work and care.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

158. Nienke Moor (2009), “Explaining worldwide religious diversity: The relationship 
between subsistence technologies and ideas about the unknown in pre-industrial and (post-
)industrial societies.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

159. Lieke ten Brummelhuis (2009), “Family matters at work: Depleting and enriching 
effects of employees’ family lives on work outcomes.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

160. Renske Keizer (2010), “Remaining childless: Causes and consequences from a life-
course perspective.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

161. Miranda Sentse (2010), “Bridging contexts: The interplay between family, child, and 
peers in explaining problem behavior in early adolescence.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

162. Nicole Tieben (2010), “Transitions, tracks and transformations: Social inequality in 
transitions into, through and out of secondary education in the Netherlands for cohorts born 
between 1914 and 1985.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

163. Birgit Pauksztat (2010), “Speaking up in organizations: Four studies on employee 
voice.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

164. Richard Zijdeman (2010), “Status attainment in the Netherlands, 1811-1941: Spatial 
and temporal variation before and during industrialization.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

165. Rianne Kloosterman (2010), “Social background and children's educational careers: 
The primary and secondary effects of social background over transitions and over time in 
the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

166. Olav Aarts (2010), “Religious diversity and religious involvement: A study of religious 
markets in Western societies at the end of the twentieth century.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

204 

 

167. Stephanie Wiesmann (2010), “24/7 Negotiation in couples’ transition to parenthood.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

168. Borja Martinovic (2010), “Interethnic contacts: A dynamic analysis of interaction 
between immigrants and natives in Western countries.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

169. Anne Roeters (2010), “Family life under pressure? Parents' paid work and the quantity 
and quality of parent-child and family time.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

170. Jelle Sijtsema (2010), “Adolescent aggressive behavior: Status and stimulation goals in 
relation to the peer context.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

171. Kees Keizer (2010), “The spreading of disorder.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
172. Michael Mäs (2010), “The diversity puzzle. explaining clustering and polarization of 

opinions.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
173. Marie-Louise Damen (2010), “Cultuurdeelname en CKV: Studies naar effecten van 

kunsteducatie op de cultuurdeelname van leerlingen tijdens en na het voortgezet onderwijs.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

174. Marieke van de Rakt (2011), “Two generations of crime: The intergenerational 
transmission of convictions over the life course.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

175. Willem Huijnk (2011), “Family life and ethnic attitudes: The role of the family for 
attitudes towards intermarriage and acculturation among minority and majority groups.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

176. Tim Huijts (2011), “Social ties and health in Europe: Individual associations, cross-
national variations, and contextual explanations.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

177. Wouter Steenbeek (2011), “Social and physical disorder: How community, business 
presence and entrepreneurs influence disorder in Dutch neighborhoods.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

178. Miranda Vervoort (2011), “Living together apart? Ethnic concentration in the 
neighborhood and ethnic minorities’ social contacts and language practices.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

179. Agnieszka Kanas (2011), “The economic performance of immigrants: The role of human 
and social capital.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

180. Lea Ellwardt (2011), “Gossip in organizations: A social network study.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

181. Annemarije Oosterwaal (2011), “The gap between decision and implementation: 
Decision making, delegation and compliance in governmental and organizational settings.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

182. Natascha Notten (2011), “Parents and the media: Causes and consequences of parental 
media socialization.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

183. Tobias Stark (2011), “Integration in schools: A process perspective on students’ 
interethnic attitudes and interpersonal relationships.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

184. Giedo Jansen (2011), “Social cleavages and political choices: Large-scale comparisons 
of social class, religion and voting behavior in Western democracies.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

185. Ruud van der Horst (2011), “Network effects on treatment results in a closed forensic 
psychiatric setting.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

186. Mark Levels (2011), “Abortion laws in European Countries between 1960 and 2010: 
Legislative developments and their consequences for women's reproductive decision 
making.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

205 

187. Marieke van Londen (2012), “Exclusion of ethnic minorities in the Netherlands: The 
effects of individual and situational characteristics on opposition to ethnic policy and 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

188. Sigrid Mohnen (2012), “Neighborhood context and health: How neighborhood social 
capital affects individual health.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

189. Asya Zhelyazkova (2012), “Compliance under controversy: Analysis of the 
transposition of European directives and their provisions.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

190. Valeska Korff (2012), “Between cause and control: Management in a humanitarian 
organization.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

191. Maike Gieling (2012), “Dealing with diversity: Adolescents' support for civil liberties and 
immigrant rights.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

192. Katya Ivanova (2012), “From parents to partners: The impact of family on romantic 
relationships in adolescence and emerging adulthood.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

193. Jelmer Schalk (2012), “The performance of public corporate actors: Essays on effects of 
institutional and network embeddedness in supranational, national, and local collaborative 
contexts.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

194. Alona Labun (2012), “Social networks and informal power in organizations.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

195. Michal Bojanowski (2012), “Essays on social network formation in heterogeneous 
populations: Models, methods, and empirical analyses.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

196. Anca Minescu (2012), “Relative group position and intergroup attitudes in Russia.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

197. Marieke van Schellen (2012), “Marriage and crime over the life course: The criminal 
careers of convicts and their spouses.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

198. Mieke Maliepaard (2012), “Religious trends and social integration: Muslim minorities 
in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

199. Fransje Smits (2012), “Turks and Moroccans in the Low Countries around the year 
2000: Determinants of religiosity, trend in religiosity and determinants of the trend.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

200. Roderick Sluiter (2012), “The diffusion of morality policies among Western European 
countries between 1960 and 2010: A comparison of temporal and spatial diffusion patterns 
of six morality and eleven non-morality policies.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

201. Nicoletta Balbo (2012), “Family, friends and fertility.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
202. Anke Munniksma (2013), “Crossing ethnic boundaries: Parental resistance to and 

consequences of adolescents' cross-ethnic peer relations” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
203. Anja-Kristin Abendroth (2013), “Working women in Europe: How the country, 

workplace, and family context matter.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
204. Katia Begall (2013), “Occupational hazard? The relationship between working 

conditions and fertility.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
205. Hidde Bekhuis (2013), “The popularity of domestic cultural products: Cross-national 

differences and the relation to globalization.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
206. Lieselotte Blommaert (2013), “Are Joris and Renske more employable than Rashid and 

Samira? A study on the prevalence and sources of ethnic discrimination in recruitment in the 
Netherlands using experimental and survey data.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

207. Wiebke Schulz (2013), “Careers of men and women in the 19th and 20th centuries.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

208. Ozan Aksoy (2013), “Essays on social preferences and beliefs in non-embedded social 
dilemmas.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 



ICS Dissertation Series 

206 

 

209. Dominik Morbitzer (2013), “Limited farsightedness in network formation.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

210. Thomas de Vroome (2013), “Earning your place: The relation between immigrants’ 
economic and psychological integration in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

211. Marloes de Lange (2013), “Causes and consequences of employment flexibility among 
young people: Recent developments in the Netherlands and Europe.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen 

212. Roza Meuleman (2014), “Consuming the Nation: Domestic cultural consumption: Its 
stratification and relation with nationalist attitudes.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

213. Esther Havekes (2014), “Putting interethnic attitudes in context: The relationship 
between neighbourhood characteristics, interethnic attitudes and residential behaviour.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

214. Zoltán Lippényi (2014), “Transitions toward an open society? Intergenerational 
occupational mobility in Hungary in the 19th and 20th centuries.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

215. Anouk Smeekes (2014), “The presence of the past: Historical rooting of national identity 
and current group dynamics.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

216. Michael Savelkoul (2014), “Ethnic diversity and social capital: Testing underlying 
explanations derived from conflict and contact theories in Europe and the United States.” 
ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

217. Martijn Hogerbrugge (2014), “Misfortune and family: How negative events, family ties, 
and lives are linked.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

218. Gina-Felicia Potarca (2014), “Modern love: Comparative insights in online dating 
preferences and assortative mating.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

219. Mariska van der Horst (2014), “Gender, aspirations, and achievements: Relating work 
and family aspirations to occupational outcomes.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

220. Gijs Huitsing (2014), “A social network perspective on bullying” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

221. Thomas Kowalewski (2015), “Personal growth in organizational contexts.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

222. Manuel Muñoz-Herrera (2015), “The impact of individual differences on network 
relations: Social exclusion and inequality in productive exchange and coordination games.” 
ICS dissertation, Groningen 

223. Tim Immerzeel (2015), “Voting for a change: The democratic lure of populist radical 
right parties in voting behavior.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

224. Fernando Nieto Morales (2015), “The control imperative: Studies on reorganization in 
the public and private sectors.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

225. Jellie Sierksma (2015), “Bounded helping: How morality and intergroup relations shape 
children’s reasoning about helping.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

226. Tinka Veldhuis (2015), “Captivated by fear: An evaluation of terrorism detention 
policy.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

227. Miranda Visser (2015), “Loyality in humanity: Turnover among expatriate 
humanitarian aid workers.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

228. Sarah Westphal (2015), “Are the kids alright? Essays on postdivorce residence 
arrangements and children’s well-being.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

229. Britta Rüschoff (2015), “Peers in careers: Peer relationships in the transition from school 
to work.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

207 

230. Nynke van Miltenburg (2015), “Cooperation under peer sanctioning institutions: 
Collective decisions, noise, and endogenous implementation.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

231. Antonie Knigge (2015), “Sources of sibling similarity: Status attainment in the 
Netherlands during modernization.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

232. Sanne Smith (2015), “Ethnic segregation in friendship networks: Studies of its 
determinants in English, German, Dutch, and Swedish school classes.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

233. Patrick Präg (2015), “Social stratification and health: Four essays on social 
determinants of health and wellbeing.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

234. Wike Been (2015), “European top managers' support for work-life arrangements” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

235. André Grow (2016), “Status differentiation: New insights from agent-based modeling 
and social network analysis.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

236. Jesper Rözer (2016), “Family and personal networks: How a partner and children affect 
social relationships.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

237. Kim Pattiselanno (2016), “At your own risk: The importance of group dynamics and 
peer processes in adolescent peer groups for adolescents' involvement in risk behaviors.” ICS- 
dissertation, Groningen 

238. Vincenz Frey (2016), “Network formation and trust.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
239. Rozemarijn van der Ploeg (2016), “Be a buddy, not a bully? Four studies on social and 

emotional processes related to bullying, defending, and victimization.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

240. Tali Spiegel (2016), “Identity, career trajectories and wellbeing: A closer look at 
individuals with degenerative eye conditions.” ICS- dissertation, Groningen 

241. Felix Christian Tropf (2016), “Social science genetics and fertility.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

242. Sara Geven (2016), “Adolescent problem behavior in school: The role of peer networks.” 
ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

243. Josja Rokven (2016), “The victimization-offending relationship from a longitudinal 
perspective.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

244. Maja Djundeva (2016), “Healthy ageing in context: Family welfare state and the life 
course.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

245. Mark Visser (2017), “Inequality between older workers and older couples in the 
Netherlands: A dynamic life course perspective on educational and social class differences 
in the late career.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

246. Beau Oldenburg (2017), “Bullying in schools: The role of teachers and classmates.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

247. Tatang Muttaqin (2017), “The education divide in Indonesia: Four essays on 
determinants of unequal access to and quality of education.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

248. Margriet van Hek (2017), “Gender inequality in educational attainment and reading 
performance: A contextual approach.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

249. Melissa Verhoef-van Dorp (2017), “Work schedules, childcare and well-being: Essays 
on the associations between modern-day job characteristics, childcare arrangements and the 
well-being of parents and children.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

250. Timo Septer (2017), “Goal priorities, cognition and conflict: Analyses of cognitive maps 
concerning organizational change.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

251. Bas Hofstra (2017), “Online social networks: Essays on membership, privacy, and 
structure.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 



ICS Dissertation Series 

208 

 

252. Yassine Khoudja (2018), “Women’s labor market participation across ethnic groups: 
The role of household conditions, gender role attitudes, and religiosity in different national 
contexts.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

253. Joran Laméris (2018), “Living together in diversity: Whether, why and where ethnic 
diversity affects social cohesion.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

254. Maaike van der Vleuten (2018), “Gendered Choices: Fields of study of adolescents in 
the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

255. Mala Sondang Silitonga (2018), “Corruption in Indonesia: The impact of institutional 
change, norms, and networks.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

256. Manja Coopmans (2018), “Rituals of the past in the context of the present: The role of 
Remembrance Day and Liberation Day in Dutch society.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

257. Paul Hindriks (2018), “The struggle for power: Attitudes towards the political 
participation of ethnic minorities.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

258. Nynke Niezink (2018), “Modeling the dynamics of networks and continuous behavior.” 
ICS dissertation, Groningen 

259. Simon de Bruijn (2018), “Reaching agreement after divorce and separation: Essays on 
the effectiveness of parenting plans and divorce mediation.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

260. Susanne van 't Hoff-de Goede (2018), “While you were locked up: An empirical study 
on the characteristics, social surroundings and wellbeing of partners of prisoners in The 
Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

261. Loes van Rijsewijk (2018), “Antecedents and consequences of helping among 
adolescents.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

262. Mariola Gremmen (2018), “Social network processes and academic functioning: The 
role of peers in students' school well-being, academic engagement, and academic 
achievement.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

263. Jeanette Renema (2018), “Immigrants’ support for welfare spending: The causes and 
consequences of welfare usage and welfare knowledgeability.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

264. Suwatin Miharti (2018), “Community health centers in Indonesia in the era of 
decentralization: The impact of structure, staff composition and management on health 
outcomes.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

265. Chaïm la Roi (2019), “Stigma and stress: Studies on attitudes towards sexual minority 
orientations and the association between sexual orientation and mental health.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

266. Jelle Lössbroek (2019), “Turning grey into gold: Employer-employee interplay in an 
ageing workforce.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

267. Nikki van Gerwen (2019), “Employee cooperation through training: A multi-method 
approach.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

268. Paula Thijs (2019), “Trends in cultural conservatism: The role of educational expansion, 
secularisation, and changing national contexts.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

269. Renske Verweij (2019), “Understanding childlessness: Unravelling the link with genes 
and the socio-environment.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

270. Niels Blom (2019), “Partner relationship quality under pressing work conditions: 
Longitudinal and cross-national investigation.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

271. Müge Simsek (2019), “The dynamics of religion among native and immigrant youth in 
Western Europe.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

272. Leonie van Breeschoten (2019), “Combining a career and childcare: The use and 
usefulness of work-family policies in European organizations.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 



ICS Dissertation Series 

209 

273. Roos van der Zwan (2019), “The political representation of ethnic minorities and their 
vote choice.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

274. Ashwin Rambaran (2019), “The classroom as context for bullying: A social network 
approach.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

275. Dieko Bakker (2019), “Cooperation and social control: Effects of preferences, 
institutions, and social structure.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

276. Femke van der Werf (2019), “Shadow of a rainbow? National and ethnic belonging in 
Mauritius.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

277. Robert Krause (2019), “Multiple imputation for missing network data.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

278. Take Sipma (2020), “Economic insecurity and populist radical right voting.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

279. Mathijs Kros (2020), “The nature of negative contact: Studies on interethnic relations in 
Western societies.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

280. Lonneke van den Berg (2020), “Time to leave: Individual and contextual explanations 
for the timing of leaving home.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

281. Marianne Hooijsma (2020), “Clashrooms: Interethnic peer relationships in schools.” 
ICS dissertation, Groningen 

282. Marina Tulin (2020), “Blind spots in social resource theory: Essays on the creation, 
maintenance and returns of social capital.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

283. Tessa Kaufman (2020), “Toward tailored interventions: Explaining, assessing, and 
preventing persistent victimization of bullying.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

284. Lex Thijssen (2020), “Racial and ethnic discrimination in western labor markets: 
Empirical evidence from field experiments.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

285. Lukas Norbutas (2020), “Trust on the dark web: An analysis of illegal online drug 
markets.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

286. Tomáš Diviák (2020), “Criminal networks: Actors, mechanisms, and structures.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

287. Tery Setiawan (2020), “Support for interreligious conflict in Indonesia.” ICS 
dissertation, Nijmegen 

288. Vera de Bel (2020), “The ripple effect in family networks: Relational structures and well-
being in divorced and non-divorced families.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

289. Diego Palacios (2020), “How context and the perception of peers’ behaviors shape 
relationships in adolescence: A multiplex social network perspective.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

290. Saskia Glas (2020), “Where are the Muslim Feminists? Religiosity and support for gender 
equality in the Arab region.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

291. Tomas Turner-Zwinkels (2020), “A new macro-micro approach to the study of political 
careers: Theoretical, Methodological and empirical challenges and solutions.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

292. Lotte Scheeren (2020), “Not on the same track? Tracking age and gender inequality in 
education.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

293. Joris Broere (2020), “Essays on how social network structure affects asymmetric 
coordination and trust.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

294. Marcus Kristiansen (2021), “Contact with benefits: How social networks affect benefit 
receipt dynamics in the Netherlands.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

295. Judith Kas (2021), “Trust and reputation in the peer-to-peer platform economy.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 



ICS Dissertation Series 

210 

 

296. Andrea Forster (2021), “Navigating educational institutions: Mechanisms of 
educational inequality and social mobility in different educational systems.” ICS 
dissertation, Amsterdam 

297. Jannes ten Berge (2021), “Technological change and work: The relation between 
technology implementation within organizations and changes in workers’ employment.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

298. Jolien Geerlings (2021), “Teaching in culturally diverse classrooms: The importance of 
dyadic relations between teachers and children.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

299. Kirsten van Houdt (2021), “Stepfamilies in adulthood: Solidarity between parents and 
adult children.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

300. Suzanne de Leeuw (2021), “The intergenerational transmission of educational 
attainment after divorce and remarriage.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

301. Fleur Goedkoop (2021), “Involvement in bottom-up energy transitions: The role of local 
and contextual embeddedness.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

302. Eva Vriens (2021), “Mutualism in the 21st century: The why, when, and how behind 
successful risk-sharing institutions.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

303. Ardita Muja (2021), “From school to work: The role of the vocational specificity of 
education in young people’s labor market integration.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

304. Siyang Kong (2021), “Women and work in contemporary China: The effect of market 
transition on women's employment, earnings, and status attainment.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

305. Marijn Keijzer (2022), “Opinion dynamics in online social media.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

306. Sander Kunst (2022), “The educational divide in openness towards globalisation in 
Western Europe.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

307. Nella Geurts (2022), “Puzzling pathways: The integration paradox among migrants in 
Western Europe.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

308. Dragana Stojmenovska (2022), “Men’s place: The incomplete integration of women in 
workplace authority.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

309. Bram Hogendoorn (2022), “Divorce and inequality: Stratification in the risk and 
consequences of union dissolution.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

310. Tom Nijs (2022), “This place is ours: Collective psychological ownership and its social 
consequences.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

311. Nora Storz (2022), “’This land is ours—but is it also theirs?’ Collective ownership beliefs 
and reconciliation in territorial conflict regions.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

312. Tara Koster (2022), “Parenting and fairness in diverse families.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

313. Danelien van Aalst (2022), “Elements Contributing to Teachers’ Role in Bullying.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

314. Wybren Nooitgedagt (2022), “Who owns the country? Collective psychological 
ownership and intergroup relations in settler societies.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

315. Marija Dangubić (2022), “Rejecting Muslim minority practices: Principles and 
prejudices.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

316. Sara Cvetkovska (2022), “Lines in the shifting sand: The implications of being 
tolerated.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

317. Maaike Hornstra (2022), “Going beyond the dyad: Adult intergenerational closeness 
after divorce and remarriage.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 



ICS Dissertation Series 

211 

318. Wouter Kiekens (2022), “Sexual and gender minority youth’s mental health and 
substance use: Disparities, mechanisms, and protective factors.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

319. Carlijn Bussemakers (2022), “Adversity and educational inequality: The interplay 
between adverse experiences and parental resources for children’s educational attainment.” 
ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

320. Evi Velthuis (2022), “ ‘To tolerate or not to tolerate?’ Reasons for tolerance of minority 
group practices among majority members in the Netherlands and Germany.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

321. Hendrik Nunner (2023), “Co-evolution of social networks and infectious diseases.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

322. Carly van Mensvoort (2023), “Inspiring leaders: An empirical study of female 
supervisors at work.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

323. Anne van der Put (2023), “Healthy at work: The role of the work environment in 
worksite health promotion.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

324. Rowan ten Kate (2023), “Understanding loneliness among older migrants.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

325. Sanne Kellij (2023), “I see, I see what you don’t see: Neural and behavioral social-
cognitive processes underlying (persistent) victimization.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

326. Inge Hendriks (2023), “Changes and contrasts in attitudes towards ethnic minorities.” 
ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

327. Eleonora Marucci (2023), “Antecedents and consequences of teacher attunement in 
primary and secondary school classrooms.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

328. Kasper Otten (2023), “Cooperation in changing groups: How newcomers and norms 
shape public good provision in the lab, online games, and the field.” ICS dissertation, 
Utrecht 

329. Carlos de Matos Fernandes (2023), “In or out? The paradox of exclusionary 
mechanisms in keeping cooperation going.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

330. Ruohuang Jiao (2023), “Reputation effects in peer-to-peer online markets: meta-
analyses and laboratory experiments.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

331. Marlou Ramaekers (2024), “Informal helping. Insights from a dyadic, family and 
societal perspective.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

332. Kim Stienstra (2024), “Educational quality and inequality: The interplay between 
schools, families, and genes.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

333. Ece Arat (2024), “Diverse stepfamilies: Parenting and children’s well-being.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

334. Christian Fang (2024), “Family life in postdivorce families.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 
335. Vera Buijs (2024), “Close relationships and subjective well-being: A life course 

perspective on social needs, relations, and interactions.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 
336. Twan Huijsmans (2024), “Our place in politics: Urban-rural divergence and how place 

affects political attitudes.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 
337. Thomas Teekens (2024), “Sustainable collaboration in care: Joint production 

motivation and interprofessional learning in an interorganizational network.” ICS 
dissertation, Groningen 

338. Ana Macanović (2024), “Trust in the shadows: The role of communication in extra-legal 
contexts.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

339. Christoph Janietz (2024), “Inequality at work: Occupations, organizations, and the 
wage distribution.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 



ICS Dissertation Series 

212 

 

340. Philipp Schneider (2024), “Social Influence and the Energy Transition: Leveraging 
social networks and norms.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

341. Nick Wuestenenk (2024), “Support for sexual liberalization among ethnic majorities 
and minorities in Europe: The role of social norms in the public expression of opinions.” ICS 
dissertation, Utrecht 

342. Renae Sze Ming Loh (2024), “Copy Paste? Digital skills, social reproduction, and social 
mobility in education.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

343. Klara Raiber (2024), “Beyond sacrifice? Long-term employment consequences of 
providing unpaid care.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

344. Sofie Lorijn (2024), “Peer relationships in the transition from primary to secondary 
education.” ICS dissertation, Groningen  

345. Xingna Qin (2024), “In connection – The role of peers, parents, and teachers in 
adolescent friendship dynamics.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

346. Echo Teng Li (2024), “Simulation models of the collective consequences of bounded 
rationality in opinion formation in networks: Cases of market concentration and vaccination 
opinion polarization.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

347. Thomas Feliciani (2025), “Divided spaces and divided opinions: Modeling the impact 
of residential segregation on opinion polarization.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

348. Thijmen Jeroense (2025), “Social network segregation: Studies on network 
homogeneity in sociodemographic characteristics and political attitudes.” ICS dissertation, 
Nijmegen  

349. Dieuwke Zwier (2025), “Rhythms of class: Socio-economic disparities and peer 
dynamics in secondary school choice.” ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

350. Lian van Vemde (2025), “Creating inclusive societies: Fostering belonging and positive 
intergroup relations in culturally diverse classrooms.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

351. Rob Franken (2025), “Social networks and sports participation: The interplay of 
selection and influence processes.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

352. Julian Rengers (2025), “Selective disclosure at work: Lesbian, gay, and bisexual 
employees’ disclosure decisions, motivations, and approaches.” ICS dissertation, 
Groningen 

353. Sara Wiertsema (2025), “Young adults in motion: Understanding the impact of the 
school-to-work transition on sports and physical activity.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

354. Sofie Wiersma (2025), “Imprints at work: How the pasts of organizations and leaders 
shape workplace precarity and inequality.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

355. Tessa Ubels (2025), “Stuck in migration: Pathways to social change and well-being for 
people on the move and the role of psychosocial support.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

356. Katrin Müller (2025), “Shifting perspectives: majority members’ perceptions of the 
prevalence of ethno-racial minority discrimination.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

357. Maikel Meijeren (2026), “Helping those in need: volunteering for humanitarian 
organizations and for refugees.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

358. Jonas Stein (2026),  “Reconciling epistemic and identity diversity: Identifying pathways 
to better decision-making in social groups.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

359. Mustafa Firat (2026), “Retirement and life course transitions: Inequality and the welfare 
state in Europe.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

360. Rachel Kollar (2026), “What’s religion got to do with it? Islamic religiosity and the 
political participation of European Muslims.” ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

361. Zhe Dong (2026), “Positive and Negative Leadership in Childhood: Emergence, Group 
Process, and Outcomes.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 



ICS Dissertation Series 

213 

362. Tobias Sachs (2026), “Beyond Bias: Examining Conditions That Shape Ethnic 
Discrimination in Resume Screening and Employees´ Support for Organizational Inclusion.” 
ICS dissertation, Amsterdam 

363. Viktor Decker (2026), “(Un)equal Careers: Labor Market Inequalities Between Workers 
With General and Vocational Education Over the Life Course” ICS dissertation, 
Amsterdam 

364. Sanjana Singh (2026), “Structural Gender Inequality at Work: How integration and the 
accumulation of advantages shape (in)equality.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

365. Elsje de Vries (2026), “Bullying in Secondary Education: Social Position, School 
Context, and Intervention Development.” ICS dissertation, Groningen 

366. Jos Slabbekoorn (2026), “Intersectional Disparities in Benefit Receipt: A Capital-Based 
Approach,” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

367. Anne Maaike Mulders (2026), “Staying, Leaving, Thriving: Gender and Ethnic 
Inequality in Dutch Academia”, ICS dissertation, Nijmegen 

368. Paula Hoffmann (2026), “Gendered Support Matters at Work: How Giving and 
Receiving Support Is Linked to Work Outcomes.” ICS dissertation, Utrecht 

 

 

 


	188949_Hoffmann_inside pages_v2.pdf
	Kapiteltrenner+Cover_A4_final.pdf



