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ABSTRACT 

Status and organizational position are defining cues that shape how people 

interact in organizations.  For executives, their position in the organization can be a 

double-edged sword of increased influence, but also of perceived isolation from others.  

Hence, the longstanding concern of leaders being “lonely at the top.”  To examine this 

further, I focus on the leader’s developmental network – the constellation of relationships 

that provide the leader with career and psychosocial support.  Extending status 

characteristics theory, I examine how a leader’s organizational position shapes the 

dynamics of social support, represented by the leader’s developmental network.  Three 

independent sources of data were collected: a developmental network survey of top 

executives (n=227), a multisource survey of the executive’s co-workers (n=1008), and 

performance ratings obtained from the executive’s superiors (n=521).   Contrary to 

assumptions of leaders being “lonely at the top”, the findings reveal a positive 

relationship between a leader’s organizational position and the strength of the leader’s 

developmental network.  This relationship is explained by two distinct mediating 

mechanisms:  (1) a process of social influence, where a leader’s position predicts co-
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worker perceptions of the leader’s dominance, and consequently, greater career support; 

and (2) a process of social connection, where the leader’s position predicts co-worker 

perceptions of the leader’s warmth, and consequently, psychosocial support.  I discuss the 

implications of these findings for strengthening developmental networks in organizations 

and for research on leadership and positive work relationships. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

“Being the CEO is a lonely job. And the longer you’re in it and the more successful you 

are, the lonelier it is. You will find fewer and fewer people you can talk to.” - John 

Chambers, CEO and Chairman of CISCO System (Donlon, 2012)  

“You are never strong enough that you don’t need help” – Cesar Chavez, American 

Labor Leader (Cesar Chavez Foundation, 2008) 

Social hierarchy and power are an underlying force that affects all relationships 

(Blau, 1964; Magee & Galinsky, 2008).  This dynamic is especially so for leaders at the 

top of organizations.  The status associated with their position may be a doubled edged 

sword - of increased influence (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Belliveau, O’Reilly, Wade, 

1996) and yet perceived isolation from others. As John Chambers, CEO and Chairman of 

CISCO Systems, admits - leadership at the top of an organization can be “lonely job”, 

with few people to turn to.  Chambers is not alone in this concern.   

The concern with leaders being “lonely at the top” reflects an unexamined and 

costly paradox of increased influence and isolation, attributed to leaders in high positions.  

As a case in point, a 2012 survey of CEOs of large organizations, with revenues between 

$50 million to $2 billion, revealed that 41% of CEOs report feeling lonely and isolated in 

their current role.  Of the CEOs who reported feeling lonely in their position, 70% 

disclosed that loneliness affected their ability to do their job (Saporito, 2012).  
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Additionally, the cost to replace a single derailed executive for organizations has been 

estimated at between $750,000 to 2.7 million (Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2010).   

Despite the cost of executive isolation and derailment, the underlying question 

remains – how might a leader’s organizational position shape the leader’s network of 

supportive relationships?  I address this question with a focus on a specific constellation 

of relationships – developmental networks – people that are actively involved in a 

leader’s personal and professional development (Higgins & Kram, 2001).  As a subset of 

a leader’s broader social network, developmental networks represent supportive 

relationships with people that provide the leader with instrumental career support and 

affective psychosocial support.  A weak or non-existent developmental network is akin to 

what observers describe as being “lonely at the top”.  It is a situation where the focal 

person might be networked to others but lacks relationships that are supportive of the 

person’s career success and well-being. 

This dissertation examines two primary questions: (1) How are developmental 

networks shaped by a leader’s organizational position and sense of power?  (2) What are 

the consequences of developmental networks on a leader’s felt isolation and overall 

performance?  Leaders at the top of organizations might be well networked by function of 

their formal position, but this may not necessarily correspond with the strength of their 

developmental network.  Further, the social and psychological antecedents to 

developmental networks, while important, have remained unexamined.  By addressing 

these questions, this dissertation contributes and integrates research on developmental 
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networks, leadership, and the effects of organizational position and power in 

organizations.  Additionally, the findings of the study inform how leaders can strengthen 

their developmental network in response to the social and psychological challenges of 

holding high office in organizations. 

 

Research Overview 

Organizational scholars have established the critical role of developmental 

networks in predicting leader effectiveness and career success (Cotton, Shen, & Livne-

Tarandach, 2011; Dobrow, Chandler, Murphy, & Kram, 2012; Ghosh, Haynes, & Kram, 

2013; Higgins & Kram, 2001).  As a subset of a leader’s broader social network, 

developmental networks have been found to predict important job outcomes such as 

career advancement (Murphy & Kram, 2010), confidence (Higgins, 2001), optimism 

(Higgins et al., 2010), organizational commitment (Higgins & Thomas, 2001) and a 

strong sense of professional identity (Dobrow & Higgins, 2005).  They include work and 

non-work relationships that are malleable to external influence (Cummings & Higgins, 

2006).  This suggests that changes in a person’s status, such as promotion to a leadership 

position, can influence the composition and strength of a leader’s developmental 

network.   

Despite an established and growing body of research on mentoring and 

developmental relationships (Chandler, Kram, & Yip, 2011; Dobrow, Chandler, Murphy 

& Kram, 2012; Molloy, 2005), the literature is silent on the effects of organizational 
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position and hierarchy on a person’s developmental network, particularly for leaders at 

the top of organizations.  This is likely due to the challenge of research access to top level 

leaders (Pettigrew, 1992) and an assumption that developmental relationships matter 

more for lower status groups in organizations.  Hence, mentoring research has focused 

primarily on the mentoring of early career professionals and the role of executives as 

mentors, and not recipients of developmental support.  Departing from existing 

approaches, this dissertation examines the antecedents and consequences of 

developmental networks for leaders in the upper echelons – a population well suited to 

study the effects of status on developmental networks. 

Despite its established benefits, research on the antecedents of developmental 

networks has been limited (Dobrow et al., 2012).  By examining the effects of status on 

developmental networks, I seek to advance a better understanding of how social 

hierarchy can shape the exchange of developmental support, with implications for leader 

effectiveness. Through applying status characteristics theory, this dissertation examines 

how a leader’s organizational position and sense of power explains differences in the 

strength of the leader’s developmental network.  More specifically, I test a dual pathway 

theory of developmental support, where higher status and power is positively associated 

with instrumental career support (as a result of co-worker perceptions of the leader’s 

dominance), but negatively associated with psychosocial support (as a result of co-worker 

perceptions of the leader’s distance or lack of warmth).  In addition, I consider the 

primacy of warmth (Asch, 1946) and how it amplifies or attenuates the effects of 

perceived dominance on career and psychosocial support respectively.   
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Three independent data sources were analyzed to test my proposed theory: a 

developmental network survey conducted with top executives of large organizations 

(n=227), organizational data linked to the executives, and a multisource survey of the 

executives’ direct reports, peers, and superiors.  To my knowledge, this is the first study 

to examine the developmental networks of top executives, to theorize the effects of status 

on developmental networks, and to examine the effects of developmental networks on 

felt isolation and leader performance.  Figure 1 presents a summary of the hypothesized 

relationships in my research model.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

While social hierarchy and power are an underlying force in relationships, they 

have received limited attention in research on developmental networks, especially for 

leaders at the top of organizations.  In this section I review theoretical perspectives and 

research findings relevant to understanding the effects of organizational position and 

power on social judgment and developmental relationships.  More specifically, I review 

and extend status characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1966) and consider its implication 

for how a leader is perceived by the leader’s co-workers and how those perceptions in 

turn, shape a leader’s developmental network.   

Developmental Networks 

A significant body of organizational scholarship has established how people learn 

and perform better with the support of mentoring and developmental relationships 

(Chandler et al., 2011; Dobrow et al., 2012; Kram, 1983, 1985; Kram & Isabella, 1985; 

Podolny & Baron, 1997).  In particular, research on developmental relationships has 

identified the powerful effects on having a network of people actively involved in a 

person’s career (Higgins & Kram, 2001).   More specifically, Higgins & Kram (2001) 

define this as a developmental network - “people a protégé names as taking an active 

interest in and action to advance the protégé’s career by providing developmental 

assistance.” (Higgins & Kram, 2001: 268).   
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The characteristics of developmental networks are an extension of Kram's (1985) 

in-depth study of mentoring and developmental relationships in organizations.  Grounded 

in qualitative interviews with managers and their direct reports, Kram found that 

developmental relationship functions diverged into two distinct categories of support - 

career and psychosocial support.  Where career support is concerned primarily about 

work-related issues and the career advancement of the recipient, psychosocial support is 

concerned about the recipient’s emotional and psychological well-being.  These two 

categories of support may not always co-occur in a single relationship, but are more 

likely distributed across a person’s developmental network (Higgins & Kram, 2001).  For 

example, an executive may receive career support from his CEO, in the form of 

sponsorship and coaching for taking on future C-level responsibilities, and psychosocial 

support from his peers, through their friendship and counsel on personal issues. 

More specifically, the career functions of developmental relationships include 

coaching, sponsorship, exposure and visibility, protection, and the provision of 

challenging assignments.  In a meta-analysis of mentoring outcomes, Allen et al., (2004) 

found that the strength of career support in developmental relationships is predictive of 

objective outcomes, such as promotion and compensation.  Relationships with strong 

career support can provide leaders access to important information and organizational 

resources required for objective career success (Seibert et al., 2001).  This relational 

transmission of knowledge and social resource is immediately beneficial for the recipient 

in the developmental of human capital and skills to perform more effectiveness.  Career 

support from co-workers is also a signal within the organization of the positive regard 
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that co-workers have on the recipient’s ability and potential.  Together, these mechanisms 

explain how career support can be directly beneficial to career advancement,  

Psychosocial functions, on the other hand, involve acceptance and confirmation, 

counseling, and personal friendship (Kram, 1985).  More specifically, Kram (1985: 32) 

defines psychosocial support as “those aspects of a relationship that enhance an 

individual’s sense of competence, identity and effectiveness in a professional role.”   The 

psychosocial support elements of developmental networks can be better understood 

through what Dutton and Heaphy (2003) describe as high-quality connections – 

relationships characterized by mutuality and interdependence, fostering personal growth 

and learning.  Cummings and Higgins (2005) found that strong psychosocial support 

were characteristic of what they described as the “inner core” of stable developmental 

relationships.  In contrast to career support, which is generally task-oriented, the 

provision of psychosocial support is affect-based and is more likely to result in a stronger 

emotional bond in the relationship.  This explains why psychosocial ties are generally 

more stable and distinct from career support.  

The combination of career and psychosocial support in developmental networks 

has been found to predict both subjective career success (Bozionelos, 2003, 2006; 

Higgins, Dobrow, & Chandler, 2008; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001; van Emmerik, 

2004) and objective career success (Bozionelos, 2003, 2006; Higgins & Thomas, 2001; 

Seibert et al., 2001).  Further, developmental networks have been found to be a stronger 

predictor of individual’s career outcomes than dyadic relationships such as traditional 



	
  
	
  

	
  10 

mentoring or coworker relationships (Higgins & Thomas, 2001; Ibarra, 1992, 1995).  

This suggests that people rely on a constellation of developmental relationships, rather 

than one strong dyadic relationship such as traditional mentoring or supervisory support. 

While organizational scholars have identified the beneficial effects of 

developmental networks, the focus is primarily on network structure and outcomes.  The 

contextual antecedents to these networks have had limited attention (Dobrow et al., 2012; 

Chandler et al., 2011).   Studies have discussed the role of protégé factors such as 

personality traits (Dougherty, Cheung, & Florea, 2008), developmental stage (Chandler 

& Kram, 2005), and relational schemas (Cotton, 2010; Ragins & Verbos, 2007) in 

shaping developmental networks.  These studies are however conceptual papers, 

extending insights from dyadic mentoring relationships to suggest how protégé traits 

might shape the structure and composition of developmental networks.  One exception to 

the lack of empirical research on developmental network antecedents, is Cotton’s (2012) 

archival and longitudinal research on how institutional logics of baseball (as a sport) 

influence the developmental networks of major league baseball players.  Their study 

establishes how the broader organizational context influences micro-level processes of 

developmental support.   

There is a clear need and gap in empirical research on the antecedents that 

account for differences in developmental networks.  Cotton’s (2012) findings on the 

effects of institutional logics on developmental networks is an exception and example of 

how developmental networks are malleable to social norms and influence.  Similarly, the 
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effects of organizational position on developmental networks represents an unexamined 

phenomenon, and one that contribute to an understanding of how developmental 

networks are shaped by social norms of status and hierarchy.  

Organizational Position and Status 

 A leader’s organizational position is an explicit indicator of achieved status 

within the organization and also in the broader social order.  In general, leaders in higher 

positions are given more control over organizational resources and decisions, and 

accorded more influence by members in lower positions (Schminke, Cropanzano, Rupp, 

2002).  Leaders in executive positions may hold majority influence over organizational 

resources, but they are paradoxically, a minority in numbers, compared to the larger 

population of organizational members in lower ranks.  This paradox arguably contributes 

towards a social distancing effect - where the leaders at higher levels in organizations are 

perceived as more distant from other members.  To understand this further, I turn to 

perspectives from status characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1977; Ridgeway and Walker 

1995; Pearce, 2010).   

According to status characteristics theory, people form expectations of others 

based on status cues and these expectations in turn shapes how people interact with each 

other.  Status characteristics theory establishes that people attribute value to a person’s 

absolute rank (such as holding a CEO position) regardless of their relative position to the 

person (Ridgeway & Walker, 1995).  In other words, perceptions of high status are based 

on the target’s position within a social hierarchy and not relative to the status of the 
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perceiver.  Additionally, status characteristics theory states that high-status actors are 

perceived as valuable exchange partners and received disproportionate amount of social 

attention and rewards, consequently reproducing status inequality (Correll & Ridgeway, 

2006). 

As a status characteristic, a leader’s organizational position is distinct, as an 

achieved status, in contrast to an ascribed status, such as gender or race.  Studies have 

found that a person’s organizational position is associated with differences in levels of 

organizational identification, but also their attitudes towards change (Corley, 2004; Cole 

and Bruch, 2006).   Additionally, higher-level positions in organizations are limited in 

numbers and this adds to the exclusivity of position as a status characteristic.  This is 

reinforced by their physical distance of upper level leaders being located in higher and 

more exclusive floors of the organization (Collinson, 2005).  The paradox of greater 

influence and social distance is what makes organizational position relevant in the study 

of developmental networks. 

The Mediating Role of Social Judgments 

Extending status characteristics theory to leadership and developmental networks, 

I propose that the effects of status can be understood through the mediating role of social 

judgment – how the leader is perceived by others.   More specifically, I consider two 

fundamental dimensions of social judgment – dominance and warmth.  Dominance refers 

to perception of a person’s tendency to behave in assertive, forceful, and self-assured 

ways (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Buss & Craik, 1980; Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 
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2002).  Warmth refers to perceptions of another person’s positive intent towards other 

people (Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988; Fragale, Overbeck, & Neala, 2011) and has 

also been described as affiliation and communion (Abele, Cuddy, Judd, & Yzerby, 2008; 

Cuddy et al., 2009; Wiggins, 1979).  Judgments of warmth represent the extent to which 

a person is liked by others, as perceptions of positive intent correspond with likeability 

(Fragale et al., 2011; Wojciszke, Abele, & Baryla, 2009).   

In this study, I focus on co-worker judgments of the leader’s dominance and 

warmth.  This is particularly relevant as a leader’s organizational position, independent of 

the leader’s personality, can influence and bias the extent to which co-workers perceive 

the leader as dominant (and influential) or warm (and likeable).  It is also important to 

clarify, that while perceived dominance is often conflated with perceived competence, it 

is distinct and separate construct.  Where perceived competence represents judgments 

about a person’s ability, perceived dominance represents specific judgments about a 

person’s influence over others.  Dominance and competence have been found to be 

distinct in perceptions of different populations and also predict different outcomes.  For 

example, Chen, Jing, & Lee (2014) found that while perceived competence has a positive 

effect on observer judgments of political candidates, perceived dominance (controlling 

for perceived competence) has a negative effect on observer judgments of the candidate.  

In this study, I choose to focus on perceived dominance, instead of competence, because 

of the interpersonal nature of dominance that is likely to have greater consequences on 

developmental relationships.  
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Research on social judgment and perception have provided converging evidence 

that warmth and dominance are central to social judgment and are core dimensions 

underlying attributions of behavior and personality (Abele, Cuddy, Judd, & Yzerby, 

2008; Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Cuddy et al., 2009; Fiske, Cuddy & Glick, 2006; Judd, 

James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt & Kashima, 2005; Wiggins, 1979).  The dimensions of 

dominance and warmth are orthogonal (Horowitz et al., 2006) and underlie a number of 

interpersonal constructs, such as instrumental and expressive roles (Parson & Bales, 

1955), agency and communion (Bakan, 1966), achievement and affiliation (McClelland, 

1985), power and intimacy (McAdams, 1985), separation and attachment (Bowlby, 

1969); cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949).  Although the labels for the 

dimensions vary, the distinctions are similar.  Empirically, these dimensions account for 

as much as 82% of the variance in social judgments (Wojciszke, Bazinska & Jaworski, 

1998).    

The dimensions of dominance and warmth have been validated to describe the 

domain of interpersonal behavior comprehensively and parsimoniously across cultures 

(Lorr & McNair, 1965; Wiggins, 1979).  Further, emerging findings in neuroscience 

research have established the validity of dominance and warmth as distinct individual 

differences on a neurobiological level (Depue & Collins, 1999; Hansen, Sullivan, & 

Luciana, 2011).  While dominance has been found to be higher among males and warmth 

among females, they are not exclusive to either gender (Helgeson, 1994).  Further, a 

meta-analysis by Twenge (1997) found that gender differences in perceived dominance 

and warmth have narrowed over time.   
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According to status characteristics theory, people regardless of their own status, 

perceive a greater level of dominance from high status people across social situations.   

Status has been found to positively correlate with expectations to direct group decision-

making (Johnson et al., 1998).  Similarly, people high in status are perceived to 

contribute disproportionately to the group’s goals (Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, 

& Chatman, 2006).  Further, in a series of experiments, researchers established that the 

causal direction goes from high status to perceived dominance, more than the reverse 

(Caprariello, Cuddy, & Fiske, 2009). 

In organizational settings, a leader’s position is a salient status cue that people 

rely on in making social judgments about the leader.  Leaders in high organizational 

positions are assumed to have proven themselves through their expertise and are 

generally perceived to have more influence over others, a key characteristic of 

dominance.  These judgments are biased towards increased perceptions of dominance as 

a higher organizational rank is a signifier of control and authority.  For example, when a 

CEO steps into a meeting room, people are more likely to defer and pay attention to the 

CEO, by function of the CEO’s status.  They are more likely to grant and perceive the 

CEO as being dominant over others, because of the status associated with the position.  

Accordingly, I propose that a leader’s organizational position in an organization is 

positive associated with their perceived dominance.   

 

Hypothesis 1: A leader’s organizational position is positively associated with co-

worker perceptions of the leader’s dominance. 
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The effect of organizational position on social judgments of the leader extends to 

the leader’s relationships with others.  Studies have found that leaders are able to achieve 

greater social influence, as a result of their perceived dominance, independent of their 

actual ability (Anderson and Kilduff, 2009).   Other studies have established strong 

correlations between perceived dominance and social influence (Judge et al., 2002; Lord 

et al., 1986).  This process of social influence can be understood by how dominance 

generates confidence in observers about the ability of the leader to accomplish his or her 

intentions.  For example, studies have found that people in higher status positions are 

more likely to receive help from other people (Van der Vegt, Bunderson, & Oosterhof, 

2006) and disproportionate credit for successful work efforts (Merton, 1968).    

As a result of perceived dominance, high status leaders are able to attract higher 

levels of career support.  Merton (1968) describes this as the “Matthew Effect” – an 

accumulative and reinforcing cycle of status and career support for those who are already 

in high status positions.  This is taken from a verse in Matthew 25:29 – “For unto every 

one that hath shall be given, and he shall have abundance.”  In particular, the Matthew 

Effect has been established among professional in science and from elite institutions 

(Bothner, Podolny, & Smith, 2011; Merton 1968, Zuckerman 1977).  To the extent that 

dominance is a valued trait of leaders in executive positions, I propose that co-worker 

perceptions of the leader’s dominance would consequently predict greater career support 

for the leader.  This argument reflects a Darwinian (survival of the fittest) dynamic to 

career support, where perceptions of dominance are likely to result in greater submission 

and instrumental support from others (Van Vugt, Hogan, Kaiser, 2008; Van Vugt, 2006).  
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Extending this logic, I suggest that the provision of career support to dominant 

individuals is likely shaped by this underlying need to ensure the survival of the 

organization and its members. 

 

Hypothesis 2: A leader’s organizational position is positively associated with 

career support from co-worker and mediated by co-worker perceptions of the 

leader’s dominance. 

 

The Relationship between Organizational Position and Power 

In this study, I consider how a leader’s organizational position relates to the 

leader’s subjective sense of power.  By doing so, I seek to account for the psychological 

effects of position on leaders and how that might influence the content of their 

developmental network.  Where a leader’s organizational position is explicit, power is 

subjective and is about an individual’s experience of control and influence over others.  

With power, I consider the leader’s psychological experience of power, otherwise 

describe as a personal sense of power – perceptions of one’s ability to influence another 

person or other people (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006).  It is important to note that one’s 

sense of power is about influence over others and not about self-control.  The social and 

interpersonal nature of power is what differentiates it from control-oriented constructs 

such as self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).  Where self-efficacy is about an individual’s belief 

about control over personal outcomes, power is about feelings of control over other 

people.   
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A person’s sense of power is situational.  As executives ascend the hierarchy of 

their organization, their access to resources and span of control over other people 

increases.  With higher position comes more power, asymmetric control over resources, 

and influence over others (Belliveau, O’Reilly, Wade, 1996; Driskell & Mullen, 1990).  

This increased sense of power can be explained by increased deference of individuals 

with lower status, who perceive the higher status leader as being more competent 

(Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980).  Further, researchers have established that 

increased status is also associated with greater social attention from others (Anderson, 

John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingston, & Henrich, 2013).  

That said, organizational position may fully explain differences in a person’s sense of 

power.  For example, Anderson & Berdahl (2002) found that a person’s trait dominance 

was a better predictor of power than assigning the person to a powerful position.  That 

said, for leaders in upper management, I would argue that their position is a “strong 

situation” of asymmetrical influence in the organization and an increase in position at that 

level would be a significant and positive predictor of the leader’s sense of power.  To the 

extent that a leader’s position provides the leader with greater control over resources and 

organizational decisions, it is likely that leaders in higher positions would experience a 

stronger sense of power. 

 

Hypothesis 3: A leader’s organizational position is positively associated with the 

leader’s sense of power. 
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To further understand the effects of power on developmental networks, I draw on 

Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson’s (2003) approach-inhibition theory of power.  This 

theory states that a person’s experience of power activates a behavioral approach system, 

leading to a focus on rewards and opportunities, while reducing attention to other 

people’s concerns (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003).  This explains how people in 

power are generally more self-assured, assertive, and impulsive (Anderson & Berdahl, 

2002; Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003; Galinsky, Magee, Keltner et al., 2003; 

Lammers, Stoker, & Stapel, 2010).  Extending this approach hypothesis of power, I 

propose that a leader’s sense of power activates a dominance-oriented behavioral 

response in the leader, which in turn, results in increased co-worker perceptions of the 

leader’s dominance. 

 

Hypothesis 4: A leader’s sense of power is positively associated with perceptions 

of the leader’s dominance 

 
Perceived dominance is an important mediator to understand how organizational 

position influences the strength of a leader’s developmental network.  More specifically, I 

hypothesize that through the process of social influence, a leader’s perceived dominance 

would be positively associated with the strength of career support in the leader’s 

developmental network.  This is consistent with prior research that identified a positive 

relationship between a person’s dominance and instrumental outcomes, such as higher 

performance ratings (Wayne & Liden, 1995; Yukl & Tracey, 1992), salary and 
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promotions received (Aryee, Wyatt, & Stone, 1996), and greater attention from other 

people (Cooper, Graham, & Dyke, 1993; Rosenbaum, 1984; Wayne, Liden, Graf, & 

Ferris, 1997).  The positive association between dominance and instrumental career 

outcomes is a result of longstanding associations of dominance as an indicator of 

leadership ability (Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, & Ristikari, 2011).  To the extent that 

dominance is valued in leaders, it is likely that leaders in higher organizational positions 

will receive greater career support, explained by their experience of power and co-worker 

perceptions of their dominance. 

 
Hypothesis 5: A leader’s organizational position is positively associated with 

career support.  This relationship is mediated by the leader’s sense of power and 

co-worker perceptions of the leader’s dominance. 

 
The effects of organizational position may not always be positive.  As leaders 

assume higher positions is in the organization, it is likely that they will be perceived by 

their co-workers as more distant and inaccessible.  This social distancing effect can be 

explained by the unequal distribution of resources within organization and the perception 

that leaders in higher position are more likely to have disproportionately more resources 

than other members.  This is evident in organizational rewards such as pay and 

compensation or physical distinctions of having a larger office space in more exclusive 

floors of the office building.  The exclusivity of holding a higher position, coupled with 
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the unequal resources that come with that position, is likely to result in co-worker 

perceptions of the leader being more distant and less warm. 

 
Hypothesis 6: A leader’s organizational position is negatively associated with co-

worker perceptions of the leader’s warmth  

 
The negative effects of organizational position on co-worker perceptions of the 

leader’s warmth are likely to extend to levels of psychosocial support from co-workers.  

In contrast to career support, psychosocial support is an affective function and is based on 

mutual trust and a level of personal intimacy (Kram, 1985).  As such, it is quite likely that 

associations of positive affect, such as perceived warmth, are likely to be reciprocated 

with an affect-based response, such as psychosocial support.  Further, psychosocial 

support is provided when a person is perceived to be in need of help or requiring 

emotional support.  I propose that a leader’s position has a distancing effect, attenuating 

perceptions of the leader’s warmth and hindering the likelihood of the leader receiving 

psychosocial support from others. 

 
Hypothesis 7: A leader’s organizational position is negatively associated with 

psychosocial support and mediated by co-worker perceptions of the leader’s 

warmth. 

 
To fully understand the effects of organizational position on developmental 

networks, it is necessary to consider the role of psychological power.  Where the prior 
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hypotheses focus on how a leader’s organizational position influences the perceptions 

and support provided from co-workers, a consideration of power, accounts for the 

indirect effects of position, through a leader’s feelings of power over others.  In 

particular, researchers have found evidence pointing to the effects of power on increased 

psychological distance from other people (Lammers et al., 2012; Smith & Trope, 2006, 

Lee & Tiedens, 2001), egocentric orientation to social encounters (Fiske, 2010; Galinsky, 

Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006; Lee & Tiedens, 2001), lower levels of perspective 

taking (Galinsky et al., 2006), and decreased responsiveness to the emotions of others 

(Anderson, et al., 2003).  This social distancing phenomenon can be understood by the 

effects of power on a person’s sense of agency and self-sufficiency, resulting in reduced 

dependence on other people.   

Additionally, Inesi, Gruenfeld & Galinsky (2012) found that power can be a 

barrier to relationship building, in that powerful people tend to distrust the good 

intentions of others.  The use of power in leader-member relationships has been found to 

have an inverse relationship on the perceived warmth of the leader.  For example, Bruins, 

Ellemers, & De Gilder (1999) found that the use of power by supervisors was negatively 

associated with subordinate perceptions of the leader as being cooperative and likeable.   

Extending this social distance hypothesis of power, I propose that a leader’s sense 

of power would have a negative association with co-worker perceptions of the leader’s 

warmth.  A sense of power may hinder leaders from admitting their flaws, weaknesses, or 

vulnerabilities, thus appearing to others to be lower on warmth.  Consequently, this 
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decreased perception of warmth would influence the extent of psychosocial support from 

co-workers.  The effect can be understood through the mechanism of social reciprocity 

(Gouldner, 1960) – people reciprocate expressive support to those who provide it.  Based 

on the principal of reciprocal attraction, leaders who display warmth are more likely to 

receive psychosocial support.  Conversely, the lack of warmth is likely to result in lower 

psychosocial support from others. 

 
Hypothesis 8: A leader’s sense of power is negatively associated with perceptions 

of the leader’s warmth 

Hypothesis 9: A leader’s organizational position is negatively associated with 

psychosocial support.  This relationship is mediated by the leader’s sense of 

power and perceived warmth. 

 
Research has shown that people are cognitively more sensitive to warmth when 

compared to dominance (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & 

Jaworski, 1998).  From an evolutionary perspective, warmth signals the intentions of 

individuals to help versus harm, or to cooperate versus compete (Fiske et al., 2007).  

Further, warmth has been found to be a primary predictor of relationship quality (Markey 

& Markey, 2007).  Consequently, Cuddy et al. (2007) found that evaluations of warmth 

predict active facilitation, while the reverse – the lack of warmth predicts behaviors 

ranging from avoidance to active harm.  In the workplace, people perceived as both 

dominant and warm are more likely to receive greater career support. 
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Similarly, Casciaro & Lobo (2008) examined the relationship between dominance 

and warmth in work settings and found that employees who were high in dominance and 

warmth were treated as “lovable stars”, with greater levels of coworker support.  In 

contrast, those who were high in dominance and low on warmth were treated as 

“competent jerks.” Further, Casciaro and Lobo (2008) found that employees who were 

perceived as competent and warm had stronger task interaction networks that those who 

were perceived as competent and cold.   

Accordingly, I propose that a leader’s perceived warmth would amplify the 

positive effects of perceived dominance on career support. In other words, a leader who is 

perceived as both dominant and warm will receive more career support than a leader who 

is perceived as dominant and cold.  This relationship can be understood by considering 

the reciprocal nature of relationships.  Warmth signals a concern with relational outcomes 

in a way that strengthens the reciprocal nature of the relationship and amplifies the social 

influence of dominance, with a net positive effect on career support.  

Hypothesis 10: A leader’s perceived warmth enhances the positive relationship 

between perceived dominance and the strength of career support  

 

Developmental Networks and Leader Performance 

Leaders do not develop and perform in isolation.  They do so in and through 

relationships with others (Grant, 2007; Hall & Kahn, 2001; Hall, 1996; Kram, 1985; 

Zellars & Perrewe, 2001).  For senior executives, career support in the form of increased 
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visibility, sponsorship, and coaching can help enhance the leader’s effectiveness and 

perceptions of his or her performance.  A number of studies lend support to this 

argument.  Career mentoring has been found to predict both promotions (Dreher & Ash, 

1990; Orpen, 1995; Scandura, 1992) and higher incomes (Chao et al., 1992; Orpen, 1995) 

of protégés.  Existing studies, however, focus on early career managers, with the 

assumption that developmental relationships are most beneficial for employees at this 

stage.  As a result, we know little about the effects of developmental relationships on the 

performance of senior executives.     

From a social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964), career support provided to 

senior executives is likely to be reciprocated by the executive with greater efforts towards 

achieving higher performance.  This dynamic has been well established in research on the 

effects of positive coworker and organizational support (Shanock and Eisenberger, 2006).  

Further, career support, which includes coaching and feedback, can provide important 

work and performance-oriented information, associated with increased overall 

performance (Sue-Chan & Latham, 2004). 

 

Hypothesis 11: The strength of career support is positively associated with 

perceptions of the leader’s overall performance. 

 
Research suggests that being in meaningful and supportive relationships is 

important for the exercise of personal agency (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and 

empowered action (Miller & Stiver, 1997).  In particular, the strength of a person’s 
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developmental network has been associated with agentic outcomes such as confidence 

(Higgins, 2001), optimism (Higgins, Dobrow, and Roloff, 2010), and personal growth 

towards one’s ideal self (Drigotas, 2002; Ragins, 2011).  Further, developmental 

relationships are an important buffer to stress, by providing meaning and affirmation in 

uncertain situations (Kram, 1985).  Together, these findings suggest that the strength of 

support from a leader’s developmental network can enhance a leader’s sense of social 

connection and as a buffer for felt isolation and loneliness. 

Loneliness is a subjective experience that is the outcome of inadequate social 

relationships (Peplau & Perlman 1982).  It results when a person’s network of social 

relationships is deficient in some important ways, either qualitative or quantitatively 

(Ozcelik & Barsade, 2011).  A person may experience loneliness even though he or she is 

surrounded by many people (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Victor et al., 2002).  As Pinquart 

& Sorensen (2003) found in a meta-analysis – the quality of social relationships is a 

stronger predictor of loneliness than quantity.  Felt isolation and loneliness is not about 

the amount of time a person spends alone, but rather a person’s experience of relational 

support.   

Developmental relationships, in particular, relationships with strong psychosocial 

support, can be a buffer for loneliness.  They constitute elements of what Dutton and 

Heaphy (2003) describe as high-quality connections – relationships characterized by 

mutuality and interdependence, fostering personal growth and learning.  Such forms of 

support fulfill the fundamental human need for belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) 
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and can be a buffer against relationships that are depleting of energy.  Accordingly, I 

propose that the social affirmation and self-verification, through psychosocial support 

from one’s developmental network, would buffer feelings of social isolation, with a 

positive and indirect effect on job performance 

 
Hypothesis 12: The strength of psychosocial support is negatively associated with 

a leader’s felt loneliness 

Hypothesis 13: The strength of psychosocial support is positively associated with 

a leader’s performance and mediated by the leader’s felt loneliness 

 
In summary, this study seeks to test a dual pathway model of status and its 

influence on developmental networks.  The proposed theoretical model suggests that a 

leader’s position and sense of power would amplify the strength of instrumental career 

support through perceived dominance.  At the same time, I propose that status and power 

would attenuate the strength of psychosocial support through a perceived lack of warmth.  

These dynamics have extended consequences for a leader’s subjective well-being, in the 

form of felt social connection, and performance. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

Sample 

The sample consists of 227 top executives, from diverse organizations, who are 

participants in a five-day leadership development program for executives of large 

organizations.  Participants in this program are executives with more than 15 years of 

management experience and leadership responsibility for 500 or more people.  Their 

organizational position ranges from CEOs at the top of the organization to heads of 

business units, three levels down from the CEO.   

Three different sources of data were collected from participants.  With the support 

of the organization responsible for the leadership development program, I administered a 

survey that elicited information about the respondent’s developmental network and 

subjective sense of power.  This survey was taken by respondents during a designated 

time in their leadership program.  Respondents were informed about the confidentiality of 

their responses and filled out the survey on laptops.  In addition, consent was sought from 

the respondents to link this survey to other sources of data, collected as part of their 

participation in the leadership program.  The other two sources of data were collected by 

the sponsoring organization.  The second data source is a multisource evaluation of the 

leader, including perceptions of the leader’s dominance and warmth, collected in 

confidence from the leader’s peers, direct reports, and superiors.  The third source of data 

is another confidential assessment of the leader, administered to the leader’s superiors 
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and co-workers, with measures of perceived performance.  Co-workers who participated 

in the leader evaluation assessments were assured of the confidentiality and anonymity of 

their responses. 

In partnership with the sponsoring organization, I collected data over the duration 

of 16 months, involving all participants of the executive leadership program.  Fourteen 

percent of respondents were chief executives, 48% were one level below the chief 

executive (e.g., vice presidents), 28% were two levels below the CEO (e.g., directors of 

business units), and 10% were three levels below the CEO, in senior management 

positions.  Respondents were predominantly male (78%), Caucasian (91%), and averaged 

48 years of age.   

Respondents were from large organizations, with a sample mean of 33,543 

employees as an indicator for organizational size.  For all respondents, eighty percent of 

respondents were leaders in private sector organizations, 12% in non-profit organizations, 

and the 8% in public sector organizations.  When asked about the industry classification 

of their organizations, 194 respondents provided more detailed responses.  Table 1 

presents the breakdown of industries represented by respondents in the sample. 

  



	
  
	
  

	
  30 

TABLE 1 

Industries Represented in Sample 

Industry Percentage 

Manufacturing 15% 

Food, Beverage, & Tobacco 10% 

Financial Services 9% 

Retail 7% 

Banking 6% 

Government 6% 
Energy 5% 

Health Products & Services 5% 

Insurance 5% 

Automotive & Transport Equipment 4% 
Education 4% 

Computer Software, Hardware, & Services 4% 
Aerospace & Defense 3% 

Transportation 3% 

Consumer Products - Durables 3% 

Media 2% 

Utilities 2% 

Materials & Construction 2% 
Chemicals 1% 

Conglomerates 1% 
Leisure 1% 

Metals & Mining 1% 
Real Estate 1% 

Electronics 1% 
Nonprofit 1% 

Pharmaceuticals 1% 
Telecommunications 1% 
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 As part of their involvement in this leadership program, participants agree to 

respond to multiple psychological assessments and to involve their co-workers in 

confidential surveys on the respondent’s leadership behavior.  Three independent data 

sources were collected and analyzed to test this theory: a developmental network survey 

conducted with top executives of large organizations (N=227), a multisource survey of 

the executives’ direct reports, peers, and superiors (N=1008) and additional performance 

ratings obtained from the executive’s superiors – immediate superior and board members 

(N=521). 

 To avoid common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), I 

collected data from four different sources - senior executive respondents, their direct 

reports, peers, and superiors.  Each respondent is asked to provide the contact details of 

their immediate direct reports, peers, and superiors.  The survey of co-workers is part of 

the leadership program and in addition to respondent confidentiality, raters are informed 

that their identities will not be known to respondents.  Perceptions of the leader’s 

dominance and warmth were obtained through peer and direct report ratings, while 

evaluations of the leader’s performance were obtained from superiors.  This served to 

mitigate problems of rater bias that have been identified in the use of work-based 

performance appraisals (Jawahar & Williams, 1997).   

Measures 

All constructs, with the exception of organizational position (a direct measure), 

were assessed by validated multi-item measures.  Predictor and dependent variables in all 
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hypothesized relationships (with the exception of the relationship between developmental 

support and felt isolation) were assessed from different sources.  Unless otherwise 

indicated, all the variables were measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The specific measures are described below.  

The Appendix provides the specific items for the measures. 

Organizational position.  To assess organizational position, respondents were 

asked to indicate the number of levels that separate their position from the CEO or 

equivalent highest ranking position in the organization (Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993).  

The response items include “CEO or head of my organization”, “Immediate successor to 

the CEO”, “One level below the CEO”, “Two levels below the CEO”, and “Three or 

more levels below the CEO”.   

Sense of Power. As a measure of psychological power, I used the sense of power 

scale (Anderson, John & Keltner 2005). The scale measures beliefs in one’s power over 

other people.  The scale consists of six items on a seven-point scale.  Items include “I 

think I have a great deal of power”, “If I want to, I get to make the decisions”, “My 

wishes don’t carry much weight”.  Respondents are asked to think about their 

relationships in general when responding to the items. 

Perceived dominance and warmth.  Co-worker perceptions of the leader’s 

perceived dominance and warmth were obtained through a survey of the respondent’s 

direct reports, peers, and superiors.  The leader’s co-workers were assured of the 

confidentiality of their responses and asked to provide their perceptions of the leader by 
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responding to a list of adjectives.  A 6 point scale was used to measure the degree to 

which co-workers perceived the leader on each characteristic.  Perceived dominance was 

measured with four adjectives - Forceful, Competitive, Driven, and Ambitious.  

Perceived warmth was measured with three adjectives – Friendly, Cheerful, and Likeable.  

These items were part of a peer-reviewed leadership assessment – the Campbell 

Leadership Index (Campbell, 1991; Domino, 1995; Hersen, Hilseruroth & Segel, 2003) – 

and are similar to how dominance and warmth is measured in prior studies (Fragale et al., 

2011; Wiggins, 1979; Wiggins et al., 1988).  For example, the Revised Interpersonal 

Adjective Scale (IAS-R, Wiggins et al., 1988) uses adjectives such as forceful, assertive, 

and self-confident to measure dominance; and the adjectives such as friendly and cheerful 

to measure warmth.  For both dominance and warmth, I used aggregated scores computed 

across all external observers.  This approach has precedent in studies using multi-rater 

feedback assessments and has been shown to have increased reliability and provide a 

more robust representation of the focal person, as perceived by others (Hannum, 2007; 

LeBreton, Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley, & James, 2003).   

Developmental networks composition.  Respondents were asked to provide 

information about their current developmental network.  They were first asked a name 

generator question: “Thinking back over the past one year, who are the people who have 

taken an active interest and action to advance your career by assisting you with personal 

and professional development.”  Respondents can indicate up to eight names.  Prior 

research has established that respondents list up to six or less names (Higgins, 2001).  I 

included additional response options, as this is a population that has not been studied 
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before, and as a function of their career stage, might have a larger developmental network 

than what has been established in other studies.  Respondents were asked to indicate each 

developer's initial and current relationship to them (e.g., supervisor, coworker, spouse, 

friend), along with demographic information about the developer (race/ethnicity and 

gender), their position within the organizational hierarchy, along with a rating of the 

strength of the relationship and frequency of interaction.    

Developmental network support.  To measure the strength of career and 

psychosocial support, I used the established measures develop by Higgins & Thomas 

(2001).  Career support was measured by items such as “this person provides you with 

opportunities that stretch you professionally” and psychosocial support was measured 

with items such as “this person cares and shares in ways that extend beyond work.”  

These items are grounded in Kram’s (1985) theory of developmental relationships and 

have been established as empirically distinct factors of support (Cummings & Higgins, 

2006).   

Felt Isolation. I used an established measure by Hughes, Waite, Hawkley, & 

Cacioppo (2004).  This three-item measure is a shorter version of the established UCLA 

loneliness scale.  It has been validated in large survey studies (Hughes et a., 2004) and is 

measured by items such as “How often do you feel isolated from others”. 

Leader Performance.  Respondents represent different organizations, each with 

different measures of performance. As a standardized measure, I used an established 

research measure of perceived performance, validated in studies with senior executives 
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(Gentry, Weber, & Sadri, 2008; Gentry, Cullen, Sosik, Chun, Leopold, & Tonidandel, 

2013). Data was obtained from the target-executives' superiors (boss and board 

members). Raters were instructed that results for these questions are for research 

purposes only, and would not be given as information for feedback to the target-

executives.  The five questions (and accompanying scale responses) include: (1) How 

would you rate this person's performance in his or her present job? (1 =Among the worst 

to 5 = Among the best); (2) Where would you place this person as a leader relative to 

other leaders inside and outside your organization? (1=Among the worst to 5=Among the 

best); (3) What is the likelihood that this person will derail (i.e., plateau, be demoted, or 

fired) in the next five years as a result of his or her actions or behaviors as a manager? (1 

= Not at all Likely to 5 = Extremely Likely; reverse-coded for analysis).   

Control Variable: Gender, Age, and Race.  An individual’s formal position in 

an organization defines their formal hierarchical status. Yet, other characteristics of the 

person such as their age and gender also shape how they are perceived and rated by 

observers.  I controlled for leaders' gender (coded 0=Male, 1=Female) because previous 

research suggests that gender may bias ratings of managers (Lyness & Heilman, 2006).  I 

also controlled for age (continuous variable) and race (coded 0=Non-Caucasian, and 

1=Caucasian) because previous research suggests that age and race predicts differences in 

levels of developmental support (Koberg, Boss, Chappell, & Ringer, 1994) and 

performance ratings (Ferris, Yates, Gilmore, & Rowland, 1985; Sackett & DuBois, 

1991).   
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Data Aggregation 

For the 227 executives in the sample, there was an average of 10.28 raters for 

each executive in the survey that measured perceived dominance and warmth.  Leader 

performance was measured in a separate survey of boss and board members, with an 

average of 2.3 raters.  I calculated the intraclass correlations (ICCs) to assess rater 

reliability across respondents. ICC(1) indicates the extent of agreement among ratings 

from members of the same group (Bliese, 2000). ICC(2) indicates whether groups can be 

differentiated based on the variables of interest (Bliese, 2000).    

ICC(1) for ratings of dominance was 0.29 and 0.31 for warmth.  ICC(1) for boss 

and board member ratings of performance was 0.36.  ICC(2) for ratings of dominance 

was 0.90 and 0.83 for warmth.  ICC(2) for boss and board member ratings of 

performance was .57.  Researchers have suggested that similar scores are adequate for 

aggregating multisource feedback ratings (Greguras & Robie, 1998; Van Velsor & 

Leslie, 1991). Moreover, the ICC(1) and ICC(2) values were similar to those from 

published studies using similar multisource data (e.g., Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & 

Fleenor, 1998; Fleenor, McCauley, & Brutus, 1996).  Taken together, the ICC(1), and 

ICC(2) values indicate the acceptability to aggregate across raters. 

Analysis 

I conducted structural equation modeling (SEM) by using maximum likelihood 

estimation (AMOS 18; Arbuckle, 2009).  In contrast to regression analysis, SEM is a 

better statistical tool to investigate latent variables with multiple indicators and SEM 
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permits the testing of all of the links in a mediational model simultaneously (Kline, 

1998).  More specifically, Barron & Kenny (1986) recommend the use of SEM in 

mediation models involving latent constructs.  In addition, structural modeling with latent 

variables extends the possibility of clarifying ambiguous aspects of a model, as well as 

elaborating and refining the model, by contrasting it with competing alternative 

conceptualizations (Cheng & Lau, 2008).   

 Prior to data analysis, I examined the dataset for missing values, using the 

multiple-missing data analysis test on SPSS.  The results established that the missing data 

were missing completely at random (MCAR).  I proceeded to use the full information 

maximum likelihood estimation (FIML) in AMOS, using all available data points to 

estimate model parameters.  Studies have found that FIML estimation procedures 

produce more accurate associations among variables than listwise or pairwise deletion of 

missing data (Enders & Bandalos, 2001; Little & Rubin, 1987; Schafer & Graham, 2002).     

For model testing, I employed Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach 

to SEM in which the first step is to assess the measurement model using confirmatory 

factor analysis, followed by the structural model.  For the first step, confirmatory factor 

analysis was conducted using the measurement model, which included the seven latent 

constructs representing sense of power, perceived warmth, perceived dominance, career 

support, psychosocial support, felt isolation, and performance.  The structural model was 

analyzed to complete the second step.  
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As suggested by Browne and Cudeck (1993) and by Hu and Bentler (1999), I 

used several fit indexes in combination to provide a more complete assessment of model 

fit.  I used the conventional likelihood ratio chi-square test, comparative fit index (CFI), 

Root-Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root-mean-

squared residual (SRMR) to assess overall model adequacy.  

I used the chi-square (χ2) test to assess the goodness of fit between the reproduced 

and observed correlation matrices. Reliance on the χ2 test alone is not recommended, 

however, because the χ2 statistic is known to be sensitive to sample size (Bentler and 

Bonett, 1980).  The CFI is a highly recommended fit index (Bagozzi and Edwards, 1998), 

and values of .90 or greater are thought to indicate adequate fit (Bentler and Bonett, 

1980).  The RMSEA is a measure of the average standardized residual per degree of 

freedom; estimates of less than .05 represent a very good fit, while those with values 

between .05 and .08 represent a reasonable fit.  The SRMR is a standardized summary of 

the average covariance residuals.  Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend a cutoff criteria for 

good model fit of SRMR<.09. 

For mediation analysis, I tested the significance of direct and indirect influences 

by adding direct paths within the structural model.  Full mediation is indicated by 

significant indirect influences and non-significant direct influences. Partial mediation is 

indicated by both significant direct and indirect influences (cf. Kline 2005).   

In addition, I followed the recommendations of Preacher & Hayes (2008) and 

MacKinnon (2008), and used a bootstrapping method to test the significance of indirect 

effects (Cheung & Lau, 2007).  Bootstrapping is a statistical resampling method that 
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estimates the parameters of a model and standard errors strictly from the sample 

(Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  It involves repeated resampling of the existing sample and 

calculates estimations for each new sample.  Bootstrapping is especially useful when 

testing a multiple mediator model (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Taylor, MacKinnon & Tein, 

2008). In such a model, it is not always possible to find a significant direct relationship 

between the predictor and the outcome variable if the process that is to be mediated is 

theoretically distal (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Furthermore, bootstrapping computes more 

accurate confidence intervals (CIs) of indirect effects than the more commonly used 

methods, such as the causal steps strategy (Baron & Kenny, 1986) and the Sobel test.  It 

is especially relevant for mediation analysis, as bootstrapping does not impose the 

assumption of a normal distribution, and indirect effects tend to have distributions that 

are skewed away from zero (Shrout & Bolger, 2002).  

To test the interaction between perceived warmth and dominance on career 

support, I estimated the interaction in structural equation modeling following a procedure 

developed by Ping (1996, 1998) and recommended by Cortina et al. (2001).  The 

procedure requires mean centering the variables involved in the interaction and 

computing the interaction term by multiplying the mean-centered predictor variables. A 

path between warmth and dominance were included to control for their main effect 

before including the interaction term in the equation (Aiken and West 1991).   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, correlation coefficients, and 

scale reliability among the study variables. All the latent measures demonstrated good 

internal consistencies, with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .77 to .93.   The results 

reveal significant relationships among the hypothesized variables and a non-significant 

relationship between the control variable of race and variables in the hypothesized model.  

I proceeded to exclude race from the further analysis, based on Becker’s (2005) 

recommendation to omit unrelated control variables that could reduce statistical power 

and also yield biased estimates. 
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Network Composition 

 Respondents reported an average of 5.03 people in their developmental network.  

Of all the developers listed, respondents reported an average of 3.49 developers that were 

work-related (within their current organization or in another organization).  In total, 

detailed information was collected on 1141 developmental relationships, of which, 792 

were work-based developers.  Measures of career and psychosocial support were 

calculated from the latter.  The developmental network subscales of career and 

psychosocial support were moderately correlated with one another (r = .40, p < .01) as 

expected.  

 Figures 2 and 3 provide descriptive information about the composition of the 

executive’s developmental networks.  Figure 2 provides a description of developmental 

network composition by career communities.  Work colleagues in the executive’s 

organization constituted the largest group of developers (58%).  This is followed by 

family members (15%), colleagues from other organizations (11%), and friends outside 

of work (7%).  Figure 3 provides a description of developmental network composition by 

organizational level.  Superiors constituted the largest group of developers (39%).  This is 

followed by peers of the same level (24%), colleagues of a lower level (20%), and 

unemployed developers (17%).  The unemployed developers were primarily family 

members and non-work developers.  They were not included in the primary analysis, as 

the focus of this dissertation is on differences in the work-based developmental network 

of the leader. 
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Measurement Model 

Prior to testing the structural model, I conducted confirmatory factor analyses to 

assess the structure of the observed measures for sense of power, perceived dominance, 

perceived warmth, career support, psychosocial support, felt isolation, and executive 

performance. 

First, I inspected individual items to examine their loadings with each latent 

factor.  With a moderate sample (n=227) for structural equation modeling, I adopted a 

strict cut-off criterion (factor loading >.50) for the inclusion of individual items (John & 

Benet-Martinez, 2000).  This criterion was used to ensure that the construct of power was 

measured by its most representative indicators.  Four items on the sense of power scale 

did not meet this criterion.  To improve model parsimony, these items were dropped from 

the model.  The items that were retained for the sense of power scale were four 

negatively worded items that measured a leader’s sense of power.  More specifically, the 

retained items were as follows: “My wishes do not carry much weight”, “Even if I voice 

them, my views have little sway”, “My ideas and opinions are often ignored”, and “Even 

when I try, I am not able to get my way”.  It is important to note that while these reverse 

items represent the lack of power, they load as a single factor with positively worded 

items on the sense of power measure (Anderson et al., 2005).  The stronger loadings on 

the reverse items in this study suggest that the sense of power is better measured with 

reverse items.  Further research is needed however, with the inclusion of other 

established measures of power (French & Raven, 1959) and observer measures of the 

leader’s power, to examine the validity of using only negatively worded items in 
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assessing a leader’s sense of power. 

Next, I estimated a measurement model including all scale variables of the 

hypothesized model with scale items tapping the latent variables.  The seven-factor 

measurement model fits well to the data (χ2(254)=390.937, RMSEA=.05,  SRMR=.05, 

CFI=.96).  All items had significant loadings above .59 on the intended factors (p<.001).  

I also conducted a nested analysis of three alternative models.  The finding from this 

analysis is detailed in Table 3.    
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In summary, combining the self-report measures (of sense of power, career 

support, psychosocial support, and felt isolation) in model 2 was not a significant 

improvement over the existing measurement model.  Similarly, I tested an alternative 

model (model 3) that combined the observer ratings of perceived warmth and dominance.  

This was not a significant improvement over the measurement model.  Finally, I tested 

for common method variance using Harman's one-factor test. The items of all seven 

factors were combined into a single factor and compared with that of the seven-factor 

model. The seven-factor measurement model fit the data better than the one-factor model.   

This suggests that common method bias is not a serious concern in the data (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). The overall results of the multiple CFA analysis 

support the hypothesized seven-factor measurement model. 

 

Structural Model 

Structural modeling results suggested that the hypothesized model was an acceptable but 

not excellent fit to the data χ2(339, N = 227) = 586.708; CFI = .93; RMSEA=.06; SRMR 

= .11.  Table 4 summarizes all the model fit indexes. Figure 4 presents the overall 

structural model with standardized path estimates.	
  



	
  

49 

T
A

B
L

E
 4

 
Su

m
m

ar
y 

of
 M

od
el

 F
it 

In
de

xe
s 

M
od

el
 

χ
2  

df
 

C
FI

 
R

M
SE

A
 

SR
M

R
 

C
om

pa
ri

so
n 

∆χ
2  

∆d
f 

1.
 In

de
pe

nd
en

ce
 m

od
el

 
 

37
99

.2
20

 
37

8 
 

 
 

 
 

 

2.
 H

yp
ot

he
si

ze
d 

m
od

el
 

58
6.

70
8 

33
9 

.9
3 

.0
6 

.1
1 

M
od

el
 2

 v
s. 

1 
32

12
.5

12
**

* 
39

 

3.
 M

od
el

 3
: A

dd
iti

on
 o

f d
ire

ct
 p

at
h 

fr
om

 w
ar

m
th

 to
 c

ar
ee

r s
up

po
rt.

 
57

3.
93

1 
33

8 
.9

3 
.0

6 
.1

0 
M

od
el

 3
 v

s. 
2 

12
.7

77
**

* 
1 

4.
 M

od
el

 4
: A

dd
iti

on
 o

f d
ire

ct
 p

at
hs

 
fr

om
 w

ar
m

th
 to

 le
ad

er
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

 

56
6.

51
4 

33
7 

.9
3 

.0
5 

.0
9 

M
od

el
 4

 v
s. 

3 
7.

41
7*

* 
1 

5.
 M

od
el

 5
: A

dd
iti

on
 o

f d
ir

ec
t 

pa
th

s f
ro

m
 d

om
in

an
ce

 to
 le

ad
er

 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 

 

54
3.

07
1 

33
6 

.9
4 

.0
5 

.0
8 

M
od

el
 5

 v
s. 

4 
23

.4
43

**
* 

1 

6.
 M

od
el

 6
: R

ev
er

se
 p

at
h 

be
tw

ee
n 

do
m

in
an

ce
 a

nd
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 

 

55
0.

49
1 

33
6 

.9
4 

.0
5 

.0
9 

M
od

el
 6

 v
s. 

5 
 

 

7.
 M

od
el

 7
: R

ev
er

se
 p

at
h 

be
tw

ee
n 

w
ar

m
th

 a
nd

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
 

54
3.

51
1 

33
6 

.9
4 

.0
5 

.0
8 

M
od

el
 7

 v
s. 

5 
 

 

8.
 M

od
el

 8
: R

ev
er

se
 p

at
h 

be
tw

ee
n 

ca
re

er
 su

pp
or

t a
nd

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 
 

54
0.

66
3 

33
6 

.9
4 

.0
5 

.0
8 

M
od

el
 8

 v
s. 

5 
 

 

 **
p<

.0
5 

**
* 

p 
< 

.0
01

 

	
  



	
  
	
  

	
  

50 

FI
G

U
R

E
 4

 
St

an
da

rd
iz

ed
 S

ol
ut

io
n 

fo
r 

H
yp

ot
he

si
ze

d 
M

od
el

 
 

 

 



	
  
	
  

	
  51 

In addition, to address whether an alternative model might result in an 

improvement in fit, I tested a series of model comparisons (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  

First, I estimated the independence model, in which all correlations among variables are 

zero. The independence model represents the null model for comparison. The difference 

between the chi-square statistics associated with the hypothesized model and the 

independence model was statistically significant (Δχ2 (39)  = 3212.512***, p  <  .001).  

Further, the strong fit statistics of the hypothesized model suggested that the latter was a 

better fit than the independence model. 

While the data in the structural model support the main hypothesized relationships 

in the study, the fit statistics indicate that additional or missing relationships could be 

present.  Inferring relationships from the correlation between variables in the model, I 

tested the possibility of the following additional paths: (a) Direct path from warmth to 

career support (model 3), (b) direct path from warmth to leader performance (model 4), 

and (c) direct path from perceived dominance to leader performance (model 5). 

The addition of the direct paths from warmth to career support (model 3) was 

included to test for the primacy of warmth hypothesis.  While the interaction effect 

between warmth and dominance on career support (H10) was not supported, the 

correlation table suggests a positive association between warmth and career support.  The 

addition of a direct path from warmth to career support improved the model fit, with a 

significant difference in the chi-square statistic (Δχ2 (1)  = 12.777**  , p  <  .001).  

Similarly, the addition of direct paths from warmth to leader performance (model 4) and 

from perceived dominance to leader performance (model 5) resulted in a better fitting 
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model, with significant difference in the chi-square statistic.  The added paths, 

represented in the final model (model 5), is consistent with the mediation hypothesis in 

the study.  The final model was the best fitting model with the data χ2(336, N = 227) = 

543.071; CFI = .94; RMSEA=.05; SRMR = .08.   
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Next, I tested three alternative models, to consider the possibility of reverse 

causality in the model.  In models 6, 7, and 8 I considered the possibility of a reversed 

association, between the predictor variables of perceived dominance, warmth, and career 

support, with the dependent variable of leader performance.  This was guided by prior 

research that suggests how a leader’s performance can influence social perceptions and 

interaction with their coworkers (Linden, Wayne, and Stillwell, 1993; Nahrgang, 

Morgeson, Ilies, 2009).  Reversing the direction of the predictive path from perceived 

dominance to performance (model 6) and from perceived warmth to performance (model 

7) did not improve the model fit.  The reverse path between career support and 

performance (model 8) was however of a similar fit to the final model.  This suggests a 

plausible reciprocal relationship between career support and performance.  The results of 

this model comparison are presented in table 4. 

To test mediated relationships, I followed the procedures outlined by Preacher & 

Hayes (2004, 2008) and constructed a 95% bias-corrected confidence interval based on 

1,000 bootstrap samples.  Shrout and Bolger (2002) recommended that researchers report 

the 95% CI for the mean indirect effect. If the CI does not include zero, the indirect effect 

is considered statistically significant at the .05 level.  Table 5 shows that the hypothesized 

indirect effects with 95% confidence intervals.  
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The results of the bootstrap analysis did not support the hypothesized indirect 

effect from status, through perceived dominance, to career support (H2) and the indirect 

effect from status, through power and perceived warmth, to psychosocial support (H9).  

In contrast the indirect effects from status, through power and perceived dominance, to 

career support (H5) and the indirect effect from status, through perceived warmth, to 

psychosocial support (H7) were supported.  Overall, the mediation analysis reveals that 

status has a positive influence on career support, explained by positive associations with 

power and perceived dominance (H5), and a negative influence on psychosocial support, 

explained by negative associations with perceived warmth (H7). 

 

Post Hoc Analysis 

I conducted a post hoc analysis of gender differences to investigate possible 

gender differences in the antecedents to developmental networks.  This analysis was 

conducted as a rigorous test of the model and conducted to investigate possible gender 

differences that have been established in studies on upper echelon leaders (Eagly & Carli, 

2003; Fitzsimmons, Callan, & Paulsen, 2014; Muller-Kahle & Schiehll, 2013; Rosette & 

Tost, 2010).  In particular, I focused my analysis on gender differences in the 

relationships between status and power, power and social judgment, and between social 

judgment and developmental support.  This was in consideration of research that suggests 

gender differences in how men and women are perceived in senior leadership roles 

(Eagly et al., 2003). 
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With a modest sample size of 177 male and 50 female executives, the dataset 

lacked the sample size necessary for a multi-group analysis using structural equation 

modeling (SEM).  The small subgroup of 50 female executives was less than the 

recommended minimum sample size of 100 for SEM (Gerbing & Anderson, 1985).  

Instead, I used ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to examine for possible 

moderation by gender among relationships in the model.  To create the interaction term 

by gender, I mean centered the variables before multiplying them (Aiken & West, 1991).  

This procedure leaves each variable’s standard deviation unchanged.  Results of the 

moderated regressions showed that the interaction term was only significant in the 

relationship between perceived dominance and career support (β = 0.58, p < .10) and not 

for other relationships in the model.  Since standardized (beta) coefficients are not 

interpretable for interaction effects (Aiken & West, 1991), I report the unstandardized (B) 

coefficients. 

To better understand the nature of the interactions, I plotted regression lines for 

male and female respondents.  As shown in Figure 6, the positive slope between 

perceived dominance and career support is steeper for females than for males.  It 

establishes that the positive effects of perceived dominance on career support are stronger 

for female executives. 
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FIGURE 6 

Interaction Between Perceived Dominance and Career Support 

 

 

Following the above results, I conducted a moderated mediation analysis to 

investigate the extended effects of gender differences on the outcome of leader 

performance.  More specifically, I tested for moderated mediation using the PROCESS 

macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2012; Preacher et al., 2007), using 5,000 bootstrap estimate for 

the construction of 90% bias-corrected Cis for the conditional indirect effects.  In this 

analysis, perceived dominance was the independent variable, career support was the 

mediator, leader performance was the outcome, and gender was the moderator.  

Following the recommendation of Aiken & West (1991), the variables were centered 

before the computations. Details of the results are shown in Table 6. 
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TABLE 6 

Conditional Indirect Effect of Perceived Dominance on Leader Performance 
(Mediated by Career Support) 

Gender Estimate SE Upper BC 90% CI Lower BC 90% CI 
 

Male 
 

.04 
 

.03 
 

.0030 
 

.0910 
 

Female 
 

 
.17 

 
.08 

 
.0629 

 
.3198 

 
Note: n=227 (177 males, 50 females). Effect size estimates are unstandardized 
coefficients.    
 

These findings establish that the indirect effects of perceived dominance on leader 

performance, mediated through career support, are different for males and females.  More 

specifically, this effect is stronger for females than for males.  This establishes that the 

positive outcomes of perceived dominance (on career support and leader performance) 

are more beneficial for female executives than males.   The implications of this result are 

discussed in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Social hierarchy and power are an underlying force that affects all relationships.  

This is especially so for top executives, where organizational position can be a doubled 

edged sword - of increased status and possibly, greater social distance from others.  This 

paradox of leaders being “lonely at the top” is commonly assumed in organizational life 

and yet, unexamined in organizational scholarship.  To examine this phenomenon, I focus 

on a leader’s developmental network – the “inner circle” of relationships that provide the 

leader with career and psychosocial support.  Extending status characteristics theory, I 

examine how a leader’s organizational position and sense of power explains differences 

in the strength of the leader’s developmental network and consequently, job performance.   

Three independent data sources were collected and analyzed to test this theory: a 

developmental network survey conducted with top executives of large organizations 

(n=227), organizational data linked to the executives, a multisource survey of the 

executives’ direct reports, peers, and superiors (n=1008) and additional performance 

ratings obtained from the executive’s superiors (n=521).  The use of multi-source data, in 

a sample of senior executive representing a wide range of organizations and industries, 

strengthens the generalizability and applicability of the study.  An additional 

methodological strength of the study includes the consideration of gender differences in 

the hypothesized relationships.  This analysis revealed significant gender differences that 

suggest avenues for future research.    
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Summary of Findings 

This study examined the antecedents and consequences of developmental support 

for upper echelon leaders.  Overall, the findings establish how the effects of status on 

developmental networks is not direct, but instead, mediated through a leader’s sense of 

power and judgments about the leader’s dominance and warmth.  More specifically, the 

results reveal a dual-pathway model of developmental support.  The first pathway 

establishes how a leader’s organizational position positively predicts a leader’s sense of 

power, co-worker perceptions of the leader’s dominance, and consequently the career 

support.  This relationship is stronger for women executives.  The second pathway 

establishes how a leader’s organizational position positively predicts a leader’s sense of 

power, co-worker perceptions of the leaders’ warmth and consequently career and 

psychosocial support.  Both these pathways are consequential for leader well-being and 

performance - the strength of a leader’s developmental network is inversely related to a 

leader’s feelings of isolation and positively predicts performance ratings from superiors.  

Table 7 presents a summary of the study’s hypotheses and results. 
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TABLE 7 
Summary of Hypotheses and Results 

 

Hypotheses Results 
 

Antecedents of Developmental Support 
   

Hypothesis 1: A leader’s organizational position is positively 
associated with perceived dominance  
  

 
 
 

Not Supported. 

 

Hypothesis 2: A leader’s organizational position is positively 
associated with career support and mediated by perceived 
dominance 
 

 

Not Supported 

 

Hypothesis 3: A leader’s organizational position is positively 
associated with the leader’s sense of power. 
 

 

Supported. 

 

Hypothesis 4: A leader’s sense of power is positively associated 
with perceptions of the leader’s dominance 
 

 

Supported. 
 

 

Hypothesis 5: A leader’s organizational position is positively 
associated with career support.  This relationship is mediated by 
the leader’s sense of power and perceived dominance. 
 

 

Supported. 

 

Hypothesis 6: A leader’s organizational position is negatively 
associated with perceived warmth 

 

Supported. 
 

Hypothesis 7: A leader’s organizational position is negatively 
associated with psychosocial support and mediated by perceived 
warmth. 
 

Supported. 
 
 

Hypothesis 8: A leader’s sense of power is negatively associated 
with perceptions of the leader’s warmth 
 

Contradicted. 
Power is positively 

associated with 
perceived warmth. 

  
 

Hypothesis 9: A leader’s organizational position is negatively 
associated with psychosocial support.  This relationship is 
mediated by the leader’s sense of power and perceived warmth. 
 

 
Not supported. 

Hypothesis 10: A leader’s perceived warmth enhances the positive 
relationship between perceived dominance and the strength of 
career support 
 

Not supported. 
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Outcomes of Developmental Support 
 
Hypothesis 11: The strength of career support is positively 
associated with perceptions of the leader’s overall performance. 
 

 
 

Supported. 
 

 
Hypothesis 12: The strength of psychosocial support is negatively 
associated with a leader’s felt loneliness 
 

 
Supported. 

 

Hypothesis 13: The strength of psychosocial support is positively 
associated with a leader’s performance and mediated by the 
leader’s felt loneliness 

 

Supported. 

 

The findings both affirm and extend the basic propositions of status 

characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1977; Ridgeway and Walker 1995).  Consistent with 

status characteristics theory, the findings reveal that higher status, in the form of a 

leader’s organizational position, is associated with greater influence and dominance.  It 

also extends the theory, with evidence that the relationship between status and social 

judgments (of dominance and warmth) is mediated by a leader’s sense of power.   

An additional finding from this study is that gender differences matter in the 

relationships between perceived dominance and career support.  More specifically, the 

positive effects of perceived dominance on career support is stronger for female 

executives.  This results challenges prevailing theories about a “dominance penalty” for 

female leaders – a perspective that suggests that dominance is viewed and responded to 

more negatively for women than men (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; 

Lyons & McArthur, 2007; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012).   This effect 

is underscored by systemic biases against women that serve to reinforce male dominance, 

especially in high status position.  Yet, the findings of this study suggest the opposite.   
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Instead of a dominance penalty, the findings reveal that female leaders who are 

perceived as dominant, are more likely to received stronger levels of career support and 

receive stronger performance ratings than men.  This suggests that observers are more 

sensitized to social cues of dominance and are more likely to reward dominance in female 

leaders than males.  The implications of these findings are discussed in the next section.  

Overall, the findings reveal how developmental relationships are inevitably shaped by 

status characteristics (of rank and gender) and social judgments (of dominance and 

warmth).    

Theoretical Contributions 

This dissertation advances theoretical contributions primarily in research on 

developmental relationships and leadership, and also to the literature on status and power.  

First and foremost, this study advances an understanding of how developmental 

relationships are shaped by the dual influences of organizational position and power – a 

perspective absent from prior research.  To date, research on developmental relationships 

has largely drawn on theories of social exchange and personality to explain the 

antecedents of developmental support (Chandler et al., 2011).  This study offers an 

alternative theoretical lens – the lens of position and status, power, and social judgment.   

Second, findings of the study call into question existing theories on the social 

distancing effect of power on interpersonal relationships (Inesi et al., 2012; Lammers et 

al., 2012).  Contrary to assumptions of leaders being “lonely at the top”, the findings 

reveal a positive relationship between a leader’s organizational position, sense of power, 
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and the strength of the leader’s developmental network.  This relationship is explained by 

two distinct mediating mechanisms:  (1) a process of social influence, where a leader’s 

position and power predicts co-worker perceptions of the leader’s dominance, and 

consequently, greater career support, and (2) a process of social connection, where the 

leader’s position and power predicts co-worker perceptions of the leader’s warmth, and 

consequently, psychosocial support.  This finding calls into question prevailing 

arguments about how “power corrupts” (Kipnis, 1976) and more specifically the negative 

associations between power and interpersonal relationships.(Inesi et al., 2012; Lammers 

et al., 2012).   

Third, this dissertation unpacks the unique role of psychological power as distinct 

from status, and as a mediating variable in the relationship between status and 

developmental support.  By doing so, the study contributes to growing research that 

challenges traditional notions of status and power as interchangeable concepts (Magee & 

Galinsky, 2008).  While recent research has sought to examine the differential effects of 

status and power (Blader & Chen, 2012; Fast, Halevy & Galinsky, 2011; Fragale, 

Overbeck, Neale, 2011) these studies have been conducted in experimental settings.  

Extending these findings to executives in organizations may yield different and 

sometimes unexpected results, as this study has found.  The findings suggest that 

psychological power may have more explanatory power, over status, when accounting for 

variation in interpersonal outcomes. 
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Fourth, this study is the first to establish the role of felt isolation in the 

relationship between developmental networks and leader performance.  By doing so, it 

establishes a critical psychological mechanism that accounts for how developmental 

relationships contribute to a leader’s overall performance.  Further, the study identifies 

how felt isolation is associated specifically with psychosocial support and not career 

support.  This suggests how instrumental exchange in relationships may not fulfill a 

person’s need for belonging.  Hence, the situation of leaders being “lonely at the top” – of 

being in relationships with others, yet feeling alone and isolated.  It also suggests how 

career and psychosocial support fulfill unique and important functions in a developmental 

relationship and for leader development.  Where career support contributes directly to 

performance and consequently career advancement, psychosocial support fulfills a 

person’s fundamental need for belonging  – evident in the association between 

psychosocial support and felt isolation – a finding not established in prior research and 

one that merits further investigation. 

Finally, the study establishes gender differences in the antecedents of 

developmental support, more specifically, in the relationship between perceived 

dominance and career support.  This finding challenges existing gender role theories on 

the negative effects of perceived dominance for female leaders (Bakan, 1966; Eagly & 

Karau, 2002; Spence & Helmreich, 1978).  On one hand, the finding suggests that the 

benefits of perceived dominance are more beneficial for female leaders than for men.  On 

the other hand, the finding also reflects greater expectations for female upper echelon 

leader to behave in stereotypically male dominant ways in executive roles.  This suggests 
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that career support for female leaders in the upper echelons is contingent on perceptions 

of their dominance – more so than male leaders.  In other words, female leaders need to 

be perceived as dominant, more so than, men, who may be already assumed to be 

dominant by their gender stereotype.  This finding has not been established in prior 

research and adds to the current literature on gender differences and inequality in 

leadership. 

Research on the role of gender and gender stereotypes in leadership continues to 

be an important area of concern in organizations.  Yet, less is known about how gender 

differences influence developmental relationships at the top of organizations, and 

consequently, the role of developmental relationships in upper echelon leadership.  The 

findings of this study provide evidence that developmental relationships matter for the 

performance of upper echelon leaders, and that status characteristics (of rank and gender) 

are important antecedents to the strength of developmental relationships for upper 

echelon leaders.  This is an area ripe for further research.  For example, the findings on 

the relationship between dominance and career support could be further investigated in 

the context of women in top leadership positions across various fields – how might 

perceived dominance influence (directly or indirectly) the developmental networks of 

women leaders in diverse fields such as science, engineering, or politics?  This is a 

question that has engendered good public interest and discussion, such as how the 

perceived dominance of female presidential candidates, such as Hilary Clinton, influence 

the types and levels of support that she receives.  Research in this direction could adopt 

similar methods to Cotton et al. (2011) who rely on archival and publicly available data 
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to study the developmental networks of professionals who are at the very top of their 

field. 

	
  
Limitations and Future Research 

This study has a number of limitations that highlight opportunities for future 

research.  First, the study applied a cross-sectional design to examine psychological 

mechanisms, which involve hypotheses about the causal relationships between status, 

power, social judgment, developmental support, and leader performance.  The cross-

sectional design is limited in its support for causal relationships.  Instead, I rely on 

theoretical arguments about the stable and exogenous characteristics of leader status 

(measured by organizational position) as an objective and independent variables that 

precedes the outcomes of the other dependent variables in the study.   

To examine the directionality of relationships between variables, I relied on 

structural equation modeling and the testing of alternative models.  There remains 

however the possibility of reciprocal relationships between mediating variables in the 

study such as between developmental networks and performance.  More specifically, the 

analysis of alternative paths revealed that the association between career support and 

leader performance is likely to be bidirectional – the hypothesized path from career 

support to leader performance is significant in both directions.  This suggests that the 

relationship between career support and performance is mutually reinforcing.  The 

reciprocal dynamics of this relationship would be a fruitful avenue to explore with future 
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research and would require either a longitudinal or experimental design, to isolate causal 

mechanisms and track the dynamic interaction between variables over time. 

Second, another limitation involves common method bias from using self-report 

data for the predictor variables of power and the dependent variables of career and 

psychosocial support.  I attempted to mitigate this bias by collecting observer data from 

direct reports, bosses and board members, as well as by performing established tests for 

common method bias.  By empirically testing the model using data obtained from 

multiple sources (subordinates, peers, supervisors, and board members) I sought to 

address concerns by organizational scholars on the single source bias in mentoring and 

leadership research. 

Third, there are additional developmental network measures that could be 

considered for future research.  In particular, it would be useful for future research to 

consider how the effects of a leader’s organizational position might differ for different 

members of the leader’s developmental network.  For example, prior research has shown 

differences in the strength of support received between work and non-work based 

members (Murphy & Kram, 2010).  While the current study is concerned with how 

organizational position shapes levels of support from work-based developers, it is also 

plausible that the effects of organizational position extend beyond the organizations into 

non-work relationships.  The data collected for this study is however limited in 

examining the mediators of this relationship for non-work based developers – the 

mediating variable of perceived warmth and dominance are obtained from co-workers 
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and not members outside of the organization.  A fruitful follow-up to this study could 

include additional data collected from non-work based developers, to inform differences 

in how and why the effects of organizational position on developmental support may 

differ between work and non-work based developers. 

Additionally, this study is focused on the outcome of developmental support as 

measured by the strength of career and psychosocial support across work-based 

developers.  With the constraint of survey length, I did not collect additional data on the 

relationship between developers in the networks, which would allow for further research 

on alter-to-alter ties and network density (Granovetter, 1973; Higgins & Kram, 2001), or 

to broader career reference groups (Grote & Hall, 2013; Lawrence, 2006).  The inclusion 

of such measures would allow for further research into the broader social context and 

structural properties of developmental networks.  As a natural extension of this study, 

further research could involve additional data collection on the structural properties of 

developmental networks and reference groups, with repeated measures over time.  This 

would allow researchers to examine the dynamics of network brokerage and closure 

(Burt, 2005), which would go beyond the findings of the current study to further an 

understanding of the relationship between status and the structure of developmental 

networks over time. 

A fourth limitation of the study is the limitations of sample size.  The sample of 

227 executives is an adequate sample size, suitable for the statistical tests in this study.  

However, the gender distribution in the sample is uneven, with more male executives 
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(n=177) than females (n=50).  While the smaller percentage of female executives reflects 

broader gender inequalities of females in corporate leadership roles (see Thornton, 2014), 

it also suggests the possibility of gender differences in the results of this study.  As such, 

I conducted a post-hoc analysis to examine the possibility of moderating effects by 

gender.  The post-hoc analysis revealed that gender moderates the relationship between 

perceived dominance and career support, but not the other hypothesized paths in the 

study.  This finding should be interpreted in the context of the unequal gender 

representation in the sample.  More specifically, the small sample of female executives in 

this study limits the statistical power to test for moderation effects (Aguinis, 1995; 

Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997) and is also not adequate for a multi-group analysis of 

gender differences. 

Future research could replicate this study with a larger sample that would allow 

for a more detailed inspection of gender differences, particularly through the use of multi-

group analysis.  More specifically, the use of multi-group analysis would allow for a 

closer inspection of gender differences in and across relationships in the model.  Gerbing 

& Anderson (1985) suggest a minimum sub-group size of above 100 for such analysis.  A 

further inspection of gender differences, with a larger sample, would be a fruitful 

endeavor, especially to engage perspectives from role congruity theory, which suggests 

that the expectations and perceptions of male and female leaders are not equivalent in 

positions of leadership (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  In particular, the 

relationships examined in this study – between organizational position, power, social 

judgments, and developmental support – are likely to be influenced by gendered 
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expectations and hence provide a fruitful context for research on gender dynamics in 

leadership. 

 Finally, caution is required when attempting to overgeneralize the findings of this 

research, especially to other forms of status differentials.  While the heterogeneous 

sample of leaders in the sample, across different organizations, should increase the 

generalizability of findings, the study uniquely focuses on the dynamics of status and 

power within the upper echelons of organizations.  The generalizability of this dynamic 

to other levels and status differentials would require further empirical research.  Further 

research could involve replicating the hypothesized relationships, in the context of other 

status hierarchies, such as between doctors and nurses; or to understand status transitions 

(such as promotions) and its effects on developmental networks.   

Additional qualitative research could unpack social processes and mechanism that 

could deepen an understanding of the findings in this study.  In particular, qualitative 

research on developmental networks is useful in uncovering relational mechanisms that 

emerge from an inductive approach to theory building (see Cotton, Shen, & Livne-

Tarandach, 2011; Cotton, 2013; Janssen, van Vuuren, & de Jong, 2013; Shen & Kram, 

2011).  Building on the multi-source approach of this dissertation, a follow up study 

could include interviews with the focal executive and members of the executive’s 

developmental network.  This study could elicit the meanings that executives and their 

developers associate with status and power, and the meaning making process that occurs 

between social judgments of the leader and the act of providing developmental support.   
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Existing research on developmental networks (qualitative and quantitative) rely 

primarily on single source data of the focal person in the network.  This study establishes 

how multi-source data can provide valuable insight into how developmental networks are 

shaped by social judgments, through data obtained from observers, and the consequences 

of developmental networks on job performance, through performance ratings from 

superiors.  Future research could benefit from this approach, to understand how 

developmental networks might be shaped by actions and perceptions of multiple actors, 

and not just the person receiving developmental support. 

At a broader level, this dissertation establishes a foundation for further inquiry 

into the role of status and power in shaping the dynamics of developmental support in 

organizations.  While this study focuses primarily on the status characteristic of 

organizational position, the additional findings on gender differences suggests that the 

interaction of status characteristics, such as between position and gender, could result in a 

better understanding of how social hierarchies are reproduced or subverted in 

developmental relationships.  Research in this area has been limited to dyadic mentoring 

relationships and focused primarily on the status characteristics of race and gender (Eby, 

Allen, Hoffman, Baranik, Sauer, Baldwin, Evans, 2013).  

A broader discussion on how status characteristics interact (within and between 

persons) in developmental relationships is missing and merits further inquiry.  For 

research on status processes, developmental relationships provide a unique context to 

studying the reproduction or bridging of differences in status.  For research on 

developmental relationships, the lens of status and power can further a critical 
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understanding of how the desired relational states of mutuality and reciprocity can be 

challenging to achieve, and yet attainable. 

 

Managerial Implications 

The findings of this study have particular relevance for the practice of leadership 

and leader development in organizations.  First, the study informs how developmental 

networks can be beneficial to leader effectiveness.  More specifically, the findings of the 

study establish how developmental networks have a direct influence on leader 

performance, through the role of career support; and an indirect effect on performance, 

through the beneficial effects of psychosocial support on felt isolation.  This suggests that 

leader performance can be improved through formal relational interventions such as 

coaching and sponsorship (as forms of career support), as well as participation in peer 

support groups and attention to workplace friendships (as forms of psychosocial support).   

Second, the study suggests how co-worker perceptions (of the leader’s dominance 

and warmth) play a critical role in determining levels of career and psychosocial support.  

To strengthen interpersonal warmth (and perceptions of it), leaders could focus on 

communal behaviors such as self-disclosure of personal information and modesty about 

professional achievements (Blickle, Schneider, Perrewe, Blass, Ferris, 2008).  To 

strengthen interpersonal dominance (and perceptions of it), leader could focus on agentic 

and proactive behaviors such as self-assertion and self-promotion.  For leaders, being 

proactive about developmental relationships could be an important and low cost 
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alternative for talent development (Chandler et al., 2010).  These are some examples of 

behavioral strategies to improve interpersonal warmth and dominance.  In addition, the 

use of multi-source assessments and coaching can sensitize leaders to how there are 

perceived by others, particularly along the dimensions of perceived dominance and 

warmth.  For executives, an awareness of how they are perceived can make a difference 

between having a strong developmental network or experiencing isolation and loneliness 

at top.   

Third, this study establishes how status without power can result in adverse 

consequences.  Findings reveal that when status does not correspond with an increase in 

power, it can have a direct and negative influence on perceived warmth and psychosocial 

support.  This dynamics of a warmth deficit can be avoided by ensuring the leaders who 

are promoted to higher status positions are also sufficiently empowered to lead.  More 

specifically, a leader’s sense of power can be developed through training leaders in skills 

of interpersonal influence and attention to sources of power beyond positional power, 

such as expert and informational power (French & Raven, 1959).  As the saying goes, 

“knowledge is power”.  By leveraging one’s unique expertise and knowledge, leaders can 

feel and act more effectively in interpersonal situations, and by doing so, bridge the 

interpersonal distance between themselves and their co-workers.   

Fourth, the findings suggest a need to focus on populations in organizations who 

may experience barriers to forming stronger developmental networks, as a result of their 

formal organizational position or social status.  While the findings establish the positive 
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benefits of status and power on developmental relationships, the converse is also true – to 

the extent that status is positively associated with power and developmental support, 

leaders in lower levels of the organizational are likely to experience lower levels of 

psychological power and consequently, lower levels of developmental support.  This 

suggests that training and interventions in power and influence can be particularly useful 

for new leaders and those assuming entry and mid-level leadership positions.   

Fifth, the study contributes to understanding how gender differences persist and 

are perceived for leaders in the upper echelon.  More specifically, the study establishes 

that career support and performance ratings are stronger for women who are perceived by 

their co-workers as dominant.  On the one hand, this finding reaffirms assertions about 

the benefits for women to “lean in” (Sandberg, 2013) – to be proactive about asserting 

influence in various spheres of work and to seek positions of leadership.  On the other 

hand, the findings also suggest a basic contradiction with existing research and advice for 

women in executive roles – that is, to be mindful of a dominance penalty, and to avoid 

being perceived as dominant by peers.  This contradictory result suggests caution in 

providing sweeping generalizations about gender stereotyping in organizations.  It also 

suggests that gender needs to be an important part of the conversation in discussions on 

developmental relationships.  Accordingly, organizations can take these findings to 

inform a more nuanced understanding of gender differences when coaching and 

developing leaders for positions of higher office.   
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Conclusion 

This dissertation establishes how a leader’s organizational position, experience of 

power, and co-worker perceptions of the leader can shape the strength of the leader’s 

developmental network, and consequently job performance.  It integrates and extends 

sociological and psychologies theories on status and power, to understand specific 

mechanisms by a leader’s organizational position can influence the strength and types of 

developmental support provided by co-workers. 

Contrary to assumptions about leaders being “lonely at the top”, the findings 

reveal that leaders who hold higher organizational position can have stronger 

developmental networks, when organizational position corresponds with the leader’s 

personal experience of power.  Accordingly, leaders need to be aware that building strong 

developmental relationships is more than a simple act of receiving or requesting support, 

it is also about an awareness and attention to the psychological effects of power on how 

one is perceived by others.  The benefits in doing so are established in the study – leaders 

with stronger developmental networks are less likely to feel isolated and more likely to 

perform at higher levels. 
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APPENDIX: SUMMARY OF MEASURES 

Survey Item CFA 
Factor 

Loadings 
Sense of Power (Anderson, John, & Keltner, 2012)  
 

In my current role within the organization…  
1. My wishes do not carry much weight (R) .63 
2. Even if I voice them, my views have little sway (R) .73 
3. My ideas and opinions are often ignored (R) .77 
4. Even when I try, I am not able to get my way (R) .78 
 
Perceived Dominance (Adapted from Campbell, 1991) 

 

1. Ambitious – Highly motivated determined to make progress .83 
2. Competitive – Likes to take on challenges and win .88 
3. Driven – Has a burning overwhelming passion to succeed .89 
4. Forceful – Appears strong and assertive in front of others .70 
 
Perceived Warmth (Adapted from Campbell, 1991) 

 

1. Cheerful – Smiles and laughs easily .82 
2. Friendly – Warm and pleasant, nice to be around .97 
3. Likeable – Easy to feel friendly toward .93 
 
Career Support (Higgins & Thomas, 2001) 

 

1. Provides you with opportunities that stretch you professionally. .61 
2. Creates opportunities for visibility for you in your career .88 
3. Opens doors for you professionally. .81 
 
Psychosocial Support (Higgins & Thomas, 2001) 

 

1. Counsels you on work and non-work related issues .59 
2. Cares in ways that extend beyond work. .82 
3. Is a friend of yours .78 
 
Felt Isolation (Hughes, Waite, Hawkley, & Cacioppo, 2004) 

 

1. How often do you feel that you lack companionship? 
 

.67 

2. How often do you feel left out? .85 
3. How often do you feel isolated from others? .92 
 
Executive Performance (Sosik et al., 2012) 
Ratings from Superiors – Immediate Boss and Board Members 
 

 

1. How would you rate this person’s performance in his or her present job? .92 
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2. Where would you place this person as a leader relative to other leaders 
inside and outside your organization? 

.89 

3. How would you rate this person’s degree of success in his/her current role? .88 
4. How would you rate this person’s contributions to the overall effectiveness 
of the organization? 

.78 

5. What is the likelihood that this person will derail (i.e., plateau, be demoted, 
or fired) in the next five years as a result of his or her poor performance? 

.66 
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