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CHAPTER 3 

 

 INDIVIDUAL STATUS AND INFORMAL PEER CONTROL IN A MILITARY 

ORGANIZATION 

 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Many professional organizations have switched to ‘flat’ organizational structures 

characterized by decentralized and self-managing modes of organizing in order to increase 

their adaptability in the face of an increasingly competitive global business landscape. These 

self-managing modes counteract the negative organizational consequences often associated 

with rule-based hierarchical bureaucratic structures, including slow decision-making and 

indirect and impersonal control over the workforce, but they also reduce negative individual 

consequences such as employee dissatisfaction and alienation that is often cultivated in these 

“iron cages” of rigid bureaucracies (Barker, 1993; Parker, 2002; Tompkins & Cheney, 1985). 

The shift to these new modes of organizing has been accompanied by a change in the mode of 

control used in many of these decentralized organizations to a system of so-called ‘concertive 

control’ (Tompkins & Cheney, 1985; Barker, 1993). Concertive control arises where the locus 

of control shifts from the upper echelons of the organization to the lower level organizational 

members themselves. It is also where the basis for control revolves around value-consensus 

among these organizational members rather than strict adherence to the values and rules 

imposed by management or owners (Barker, 1993; Barley & Kunda, 2001; Sewell, 1998).  

Paradoxically, as Barker (1993) noted, these informal, peer-to-peer concertive control 

systems within self-managing organizations democratize the control process while at the same 

time controlling members’ behaviors more tightly and completely than formal, hierarchical 

rule-based bureaucracies. This is because the concertive control system creates informal 

behavioral monitoring and sanctioning (i.e. peer control) that can be much stronger than 

managerial control. While there is often only one manager with a large span of control in 

bureaucratic organizations, in concertive control systems every colleague becomes a potential 

controller. Thus, the group’s monitoring gaze is more pervasive than the individual 
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manager’s, which can have the effect of tightening the ‘iron cage’ of formal rules and control 

even further.  

Concertive control’s pervasive nature, however, does not rely solely on the fact that 

there are more opportunities to control one another, but also that all members have the “right” 

to control each other as every organizational member is involved in the formation of the 

norms and rules (Barker, 1993). Barker’s perspective on the concertive control process, thus, 

is one that emphasizes informal peer control as an egalitarian process, in which all members 

share equally in monitoring and controlling each other. In contrast, our perspective is that 

individuals’ ranks in the informal hierarchy – i.e. status – within the group provide members 

with different levels of ability to exercise control over one another. While each individual 

maintains the right to control others, in practice each individual’s right to control others is 

limited by that person’s status within the group. Since norms are constituted and maintained 

by control, this also means that some individuals have more influence on the development of 

norms than others (Hackman, 1987; Levine & Moreland, 1990). Thus, to get a more complete 

picture of norm formation in the concertive control system, research is needed that explores 

how patterns of informal peer control are related to individuals’ positions within the informal 

status hierarchy, which is our goal here. Our theoretical contribution is connecting research on 

concertive control and on norm development by addressing questions about the antecedents 

and consequences of informal peer control. The main questions addressed in this study are: 1. 

how does an individual’s position in the group’s informal status hierarchy determine to what 

extent the individual initiates informal control attempts towards others? 2. How does an 

individual’s position in the group’s informal status hierarchy determine to what extent the 

individual is targeted by informal control attempts? 3. How does the degree to which an 

individual controls others, or is targeted by others, affect the individual’s status within the 

group over time? With regard to the last question, we will also show that there can even be 

more far-reaching consequences for individuals than losing status, namely it may increase the 

likelihood that individuals will leave the group. This finding in particular makes our study of 

the concertive control system important for organizational researchers. 

The setting for this study – a naval officer training school – is a military organization 

with no formalized group structure, so all structure emerges informally from the interactions 

among its members – the group of freshmen at the heart of our study. We examine how peer 

control and the informal status hierarchy of the organization co-evolve over a twelve month 

period. This is a highly suitable setting for exploring the relationship between informal 

hierarchy and peer control, because this group of officers-in-training has no formal, 
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bureaucratic structure to oversee their daily activities, and no informal hierarchy prior to 

commencing the program. They must reach a consensus among the freshmen on how abstract 

military values translate to concrete norms and rules that define “proper” behavior that is 

functional for the organization. These freshman students are, like many professionals, 

intelligent and skilled, and the organization has invested heavily in recruiting and selecting 

them, so there is a desire that they all succeed ultimately. This situation is ideal for exploring 

the emergence of concertive control, as well as tracking its consequences for individuals. 

This paper is divided into four sections. The first part defines the core concepts of this 

study, i.e. peer control and informal hierarchy. In the second section, we explain and 

hypothesize how the informal hierarchy is related to informal concertive control among peers. 

Sections 3 and 4 describe the methods and the results respectively. Finally, we close the paper 

with a conclusion and a discussion of the results.  

 

3.2 Theory and hypotheses 

3.2.1 Defining informal peer control 

Control is a concept used in almost all of the sub-disciplines of the social sciences – ranging 

from macro-sociology to social psychology – making it one of the most multi-interpretable 

concepts within the field. In the broadest sense, it is the capacity of any social group to 

regulate the attitudes and behaviors of individuals within the group or of the whole group 

itself (Heckathorn, 1990; Janowitz, 1975). In the organizational sciences, control refers to any 

arrangement within organizations that regulates and manages the attitudes and behaviors of 

organizational members in such a way that it is functional – or at least not detrimental – to the 

goals of the organization (Ouchi, 1979; Tannenbaum, 1968). Among the formal arrangements 

that regulate organizational members are direct supervision, standardization of skills and work 

processes, output monitoring, and the organization’s punitive and reward structures (Millham, 

Bullock, & Cherrett, 1972; Mintzberg, 1979; Thompson, 1967). All of these formal 

arrangements are imposed, non-negotiable and mostly impersonal.  

Our focus in this study, however, is on concertive control, which is informal in nature. 

Informal control is a peer-to-peer behavior aimed at regulating each other’s behavior. 

Narrowing this description, we define informal control as sanctioning behavior from one 

person to another (Gibbs, 1981). It is a reactionary disciplinary technique aimed at stopping or 

changing unwanted or norm-deviating behavior that threatens either the technical or social 

functioning of the group (De Dreu, Kluwer, & Nauta, 2008; Papa, Auwal, & Singhal, 1997; 

Yukl & Falbe, 1990). As an example of informal control, Barker (1993) describes a personal 
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experience within the small electronics manufacturing company he studied (p. 426): “I saw 

Ryan confront a newer team member who was working on four [circuit] boards at a time 

instead of one, which the team had discovered increased the chance for error. Ryan stood 

above the offender and pointed at him, ‘Hey quit doing that. You’re not allowed to do that. 

It’s against the rules’.” This quote also shows the confrontational and norm-aligning nature of 

informal peer control. 

Furthermore, not only the deviance of the offender justifies the exercise of control 

between peers, but also another important justification for exercising control is one’s social 

position within the group. Some individuals who have prominent positions with the group 

may take ‘on the aura of a supervisor’ (Barker, 1993; p. 426). The prominence of an 

individual within a group is what we refer to as his or her status position within the informal 

hierarchy. Below we will first define individual’s status and after that we will elaborate on the 

relation between status and informal control. 

 

3.2.2 Defining individual status within the informal hierarchy 

Wherever a group of people interacts, inequality exists in individual status positions (Magee 

& Galinsky, 2008). This inequality of status creates an informal hierarchy in which some 

individuals are ranked higher on status than others, and we argue that they thus have more of 

a “right” to control other group members than lower status members. Despite differences of 

opinion on the definition (see Magee & Galinsky, 2008, for a review), there is agreement on 

the core quality that defines individual status: status is the extent to which an individual is 

positively evaluated, either socially or instrumentally, by others in a group1 (Magee & 

Galinsky, 2008) and this positive evaluation refers to respect and/or admiration received from 

others (Berger et al., 2002). Commonly, two types of status are distinguished: competence-

based status and affect-based status (Casciaro & Lobo, 2005). Competence-based status is an 

individual’s subjective positive evaluation by others of his or her objective work 

accomplishments (Anderson & Shirako, 2008; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Affect-based status, 

on the other hand, is closely related to an individual’s position within the social network of 

                                                 
1 Note that status is different from the two related concepts of power and status characteristics (cf. Magee & 
Galinsky, 2008). Power is defined as asymmetric control over valued resources in social relations. In other 
words, person A has power over person B if person A has resources B needs or wants. For a clear comparison 
with status we quote Magee & Galinsky (p. 363-264): “…power is based in resources, which belong to an actor, 
whereas status exists entirely in the eyes of others. […] . Power, more that status, therefore is a property of the 
actor. Status, more than power, is a property of co-actors and observers.” Furthermore, as noted by Bunderson 
(2003) status is sometimes confused with status characteristics, which are attributes of individuals that are 
potential indicators of status. For instance, expertise is often seen as status, but expertise is not status unless it is 
translated into positive evaluations by others. Expertise is a base of status, but not status itself. 
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personal relationships (Brass, 1984, 1985; Friedkin & Cook, 1990; Ibarra, 1993; Krackhardt, 

1990; Lincoln & Miller, 1979). It is defined as someone’s popularity within and social 

approval of a group (Homans, 1950; Blau, 1962; Thibaut & Kelley, 1952). Having many 

positive ties or friendships or receiving few negative nominations from others indicates 

someone’s acceptance/social respect within a group (Bonacich & Lloyd, 2004; Chung, Singh, 

& Lee, 2000; Coie, Coppotelli, & Dodge, 1982; Ibarra & Andrews, 1993; Labianca & Brass, 

2006; Newcomb, Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993; Podolny, Stuart, & Hannan, 1996).  

Researchers recognize that affect-based status and competence-based status do not 

necessarily co-vary, and that there is not necessarily a single rank ordering of individuals in a 

group (Casciaro & Lobo, 2005; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). That is, a person’s position in the 

group’s rank order of competence does not necessarily correspond to that same person’s 

position in the rank order of affective status. This leads to interesting questions about whom 

individuals choose or prefer as work partners. Recent research, for example, suggests that 

affect-based status compared to competence-based status is more critical in determining 

whom one approaches for advice (Casciaro & Lobo, 2008). Our study examines the extent to 

which competence-based status and affect-based status affect informal peer controlling, as 

well as understanding how control behavior might affect the individual’s competence-based 

and interpersonal affect-based status over time. 

In the previous two sections we defined informal control as well as individual’s status; 

in the next section we will connect both concepts. 

 

3.2.3 Connecting informal peer control and individual status within the informal hierarchy 

Within the organizational sciences peer control usually refers to formal arrangements between 

supervisors and subordinates (Stahelski & Paynton, 1995; Yukl & Falbe, 1990). In these 

arrangements managers initiate personal control over a subordinate and instill organizational 

values and rules through these control attempts. Yet, how the informal hierarchy is related to 

the informal peer-to-peer control is relatively underexplored (Lazega, 2000; Lazega & 

Krackhardt, 2000; Wittek, van Duijn, & Snijders, 2003), even though both informal hierarchy 

and informal control are widely acknowledged as forces that are growing in importance as 

organizations move to flatter organizational structures and reduce the use of direct managerial 

control (e.g. Blau & Scott, 1963; Ouchi, 1979; Barker, 1993). The group development and 

socialization literature, however, does provide some clues as to how informal hierarchy and 

informal peer control are related to one another. Many group development stage-models 

incorporate the establishment of informal hierarchy in a group as a critical stage in group 
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development (Whittaker, 1970) because the informal hierarchy creates a psychological order 

that is needed to effectively coordinate the behavior of individuals who take on different 

status positions in that informal hierarchy (Janowitz, 1975; Magee & Galinsky, 2008).  

The literature on the concertive control process focuses mainly on the development of 

behavioral norms that create order in how work should be done by creating criteria for such 

things as acceptable task performance levels, task priorities, time allocations, and 

responsibilities. The concertive control process is also envisioned as going beyond dealing 

with task demands to allocating work roles, i.e. assigning individuals to certain tasks and 

work functions. Assigning roles in the concertive control system exclusively refers to work 

functions.  

The group development literature is broader in focus in the sense that it recognizes that 

this role assignment also indicates a person’s status position within the informal competence-

based and affect-based hierarchy in a group (Levine & Moreland, 1990; Wanous et al., 1997). 

That is, individuals might be chosen for certain task-based roles in groups both due to their 

relative competence, but also due to their relative social acceptance (Hackman, 1987; Papa et 

al., 1997). In the following sections we will elaborate on the relation between status and 

informal control. We will explain how status is related to the following questions: who does 

most of the controlling and who is mostly targeted by others. At the same time, we also focus 

on the question of what the consequences are of being controlled, or of being the controller.  

 

3.2.4 The relationship between informal peer control and status 

We begin by addressing the question of how a person’s status is related to how many other 

members of the group they attempt to control. We argue that individuals with high 

competence-based and affective-based status are the predominant controllers. Those that are 

high in competence-based status have a number of different motivations for controlling their 

peers. One is simply a desire to correct task-related behavior, particularly when it affects the 

high status person’s position or the group. This controlling behavior is one of the more 

desirable aspects of concertive control, particularly in a professional setting. If there are a 

large number of knowledgeable individuals in the group, they can quickly teach and monitor 

each other, which ensures much higher performance for the group as a whole as opposed to 

relying on formal arrangements (Barker, 1993; Hackman, 1987; Papa et al., 1997).   

However, this view does little to account for the extent to which this competence-

based status is socially constructed through peer perceptions. It is the peers themselves that 

nominate individuals for high competence-based status positions in a concertive control 
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system. Because high status individuals are motivated to maintain their status within the 

group’s informal hierarchy (Festinger, 1954; Thibaut & Kelley, 1952; Van Dijke & Poppe, 

2007), we expect to see themselves controlling others as a means of reinforcing others’ 

perceptions of them as highly competent individuals. Through controlling, a high competent-

based status individual provides others group members with cues of superior status, because 

by telling a target to change his or her behavior, the high status controller shows that he or she 

knows which behavior is correct and which is not. The controller thus presents himself as a 

role model to be followed (Morrison, 2002b; Yukl & Falbe, 1990). The fact that status is 

based on positive nominations by peers gives individuals the legitimacy within a group to 

exert social control (Raven & French, 1958).  

In addition to those who are high in competence status, we would also expect that high 

affective-status based individuals will be predominant control agents. High affective-based 

status often reflects an individual’s identification with and commitment to the group (Barker, 

1993; Deaux & Martin, 2003; McFarland & Pals, 2005; Morrison, 2002b). A person’s 

identification with the group determines to a large degree how a person is involved in and 

feels responsible for norm formation processes, and how likely they will be to exert many 

social control attempts to manage this process (Chekroun & Brauer, 2002; Willer, Kuwabara, 

& Macy, 2009), particularly in concertive control systems (Papa et al., 1997). These 

individuals, in addition to being motivated to maintain and enforce group norms, use social 

control as an impression management technique to reinforce their position within the group’s 

status hierarchy (Bolino, Kacmar, Tumley, & Gilstrap, 2008). In fact, Branaman (2001) 

argued that high status individuals are particularly motivated toward a ‘preponderance of 

facework’ (p. 59) in order to maintain their position. In contrast, low affective-based status 

individuals are less likely to take on the role of controller. Low status individuals’ attempts at 

control are not as influential or legitimized by the group, and thus will be ignored by high 

status individuals, making it less likely that the low status individuals will continue attempting 

to control others (Moore & Krupat, 1971).  

Individuals can, of course, be high in either competence-based status, affect-based 

status, or both. Although the motivations for controlling might be different, the outcome – 

attempting to control more of their fellow group members – is the same. Thus, we will not 

distinguish them in the hypotheses, although we will study competence and affect separately 

empirically. As both status types have the same outcome, we also expect that they amplify 

one another such that those who are high in both types of status will be most motivated to 

control other group members.  
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H1: The higher the status of an individual the greater the number of other group members 

that person attempts to control.   

 

H1a: Competence-based and affect-based status strengthen each other’s positive effect on the 

number of other group members that person attempts to control.1    

 

The above arguments assume that control is used to maintain status – to preserve the status-

quo – with high-status individuals exerting control over low-status individuals. But status 

positions are not necessarily fixed over time, as people’s respect for individuals may change 

(Magee & Galinsky, 2008). These changes occur through the ongoing struggle among 

individuals to enhance one’s own status in the group (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 

2001; McAndrew, Bell, & Garcia, 2007). Status competition is particularly acute during the 

early stages of group development, but it persists (albeit at times in reduced form) throughout 

the life of the group (Loch, Huberman, & Stout, 2000). Times of crisis and change can launch 

renewed emphasis on status competition, even after long periods of stability in the status 

hierarchy. We argue that exerting control from one person to another is central to the changes 

in status position that individuals undergo in the status hierarchy. Every time individuals with 

high status control others, they propagate their status as high-status individuals, both for 

competence-based as well as affect-based status (Ridgeway & Diekema, 1989). This display 

of high status may foster additional admiration – the basis of status – within the group. In 

other words, social control can be used as an upward impression management tactic (Kipnis 

& Schmidt, 1988; Rao, Schmidt, & Murray, 1995). 

 

H2: The greater the number of group members an individual controls, the higher his or her 

status will be at a later time point. 

 

Our next question is about who in the group is being controlled, or targeted? Individuals who 

have a high competence-based status position in a group are those who perform well in the 

eyes of their peers (Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980; Ridgeway & Walker, 1995). These 

individuals are viewed as not only having more knowledge, but also as being less deviant than 

low status others (Hogg, 2001; Hollander, 1958a, b; Morrill, Snyderman, & Dawson, 1997; 

Riley & Cohn, 1958). This lack of perceived deviance for highly competent individuals, in 

                                                 
1 The logical equivalent of this is that status inconsistency may decrease the number of control attempts a person 
makes. 
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turn, gives other group members few opportunities and motives to correct high competence-

based status others by means of informal control.  

It is also difficult for group members to control individuals high in affective-based 

status because they will feel inhibited in their ability to control these high status alters due to 

the individuals’ high level of social acceptance (Chaurand & Brauer, 2008; Lazega, 2000). 

Because many individuals in a group are dependent on high affective-based status individuals 

for approval or positive association (Cialdini et al., 1976; Podolny & Baron, 1997), there is a 

risk of losing face when a lower status individual sanctions a high status alter. In other words, 

there are social costs involved that potentially outweigh the benefits of sanctioning a higher 

status alter (Black, 1984; Lazega & Krackhardt, 2000). Thus, we expect that individuals that 

are high in either competence-based status or affect-based status will not be controlled by 

their peers as much as those in lower status positions.  

 

H 3: The higher the status of an individual, the fewer the number of other group members that 

attempts to control the individual. 

 

H3a: Competence-based and affect-based status strengthen each other’s negative effect on 

the number of other group members that attempts to control the individual. 

 

Furthermore, being a control target may result in changes in the individual’s status position 

within the group at later time points. Predictions of consequences of being controlled on status 

will be different for competence-based status and affect-based status. We will argue that 

informal peer control is much more detrimental to one’s affect-based status than to one’s 

competence-based status.  

As defined earlier, informal peer control is a corrective reaction to unwanted behavior 

from one individual to another. This means that if an individual receives many informal peer 

control attempts he or she treats others or behaves around others in a norm deviating manner. 

From the perspective of the whole group an individual that receives control attempts could 

even been seen as a social deviant within a group, or an individual that is unwilling to accept 

the norms of the group (Wagner, 1995). Furthermore, being a deviant can become self-

fulfilling such that it can escalate in a reputation of being a ‘moral violator’ which may be 

repaid by a decrease of social admiration by other group members, i.e. a decrease in affect-

based status (Black, 1984; Wagner, 1995; Youngreen & Moore, 2008).  
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In addition, being a control target may even have such an effect that a person can lose 

so much affect-based status that it turns to social rejection (Aquino & Thau, 2009). In other 

words, informal peer control attempts can be used by individuals to show displeasure about 

the target’s behavior, and this may even escalate in the social marginalization of the target 

within a group (Burke, 1969; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 

1996). This social marginalization will accompany feelings of dissatisfaction and social 

rejection for the target, and these negative feelings may lead the target to decide to leave the 

group entirely (O'Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989). Thus, repeated control attempts lower 

an individual’s affect-based status over time and, if they are continued and wide-spread 

enough across many people, may lead to the individual’s withdrawal and turnover from the 

group. 

 

H4: The greater the number of group members that are controlling an individual, the lower 

his or her affect-based status will be at a later time point. 

 

H5: The greater the number of group members that are controlling an individual, the higher 

the likelihood that individual will leave the group at a later time point. 

 

We further argue that the outcomes of being controlled will be different with regard to 

competence-based status. While the individual might suffer socially and become less socially 

accepted when being controlled by others, he or she will have received many social cues on 

what appropriate norms, values and role behaviors are as well as in what ways he or she can 

improve work skills and abilities. That is, a person who is targeted for control by a wide 

variety of group members will have received many social learning opportunities to change the 

behavior in such a way that he or she may gain more competence-based respect (Bandura, 

1997). These social cues and learning opportunities give targeted individuals ample chance to 

perform better in order to gain more respect from peers. In addition, the control target may 

experience the control efforts made by others as sincere attempts to improve the target’s 

behavior, which operates as an incentive for the target to perform better in the eyes of other 

group members (Loughry & Tosi, 2008; Sewell & Barker, 2006). Even as control attempts 

might harm an individual’s affect-based status, they provide valuable information about the 

proper behavior from the group’s perspective, and if heeded by the individual, will often 

increase their competence over time. In effect, the group is training the individual through 
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their informal peer control, which is indeed one of the benefits of concertive control (Papa et 

al., 1997; Sewell & Barker, 2006). 

 

H6: The greater the number of group members that are controlling an individual, the higher 

his or her competence-based status will become at a later time point. 

  

Taken together, our arguments suggest that individuals at the top of the group’s status 

hierarchy will control those below them. As the group develops, we expect that those targeted 

for controlling will increase in competence, but be harmed in terms of their affect-based social 

standing. The result is that there will be an increase in the competence of those at the bottom 

of the hierarchy over time, with the group enforcing a minimum standard of certain behavior 

and performance on its least competent members. However, these control attempts will have 

the related effect of making the differences between individuals in the affect-based status 

hierarchy become more pronounced. For some individuals, this loss of affect-based status will 

become so extreme that they will decide to leave the group entirely. 

 

3.3 Data and methods 

3.3.1 Setting 

Our research group consists of elite first year students of the prestigious Royal Netherlands 

Naval College. They are selected on the basis of physical fitness, scholastic grades, 

psychological tests, and three rounds of one-on-one and group interviews. The students who 

apply tend to be a very elite group, and amongst those, only approximately one in twenty is 

ultimately selected. Their training emphasizes physical, academic, and psychological 

preparation for leadership in a military environment, including the ability to control others’ 

behaviors. As already noted in the introduction, this fits directly to the concertive control 

systems central to this study. 

The students are trained at the academy to become naval officers. In the first year, 

students’ military and personal competences are developed and they receive their military 

professional training. The first year program starts with a four months period of military 

training or ‘basic officer training’, emphasizing mainly the physical and tactical development 

of the students. In the next six months, an important shift is made from military training to 

military professional education. During this second period, students receive their academic 

education on military science and strategic studies, but also on their chosen military specialty. 

Personal socialization processes of the students take place during the entire first year and are 
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facilitated by multiple social activities (such as sport events, hazing, and galas). Besides, to 

ensure rapid socialization, the first year program is subjected to a tight and intensive schedule, 

where students are limited in leisure, space, and privacy (Moelker & Richardson, 2002). 

Often, in military settings, tasks, roles, norms and rules are assumed to be strictly 

enforced from the higher ranks of the organization, which may seem at odds with the 

emergent character of the concertive control process. However, while much of the learning in 

a military academy is indeed formal training, much emphasis is on learning informally 

through everyday interaction among peers (Richardson & Moelker, 2002). Also, it has been 

known for quite some time that within a military academy informal norms and rules can be so 

strong that they may even supersede formal regulations (Dornbusch, 1955). Thus the military 

academy is a suitable setting to follow the development of concertive control in which 

students have to translate abstract military values to daily norms and behaviors. Furthermore, 

as the first year students begin with no formal group structure or differentiating military ranks, 

it is a particularly useful setting to also capture the emergence of an informal status hierarchy.   

Longitudinal data were collected at three points in time by means of a web survey. The 

web survey invitation was directed to all first year students (N=94), and included an 

explanatory letter indicating the purpose of the study, a guarantee of strict confidentiality, and 

an electronic questionnaire. The first wave was collected during the first period of their 

training in October 2006 immediately after the students had been at sea for a three week 

military exercise (response rate, 100%). The second wave was collected in February, 2007 

during the second week of the second part of their training (response rate 83%). The third 

wave was collected in June, 2007 at the end of the first academic year (response rate 75%). 

By the time the second wave was completed, four students had left the academy. An 

additional nine students had left by the time the third wave was completed. Thus, the total 

turnover rate for this first year was 14% amongst this elite group of students. Note that the 

leavers are not counted as non-respondents for the response rate . 

 

3.3.2 Measurements 

As we are investigating a dual influence model, the dependent and independent variables 

change per hypothesis. For hypotheses 1 and 3 status is the independent variable and informal 

control the dependent variable, while for hypotheses 2 and 4 to 6 this is the other way around. 

This is possible given the longitudinal model. We will present the operationalizations of our 

variables below. 
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Informal peer control. We defined social control as an expression of grievance where a 

person (the controller; referred to as ego) asks another person to change their behavior (the 

target; referred to as alter) (Black, 1984; Wittek, 2003). To capture this informal peer control 

each respondent was presented a complete list (i.e. roster format) of all students in the cohort 

under investigation and had to answer the following single item based on Wittek’s (1999) 

concept of direct control: “Please check off the students whom you at least once have asked to 

change his behavior/attitude the last three months”. The use of single-items per type of 

network is common practice in network research and formulating single-items in a specific 

and concrete manner has proven to be reliable and valid (Freeman et al., 1987; Wanous et al., 

1997).  

 The informal peer control data are represented in a person-by-person matrix in which 

cells are coded ‘1’ if a person informally controls another person and ‘0’ if a person does not 

control another person. The rows in the matrix represent the outgoing control attempts of a 

person, whereas the columns represent the incoming control attempts a person receives. As 

the data was collected at the dyadic level of analysis we had to convert the data to the 

individual level of analysis to test the hypotheses. We calculated Freeman’s indegree and 

outdegree centrality based on the control networks (Freeman, 1979). Control indegree is the 

sum of incoming peer control attempts, which is the operationalization of the degree to which 

an individual is a control target1. Control outdegree is the sum of an individual’s control 

efforts, which is the operationalization of the degree to which an individual is a control agent. 

Competence-based status. Like informal peer control, competence-based status was 

collected as network data. Each respondent was presented with a roster-item with the 

following wording: “Please grade the following students on their level of competence as 

future officers”. Student could rate their peers on a 10-point scale ranging from 1 – highly 

incompetent, to 10 – highly competent. Previous research has shown that peer evaluations are 

reliable indicators of performances, because peers are able to observe each other’s task 

behaviors and interpersonal behaviors making them the single best informed sources for 

performances evaluations (Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989; Denisi & Stevens, 1981). 

To make a measure at the individual level of analysis we calculated the student’s average peer 

ratings (excluding self-ratings) to represent competence-based status.  

 

                                                 
1 Initially, we also used eigenvector centrality to operationalize status (Bonacich, 1987). This measure, however, 
correlated .9 with indegree centrality. We choose for indegree centrality because of its theoretical 
straightforwardness. 
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Affect-based status. As noted, affect-based status is someone’s acceptance/social respect 

within a group represented by having many positive ties or friendships. However, having few 

friends does not necessarily reflect a person’s lack of social acceptance. To also capture the 

opposite of social approval we also included negative ties or animosity as a negative measure 

of affect-based status (Bonacich & Lloyd, 2004; Coie et al., 1982). Thus for affect-based 

status we used two operationalizations: positive and negative affect-based status. Note that 

that high status is based on many positive evaluations by others, whereas having many 

negative evaluations is considered low status.   

Positive affect-based status. Again this measure was constructed on the basis of one 

roster item (Van de Bunt et al., 1999), which was phrased as follows: “Please indicate which 

of the following definitions characterizes your relationship with the students mentioned 

below”. The response scale consisted of four answering categories: troubled, neutral, friendly 

and friendship. As we only consider friendship, we extracted the category ‘friendship’ and 

formed a friendship tie matrix in which a cell has value ‘1’ if person considers another person 

to be a friend, and value ‘0’ if not. As in this form the variable is at the dyadic level of 

analysis, we again transformed it to the individual level of analysis. We used Freeman’s 

indegree centrality (Freeman, 1979) to calculate the number of incoming positive peer 

nomination. The sum of the incoming nominations represents a person’s positive affect-based 

status.  

Negative affect-based status. We used the same roster item as with positive affect-

based status, but applied a different recoding. We extracted the category ‘troubled’ and 

formed a negative tie matrix in which a cell has value ‘1’ if person considers a relation with 

another person to be a troubled and value ‘0’ if not. From there, we calculated an individual 

measure again based on Freeman’s indegree centrality (Freeman, 1979). The sum of the 

incoming negative nominations represents a person’s negative affect-based status. 

Finally, to make a measure for individuals that left the program at the Royal 

Netherlands Naval College we created a dummy variable representing whether a person left 

the group during the period the data was collected. We know that all individuals’ decisions to 

quit the program were voluntarily. In other words, none of individuals were formally 

discharged on basis of incompetence. In addition, it is possible that some turnover was based 

on non-social reasons, most commonly physical injuries. However, we know that none of the 

students that left returned to the academy the following year, suggesting that they had left the 

program entirely and not just for one year of physical rehabilitation.  
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Control variables. We controlled for three variables: military specialty, age and sex (male = 

‘1’). There are five types of military specialty, but to keep our model specification as sparse 

as possible we dichotomized them in two most salient and distinct specialties: fleet officers 

(‘0’) versus marines (‘1’).  

 

3.3.3 Analysis 

Our analysis consisted of two parts. First, we applied cross-sectional analyses to assess how 

social control follows the status hierarchy (hypothesis 1 and 3). We used OLS regression with 

the QAP procedure to overcome problems of network autocorrelation (Dekker et al., 2007; 

Krackhardt, 1987). Second, we used longitudinal analysis to assess how informal control 

influences individual status positions over time (hypothesis 2, 4 and 6), whilst controlling for 

control network changes over time. For the longitudinal analysis of our data we used actor-

based modeling as proposed by Snijders et al. (2007). This method is used to capture changes 

within networks and individual variables, like behavior. It is a useful method because it 

incorporates the dependence structure of networks and is highly suitable for separating dual 

influence between networks and individual variables across time. As a mathematical account 

is beyond the scope of this paper, we refer to Snijders et al. (2007) and Steglich et al. (2010) 

for an in-depth treatment of the model.  

Finally, Table 3.1 provides an overview of the operationalizations and analysis we 

used for each hypothesis. 

 

Table 3.1: summary of operationalizations and analysis per hypothesis 

H Dependent variable Independent 

variables 

Type of analysis 

1 Control outdegree Status Cross–sectional 

2 Competence and affect-based status Control outdegree Longitudinal 

3 Control indegree Status Cross–sectional 

4 Affect–based status Control indegree Longitudinal 

5 Turnover Control indegree Longitudinal 

6 Competence–based status Control indegree Longitudinal 
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3.4. Results 

3.4.1 Descriptive statistics and cross-sectional results 

Table 3.2 shows the means, standard deviations and correlation of all variables at the 

individual level of analysis within and across all time points. First, we can see that for control 

indegree, control outdegree, positive affect-based status and negative affect-based status the 

means and standard deviations for the most part decline over time. For instance, control 

indegree t1 moves from a mean of 7.59 (SD = 6.72) received control attempts to 3.85 (SD = 

4.49) at t3. This finding is due the fact that the network becomes smaller over time (individual 

leave the group). Also the declining standard deviations suggest that there is more 

convergence among status positions, control targets and controllers. Furthermore, 

competence-based status slightly increases from t1 to t2 from 6.26 to 6.53, but more or less 

stabilizes between t2 and t3. Again the standard deviations becomes smaller over time 

indicating that there competence-based status is converging slightly. Finally, the sample 

consists for the majority of males (86%), with about one third of marines (35%; versus 65% 

fleet students) and the students are on average 21.5 years. 

 Second, if we examine the cross-time correlations (the bordered boxes) for the status 

measures, control indegree and control outdegree we see the following. The correlations 

between control indegree t1 and t2 (0.69; p < 0.01) and between t2 and t3 (0.80; p < 0.01) are 

all significant and positive which means that if a person is a control target at a certain time 

point he or she is also likely to be one at a later time point. Note that the correlations are 

stronger between t2 and t3 than between t1 and t2 which suggest that there is more stability 

between the last two time points. For control outdegree we see a different picture between 

time periods 1 and 2. The cross-time correlation (0.17; p > 0.05) here is non-significant which 

means that there is quite some dynamism in who does the controlling between these time 

points. However, between the later two time points there is a positive and significant 

correlation (0.46; p < 0.01) which reflects stability. Furthermore, all status indicators – 

competence-based status, positive affect-based status and negative affect-based status – have 

positive and significant (p < 0.01) cross-time correlations, again showing that there is stability 

in status positions over time. One remarkable difference between the different status 

indicators is between competence-based status versus affect-based status. The cross-time 

correlations for competence-based status ranges between 0.84 and 0.88 while for affect-based 

status the correlations are weaker ranging from 0.60 and 0.74. This means that competence-

based status is more stable over time than affect-based-status.  
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Third, the significant correlations between the different status measures are in the expected 

direction: negative between competence-based status and negative affect-based status 

(ranging between -0.25; p < 0.01 and -0.46; p < 0.01), positive between competence-based 

status and negative affect-based status (ranging between 0.28; p < 0.01 and 0.48; p < 0.01), 

and negative between positive affect-based status and negative affect-based status (ranging 

between -0.25; p < 0.01 and -0.51; p < 0.01). These results reveal two important things: 1. 

The different status measures have a low enough correlation to assume that they represent 

different status hierarchies. 2. The most distinct status measures are negative affect-based 

status versus competence-based status.  

 Fourth, moving to the correlation between the competence-based status and control 

indegree, the results show that all correlations are negative and significant (ranging between 

0.19; p < 0.1 and -0.54; p < 0.01). We see similar results between positive affect-based status 

and control indegree (ranging between -0.03; p > 0.1; -0.36; p < 0.01), yet there are some 

non-significant correlations, such as between control indegree t2 and positive affect-based 

status t3. Overall the correlations are less strong in comparison to competence-based status. 

Furthermore, we can observe significant and negative correlations between negative affect-

based status and control indegree (ranging between 0.15; p > 0.1 and 0.60; p < 0.01). Note 

that negative affect-based status is a reversed indicator of status in a group. The correlations 

between the status measure and control indegree are consistent with our hypothesis 3, that is: 

the higher the status of an individual, the fewer other group members that will attempt to 

control the individual.  

 Fifth, the correlations between the status measures and control outdegree reveal less 

clear results than for control indegree. There is one significant and positive effect between 

competence status t1 and control outdegree t1 (0.20; p < 0.05), which is consistent with 

hypothesis 1: the higher the status, the higher the control attempts an individual exerts. 

Furthermore, there are two significant correlations between positive affect-based status t1 and 

control outdegree t2 (0.23; p < 0.05), and positive affect-based status t3 and control outdegree 

t2 (0.24; p < 0.05). In addition, there is a negative correlation between affect-based status t3 

and control outdegree t1 (-0.21; p < 0.1) weakly contradicting hypothesis 2. This finding 

suggests that controlling others lowers an individual’s status at a later time point. Finally, 

there are multiple positive and significant effects between negative affect-based status and 

control outdegree (ranging between 0.23; p < 0.05 and 0.25; p < 0.05). This suggests that 

individuals with low status – i.e. high negative affect-based status – do more of the 

controlling. This is opposite to what we hypothesized (see hypothesis 1 and 2). 
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Finally there are some significant correlations between the control variables sex, age and 

marines dummy. There a positive and significant effect between sex and control indegree t1 

(0.26; p < 0.01). Thus, males are controlled more than women at time point one. In addition, 

there a significant and positive age and control outdegree t1 (0.29; p < 0.01), competence-

based status t1 (0.32; p < 0.01), t2 (0.33; p < 0.01), and a negative correlation with positive 

affect-based status t3 (-0.26; p < 0.05). Thus the older an individual is the more he or she 

controls at t1 and the higher his or her competence-based status at time points 2 and 3, yet the 

lower his or her positive affect-based status at t3. Furthermore, marines (marines dummy) are 

controlled less than fleet students at t1 (control indegree t1 -0.32; p < 0.01), control others 

more at t1 (control outdegree t1 0.39; p < 0.01), have a higher competence-based status at all 

time points (ranging between 0.36l p < 0.01 and 0.043; p < 0.01), have a lower positive affect 

based at t3 (positive affect-based status -0.39; p < 0.01) and a higher negative affect based 

status at t1 (negative affect-based status 0.20; p < 0.01). Finally marines are more likely to be 

males (sex 0.29; p < 0.01) and tend to be older than other students (age 0.22; p < 0.01). 

 Now we move to Table 3.3 to assess the cross-sectional analysis for hypothesis 1: the 

higher the status of an individual the greater the number of other group members that person 

will attempt to control, and, hypothesis 1a: competence-based and affect-based status 

strengthen each other’s positive effect on the number of other group members that person will 

attempt to control. The table is built up as follows: Model 1 (M1) presents the control 

variables only; Models 2 (M2), 3 (M3) and 4 (M4) include the control variables and each 

status measure separately, while Model 5 (M5) includes all status measures; and, Models 6 

(M6) and 7 (M7) report the models with the interaction terms between the status measures 

separately. Model 8 (M8) finally includes all effects. Finally, the table consists of three parts, 

each presenting all nine models per time point.  

 In Table 3.3 it can be seen that at time point 1 there are no significant effects of status 

on control outdegree, except for a positive significant effect of negative affect-based status in 

Model 9 (0.28; p < 0.05). This is contrary to our hypothesis, because it indicates that the more 

negative ties a person has, the more control attempts he or she will make. Furthermore, at time 

point 1 we found across all models a weakly significant and positive effect of age (ranging 

between 0.21; p < 0.1 and 0.23; p < 0.1) and a significant and positive effect of marines 

dummy (ranging between 0.31; p < 0.01 and 0.36; p < 0.01). This means that older individuals 

and marines tend to control more others. Finally, no significant effects were found between 

status and control outdegree at any other time point.  
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Table 3.2: means, standard deviations and Pearson’s correlations 

    M SD N 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   

1 control indegree t1 7.59 6.72 94.00                 

2 control indegree t2 4.20 4.73 90.00 0.69 **                  
3 control indegree t3 3.85 4.49 81.00 0.64 **  0.80 **              

4 control outdegree t1 7.59 7.94 94.00 0.15  0.16  -0.06            

5 control outdegree t2 5.04 5.46 75.00 0.12  0.17  0.08  0.17             
6 control outdegree t3 5.38 5.21 58.00 0.08  0.22  0.04  0.35 **  0.46 **        

7 competence-based status t1 6.26 0.70 94.00 -0.39 **  -0.19 † -0.33 ** 0.20 * 0.05  0.03      

8 competence-based status t2 6.53 0.71 90.00 -0.45 **  -0.41 **  -0.51 ** 0.10  0.02  -0.03  0.84 **      
9 competence-based status t3 6.52 0.57 81.00 -0.41 **  -0.34 **  -0.54 ** 0.17  0.08  0.09  0.69 **  0.87 **  

10 positive affect-based status t1 9.86 4.46 94.00 -0.36 **  -0.17  -0.19 ** 0.00  0.23 * 0.14  0.48 **  0.47 **  
11 positive affect-based status t2 9.67 3.80 90.00 -0.35 **  -0.30 **  -0.22 ** -0.03  0.15  0.04  0.29 **  0.43 **  
12 positive affect-based status t3 6.75 2.96 81.00 -0.18  -0.15  -0.03  -0.21 † 0.24 * 0.21  -0.02  0.16  
13 negative affect-based status t1 3.69 3.97 94.00 0.60 **  0.39 **  0.15  0.24 * 0.03  0.06  -0.17  -0.12  
14 negative affect-based status t2 2.98 3.64 90.00 0.43 **  0.56 **  0.32 ** 0.23 * 0.03  0.09  -0.02  -0.31 **  
15 negative affect-based status t3 2.35 2.69 81.00 0.39 **  0.53 **  0.39 ** 0.25 * -0.04  -0.04  -0.02  -0.35 **  
16 sex (male) 0.86  94.00 0.26 **  0.16  0.02  0.12  0.10  0.12  0.14  0.17  
17 age 21.50 3.36 94.00 -0.05  -0.10  -0.12  0.29 **  0.05  0.17  0.32 **  0.33 **  
18 marines dummy 0.35   94.00 0.12   0.04   -0.32 ** 0.39 **  -0.02   -0.12   0.43 **  0.36 **  
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Table 3.2 (cont.) 

    9   10   11   12   13   14   15   16   17   

1 control indegree t1                   
2 control indegree t2                   
3 control indegree t3                   
4 control outdegree t1                   
5 control outdegree t2                   
6 control outdegree t3                   
7 competence-based status t1                   
8 competence-based status t2                   
9 competence-based status t3                   

10 positive affect-based status t1 0.48 **                  

11 positive affect-based status t2 0.46 **  0.64 **                  
12 positive affect-based status t3 0.28 **  0.54 **  0.66 **              

13 negative affect-based status t1 -0.07  -0.31 **  -0.15  -0.16            

14 negative affect-based status t2 -0.25 * -0.25 * -0.36 ** -0.35 **  0.60 **            
15 negative affect-based status t3 -0.46 **  -0.30 **  -0.43 ** -0.51 **  0.32 **  0.74 **        

16 sex (male) 0.21  -0.07  0.05  -0.03  0.17  0.02  0.08      
17 age      0.23  -0.01  -0.03  -0.26 * 0.03  0.08  0.14  0.17    
18 marines dummy 0.41 **  -0.17   -0.09   -0.39 **  0.20 * 0.13   0.18   0.29 **  0.22 * 

Note 1: †p < 0.1, * p < 0.05 and ** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.3:cross-sectional regression for control outdegree (hypothesis 1) 

Control outdegree                                 
                                  

Time point 1 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M8   

sex -0.01  -0.04  -0.01  -0.01  -0.04  -0.02  -0.04  -0.04  
age 0.21 † 0.22 † 0.21 † 0.22 † 0.22 † 0.23 * 0.22 † 0.23 † 
marines dummy 0.35 **  0.31 **  0.36 ** 0.35 **  0.36 * 0.37 ** 0.36 * 0.33 * 
negative affect-based status (ASn)   0.18      0.20  0.18  0.21 † 0.28 * 
positive affect-based status (ASp)     0.06    0.16  0.16  0.16  0.18  
competence-based status (CS)       -0.02  -0.06  -0.12  -0.07  -0.08  
CS x ASn           0.12    -0.03  
CS x ASp             -0.02  0.07  
Adj. R2 0.16  0.18  0.15  0.15  0.19  0.20  0.17  0.22  
                 

Time point 2 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M9   

sex 0.11   0.12   0.09   0.11   0.09   0.08   0.09   0.05   
age 0.03  0.04  0.03  0.03  0.06  0.07  0.06  0.10  
marines dummy -0.05  -0.05  -0.04  -0.05  -0.01  -0.01  -0.01  0.03  
negative affect-based status (ASn)   0.04      0.07  0.01  0.07  -0.08  
positive affect-based status (ASp)     0.14    0.19  0.19  0.19  0.11  
competence-based status (CS)       0.00  -0.07  -0.03  -0.07  -0.11  
CS x ASn           0.15    0.26  
CS x ASp             0.00  0.20  
Adj. R2 0.01   0.02   0.03   0.02   0.04   0.06   0.04   0.07   
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Table 3.3 (cont.) 

Time point 3 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M8   

sex 0.19  0.19  0.17  0.18  0.15  0.16  0.10  0.10  
age -0.19  -0.19  -0.16  -0.22  -0.21  -0.22  -0.18  -0.20  
marines dummy -0.13  -0.13  -0.08  -0.16  -0.20  -0.20  -0.20  -0.18  
negative affect-based status (ASn)   -0.02      0.20  0.22  0.08  0.28  
positive affect-based status (ASp)     0.14    0.07  0.07  -0.02  0.00  
competence-based status (CS)       0.19  0.28  0.28  0.31  0.34  
CS x ASn           0.03    0.19  
CS x ASp             0.22  0.37  
Adj. R2 0.07   0.07   0.09   0.10   0.13   0.12   0.16   0.13   
Note: the coefficients are standardized; ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1             
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Table 3.4: cross-sectional regression for control indegree (hypothesis 3) 

Control indegree                                 
                                  

Time point 1 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M8   

sex 0.25  0.18  0.25 * 0.25 * 0.19  0.20 † 0.19  0.20  
age -0.11  -0.09  -0.09  0.02  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.01  
marines dummy 0.07  -0.03  0.01  0.29 * 0.16  0.16  0.16  0.16  
negative affect-based status (ASn)   0.58 **      0.47 * 0.46 ** 0.45 **  0.42 * 
positive affect-based status (ASp)     -0.34 **   0.03  0.03  0.02  0.00  
competence-based status (CS)       -0.56 **  -0.43 * -0.46 * -0.40 * -0.43 * 
CS x ASn           0.07    0.13  
CS x ASp             0.08  0.15  
Adj. R2 0.04  0.36  0.15  0.28  0.47  0.47  0.47  0.47  
                 

Time point 2 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M9   

sex 0.18 † 0.19 † 0.20 † 0.19 † 0.20 † 0.23 † 0.20 † 0.21  
age -0.13  -0.16  -0.14  0.01  -0.08  -0.09  -0.07  -0.09  
marines dummy 0.01  -0.06  -0.02  0.16  0.04  0.05  0.05  0.07  
negative affect-based status (ASn)   0.57 **      0.45 **  0.58 ** 0.45 **  0.49 * 
positive affect-based status (ASp)     -0.31 **   -0.02  0.02  -0.03  -0.01  
competence-based status (CS)       -0.52 **  -0.29 † -0.39 * -0.33 † -0.41 † 
CS x ASn           -0.25 †   -0.22  
CS x ASp             0.06  0.05  
Adj. R2 0.04   0.32   0.08   0.21   0.37   0.41   0.37   0.40   
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Table 3.4 (cont.) 

Time point 3 M1   M2   M3   M4   M5   M6   M7   M8   

sex 0.15  0.14  0.18  0.18  0.15  0.13  0.15  0.15  
age -0.09  -0.15  -0.14  -0.05  -0.06  -0.06  -0.07  -0.06  
marines dummy -0.35 * -0.42 **  -0.44 ** -0.23  -0.26  -0.25  -0.26  -0.26  
negative affect-based status (ASn)   0.48 **      0.33 † 0.24  0.33 † 0.28  
positive affect-based status (ASp)     -0.23 †   0.15  0.15  0.15  0.21  
competence-based status (CS)       -0.48 **  -0.33 † -0.32 † -0.33 † -0.33  
CS x ASn           -0.16    -0.25  
CS x ASp             -0.01  -0.13  
Adj. R2 0.08   0.30   0.11   0.29   0.33   0.34   0.33   0.33   

Note: the coefficients are standardized; ** p<0.01. * p<0.05. † p<0.1             
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Table 3.4 presents the results to assess hypothesis 3: the higher the status of an individual, the 

fewer the number of other group members that will attempt to control the individual, and, 

hypothesis 3a: competence-based and affect-based status strengthen each other’s negative 

effect on the number of other group members that will attempt to control the individual. Table 

3.4 has the same construction as Table 3.3, only the dependent variable is now control 

indegree.  

 At time point 1 all status measures are significant in the expected direction when 

tested separately: negative affect-based status in Model 2 (0.58; p <0.01), positive affect-

based status in Model 3 (-0.34; p. <0.01), and, competence-based status in Model 4 (-0.56; p 

<0.01). This confirms hypothesis 3, and can be summarized as follows: the higher the 

competence-based status and positive affect-based status, and, the lower the negative affect-

based status, the lower the number of persons that control an individual. Moving to Model 5 

(M5), where all status measures are included we see that positive affect-based status becomes 

non-significant. Across all other model we have the same results. In addition, none of the 

models (6, 7, 8 and 9) testing hypothesis 3a have significant coefficient to confirm this 

hypothesis. We find for the most part the same results at time points 2 and 3. That is, negative 

and significant competence-based status effects and positive and significant negative affect-

based status effects. However, there is a difference between the time points. This difference is 

that at later time point the effect become smaller and the significance decreases also. This 

suggests that the influence of status on control indegree decreases over time. Finally, there is 

one finding at time point 2 that subscribes to hypothesis 3a. In Model 7 (M7) there is a 

negative and weakly significant effect of the interaction term CS x ASn (-0.25; p < 0.1) which 

indicates that competence-based status and negative affect-based status reinforce one another 

in such a way that the higher competence-based status and the lower negative affect-based 

status, the lower the control indegree. Finally, across the different time points there are some 

significant control variables with the same results as discussed in Table 3.2. 

 

Table 3.5 summarizes the results of the cross-sectional analysis: 

 
Table 3.5: summary of cross-sectional results 
Hypothesis 1, 1a Not confirmed  
Hypothesis 3 Confirmed For all status measures at all time points; weakest 

confirmation for positive affect-based status 
Hypothesis3a Very weakly 

confirmed 
For the interaction between competence-based status 
and negative affect-based status at time point 2 
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3.4.2 Longitudinal results  

In this section we present the results of the longitudinal analysis to assess the consequences of 

informal peer control over time. As noted in the methods section the actor-based model can be 

used to investigate dual influence processes whilst overcoming the problem of misattribution 

of causal effects (Steglich et al., 2010). For this paper we test whether control indegree and 

outdegree lead to changes in status, yet we do not want to confuse this with the effect of status 

leading to changes in control indegree and outdegree. In this section we present the joint 

analysis of these dual causal processes 

 First we present descriptive statistics for the changes over time in the informal peer 

control network as well as in the status measures in Table 3.6. The positive mean of 

competence-based status t1- t2 indicates that on average between time points 1 and 2 

individuals move up 0.25 (on a 10 point scale) in competence-based status, while the negative 

mean of competence-based status t2- t3 indicates that on average between time points 2 and 3 

individuals go down -0.06 (on a 10 point scale) in competence-based status. For all other 

status measures as well as the control measures we see on average a decline, but this is partly 

related to the fact that the group becomes smaller too. This can be seen in Table 3.7 where the 

average degrees are presented for the negative tie, friendship and control networks. The 

results here show that the average degree more or less stay the same over time.   

 

Table 3.6: changes for status and control over time 

  min max mean SD 
competence-based status t1-t2 -1.27 1.28 0.25 0.41 
competence-based status t2-t3 -0.78 0.62 -0.06 0.31 
positive affect-based status t1-t2 -11.00 6.00 -0.41 3.47 
positive affect-based status t2-t3 -11.00 5.00 -3.00 2.92 
negative affect-based status t1-t2 -15.00 10.00 -0.49 3.34 
negative affect-based status t2-t3 -7.00 6.00 -0.25 2.18 
control indegree t1-t2 -20.00 8.00 -3.22 4.86 
control indegree t t2-t3 -7.00 11.00 -0.05 2.90 
control outdegree t1-t2 -34.00 29.00 -1.65 7.83 
control outdegree t2-t3 -27.00 13.00 -0.09 5.85 
 
Table 3.7: average degrees of network-based variables 

Avg. degree t1 t2 t3 
control network 7.44 5.34 5.60 
negative tie network 3.72 3.56 3.20 
friendship tie network 10.23 11.57 9.60 
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Table 3.8 shows the results to test for hypothesis 2: The greater the number of group members 

the individual controls, the higher his or her status will become at a later time point; 

hypothesis 4: the greater the number of group members that are controlling an individual, the 

lower his or her affect-based status will become at a later time point, and; hypothesis 6: the 

greater the number of group members that are controlling an individual, the higher his or her 

competence-based status will become at a later time point. For all these hypotheses the 

dependent variables are the status based measures. 

For hypothesis 2 the independent variable is control outdegree; the results for 

hypothesis 2 are presented in Model 1 (M1). Also, note that for each status measure there is a 

separate column. Remember that we did not differentiate between the status based measures 

in the hypotheses, because we did not expect different effects of control outdegree on the 

changes in status. Furthermore, for hypotheses 4 and 6 the dependent variable is control 

indegree, for which the results are presented in Model 2 (M2), again with separate results for 

each status measure. For hypotheses 4 and 6 we did differentiate between the status measures 

as we expect opposing effects. We expect a negative effect of control indegree (H4) on 

positive affect-based status (and a reversed effect for negative affect-based status), and a 

positive effect of control indegree (H6) for competence-based status. 

Turning to Table 3.8, we first start by explaining the control variables present in all 

models. The Rate of change t1-t2 and Rate of change t2-t3 are basic effects included in the 

actor-based stochastic model. They indicate the average number of potential status change in 

the simulation process between certain time points. They are not observed changes, so they 

are mainly useful when a comparing the changes between the different time points, which was 

already discussed in Table 3.6. The linear shape effect is to check whether there is a linear 

drive for individuals to change their status. With the quadratic shape added, one can test 

whether this drive is quadratic. The quadratic shape effect is negatively significant for 

competence-based status (CS) in Model 1 (-0.011; p < 0.01) as well as Model 2 (-0.013; p < 

0.01). If we combine this with the positive effect of the linear shape effect (0.39; p > 0.1 in 

M1, and, 0.69; p < 0.05 in M2) then we can conclude that there is upward drive in 

competence-based status, with a decreasing drive the higher the status becomes. Finally 

coming to the core of the matter of the results, they reveal that none of the hypothesized 

effects are significant. That is, control outdegree (M1) and control indegree (M2) do not have 

significant effects on changes in the two status measures.   
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Table 3.9 presents the results of the other dual influence part, i.e. how the control network 

changes due to status positions of individuals. Note that this part was modeled simultaneously 

with the results of Table 3.8 to control for different causal effects. Also note that we only 

present two models without differentiating between the different types of status as in Table 

3.8. We did so because there are no differences in the findings and these results are not 

directly relevant to our hypothesis.  

 Again like in Table 3.8, the rate of change effects are controlled for, which indicate 

that there are fewer changes in control efforts between the first and second period (28.64 in 

M1, and, 29.32 in M2) than between the second and third period (22.76 in Model 1, and, 

23.08 in M2). The outdegree parameter is a basic control variable in the actor-based model on 

the network change side. The fact that it is significant and negative (-1.66; p < 0.01 in M1, 

and, -0.163; p < 0.01 in M2) suggests that individuals are unlikely to control random 

individuals (Snijders et al., 2010). The positive and significant transitivity effects (0.19; p < 

0.05 in M1, and, 0.20; p < 0.01 in M2) suggest that individuals control third parties that are 

controlled by their own control targets. For the dyadic effects there are two significant effects: 

a positive friendship tie effect in Model 1 (0.31; p < 0.01) and a positive same marines 

dummy effect in Model 1 (0.49; p < 0.01). This means that individuals control friends more 

than non-friends, and more individuals who have the same military specialty. Furthermore, 

there is a negative and significant CS indegree effect in Model 1 (-0.21; p < 0.05) and Model 

2 (-0.23; p < 0.05). This can be interpreted as follows: individuals with a high competence 

status are less likely to be a control target over time. This indicates that even if we look at 

changes over time hypotheses 3 can be confirmed. The same holds for the positive and 

significant effects of ASn indegree in Model 1 (-0.24; p < 0.05) and Model 2 (-0.21; p < 0.1), 

which shows that individuals with many incoming negative ties are likely to be a control 

targets over time. Moreover, in Model 2 there is a negative and significant effect of ASn 

outdegree (-0.33; p < 0.05) implying that the higher an individual’s negative affect-based 

status is, the fewer control attempts he or she will make over time. This provides support for 

hypothesis 1, which we could not confirm cross-sectionally.  
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Table 3.8: longitudinal analysis for status change (controlling for network change) 

Status change as DV M 1               M 2           
  CS     ASp     ASn     CS     ASp     ASn     

  Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. 

Rate of change t1-t2 28.70 * 14.08 13.23  10.35 33.43  33.17 33.62 *  14.86 33.62 * 14.86 36.75  30.74 
Rate of change t2-t3 13.49  8.27 20.92  16.93 11.96  11.54 16.18 † 8.91 16.18 † 8.91 11.70 *  4.71 
Linear shape 0.39  0.24 -0.13  1.02 -0.15  0.45 0.69 *  0.31 0.30  1.73 -0.43  0.66 
Quadratic shape -0.011 **  0.004 -0.035  0.160 -0.003  0.017 -0.013 *  0.006 -0.019 **  0.005 -0.008  0.015 
Sex 0.03  0.27 0.11  0.77 -0.03  0.15 0.09  0.21 0.14  0.22 -0.11  0.54 
Age 0.06  0.27 0.23  1.23 -0.08  0.38 0.04  0.10 0.13  0.26 -0.10  0.22 
Marines dummy -0.05  0.22 -0.24  1.29 -0.02  0.54 0.04  0.12 -0.04  0.15 -0.03  0.12 
Competence-based status    -0.03  0.11 -0.03  0.11    -0.10  0.59 0.06  0.15 
Positive affect-based status 0.18  0.43    -0.33  0.75 0.24  0.26    -0.30 † 0.17 

Negative affect-based status -0.06  0.62 -0.16  0.40    0.15  0.20 0.11  0.23    
                   
Control indegree          -0.18  0.16 -0.15  0.63 0.20  0.44 
Control outdegree 0.15   0.14 0.28   1.72 0.07   0.92                   
Note 1: a parameter estimate divided by the standard error gives the t-value for a given effect. For a two-tailed test an absolute t-value higher than 1.96 indicates a 
significance of p < 0.05, and, an absolute t-value higher than 2.58 indicates a significance of p < 0.01. For reader-friendliness we added asterisks for †p < 0.1, * p < 0.05 and 
** p < 0.01. 
Note 2: the status measures range between 0-100, which explains the high values of the rate-of-change parameters. 
Note 3: the status based parameters, control indegree and outdegree and age are multiplied by factor 10 for a more convenient presentation (i.e. 2 decimals instead of 3)
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Table 3.9: longitudinal analysis for control network change (controlling for status change) 

Change control network as DV    M1 M2 
  Par.est.   S.E. Par.est.   S.E. 

Rate of change t1-t2 28.64 **  7.42 29.32 **  10.87 
Rate of change t2-t3 22.76 **  3.91 23.08  14.77 
Outdegree -1.66 **  0.40 -1.63 **  0.24 
Reciprocity -0.03  0.47 -0.05  1.35 
Transitivity 0.19 * 0.09 0.20 **  0.02 
Friendship tie 0.31 **  0.11 0.31  0.53 
Negative tie 0.37  0.35 0.37  0.55 
Competence peer-rating 0.10  0.65 0.12  0.81 
Age similarity 0.17  0.13 0.16  0.32 
Same sex 0.41  0.22 0.41  0.52 
Same marines dummy 0.49 **  0.20 0.49  0.43 
CS indegree -0.21 *  0.10 -0.23 *  0.12 
CS outdegree -0.18  0.41 -0.19  0.61 
ASp indegree -0.07  0.21 -0.07  0.13 
ASp outdegree 0.24  0.21 0.23  0.18 
ASn indegree 0.24 * 0.11 0.21 † 0.12 
ASn outdegree -0.31   0.46 -0.33 * 0.17 
Note: 3-cycle and degree related effects were explored as suggested in Snijders et al.  
(2010), but proved to be non-significant. To keep the model parsimonious we excluded these effects. 
 

Finally, the real value of Table 3.9 lies in comparing it with Table 3.8 to answer the questions 

does control affect status (Table 3.8), or does status affect control (Table 3.9)? This leads us to 

the tentative conclusion that informal peer control seems to follow the status hierarchy and not 

the other way around. 

Hypothesis 5. For hypothesis 5 (the greater the number of group members that control an 

individual, the higher the likelihood this individual will leave the group at a later time point) the 

dependent variable was binary, which means that logistic regression would be the most suitable 

method to test this hypothesis. However, the number of cases leaving is quite low (only 13 

leavers) and there are only 94 respondents, which makes it difficult to find results for this 

hypothesis due to a lack of power. To do a minimal test for the hypothesis we correlated control 

indegree and the leaver dummy. We found a significant correlation with control indegree t1 (r = 

0.214; p < 0.05) and control indegree t2 (r = 0.190; p < 0.1), both confirming hypotheses 5.  
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3.5 Conclusion and discussion 

The main contributions of this paper are (1) the demonstration that the concertive control process 

can be placed on broader theoretical foundations of social networks and group development 

(Friedkin, 1999; Friedkin & Johnsen, 2002; Lazega, 2000), and (2) the exploration of the dual 

causality of informal control and social network development.  

With regard to the first contribution, Barker’s study showed how peers negotiate work 

norms and how informal control is used to maintain these same norms, but we showed that 

informal control – and therefore norm formation – is highly related to the informal group 

structure, specifically the status rank ordering of individuals. This means that to fully understand 

how employees self-manage their work it is necessary to account for the existing informal 

structure of a work group, because that might to a large extent explain how norms are negotiated 

and which norms are eventually formed. Our findings might even suggest that the ‘tightening of 

the iron cage’ does not only refer to stricter control through peer monitoring, but also to the 

allocation of subordinate and superordinate work roles based on the informal status structure. 

Even though self-managing decentralized organizations are formally ‘flat’, in practice 

organizations have a natural hierarchical order enacted through informal social networks.  

For the second contribution, we showed that informal control follows – or is determined 

by – the existing informal hierarchy with a group, but also that informal control is used to change 

individual positions within the informal hierarchy. In other words, informal control and informal 

hierarchy mutually influence one another over time. However, we found a stronger relation from 

status to informal control, than from informal control to status.  

Going further into the relation between status and control, we found evidence that being a 

control target is related to having a high negative affect based status (i.e. being disliked) and low 

competence-based status. Thus high status acts as a barrier against being controlled by others. 

Firstly, this suggests that if one investigates status it is important to incorporate multiple status 

hierarchies simultaneously to capture the full complexity (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Indeed, the 

fact that we found separate effects for different types of status (and no significant interaction) 

shows that they are distinct and not just different operationalizations of the same status measure. 

Secondly, we found no significant effect of positive affect-based status (while controlling for the 

other types of status) on being a control target. Comparing this with the significant negative 

affect-based status seems to suggest that avoiding being disliked is a better strategy to counteract 
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control attempts by others than becoming popular among friends. Our lack of finding any 

support for the relation between status and the amount of control attempts a person makes 

suggest that there is no clear role of group norm-enforcer, at least not based on status. This may 

be related to the social costs that are involved in informal control (Blau, 1994; Coleman, 1990; 

Lindenberg, 1997). Since we only briefly addressed the issue of costs in the theory section, we 

need to elaborate on this more extensively. The costs of control are that individuals’ sanctioning 

efforts may not be received positively by others who are the target. Sanctioning efforts may even 

be perceived as disproportionally severe, unfair or unnecessary (Papa et al., 1997). To avoid 

negative reactions individuals may withhold from controlling efforts, particularly when these 

efforts serve group goals rather than individual ones. In the case that controlling serves group 

goals, individuals may decide that others will carry the risk of controlling, while at the same time 

still profiting from the norm aligning behavior of these others. This type of behavior (i.e. not 

controlling) is consistent with first and second order free rider problems (Coleman, 1990; 

Hechter, 1987). Another explanation may be that individuals decrease the individual costs of 

control by spreading control efforts evenly among one another (Lazega, 2000). In such a case the 

costs and benefits of controlling are equally dispersed. 

As to the effect of informal control on changes in individuals’ status positions, we did not 

find that individual status positions decrease or increase, but rather that individuals are being 

pushed out of the group thereby not being part of the informal hierarchy anymore. This finding is 

statistically not strong, yet it is an evocative result, particularly from a practical point of view. 

Namely, we found that individuals are not only being controlled on the basis of their 

competence, but also on the basis of their social integration. This means that individuals who are 

‘bullied’ with informal control attempts may be competent, and therefore valuable to the 

organization.  

Furthermore, we did not find supportive results for Hypothesis 6 – i.e. that receiving 

many control attempts would lead to an increase in competence-based status. Rather we found a 

general tendency of individuals to attain a higher competence-based status (Festinger, 1954); this 

effect is even amplified for individuals with low competence-based status as a starting point. 

These low competence-based status individuals are the risers, because their deviance – or rather 

lack of competence – provides them with developmental opportunities that may beget peer 

appraisal (Druskat & Wolff, 1999). This is described by Ridgeway (Ridgeway, 1978): “..most 
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conformity behaviour [as expressed in high status] does not attract the attention of the group, it 

ears its bearer little added credit, and thus has little direct effect on the status attained. 

…Moderate nonconformity should be sufficient to attract group attention to the member’s 

contribution without creating an excessively negative motivational impression”. Moreover, we 

argued that control indegree provides targeted individuals social cues and learning opportunities 

to perform better. However, our learning opportunity argument may possibly not paint the whole 

picture, because someone may get the opportunity, or is motivated to change his behavior but 

may not be capable enough to do so in an effective manner. In other words, increasing one’s 

competence-based status may not solely be determined by performance feedback in the form of 

informal control, but also by an individual’s ability or perceived self-efficacy (Anderson & 

Butzin, 1974). 

Finally, we did not find any support for our expected effect of control indegree or control 

outdegree on changes in affect-based status positions. Firstly, this may be the result of the fact 

that the existing status hierarchy is relatively accepted and that there is no (cognitive) need to 

contest the status hierarchy and change one’s own position within it (Bettencourt et al., 2001; 

Branaman, 2001; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Indeed, the amount of change within the affect-

based status hierarchy is rather modest (see Table 3.6). Another reason may be that the changes 

that are being made are not driven by status competition exercised through informal peer control, 

but rather by other forces not taken into account (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). For instance, those 

individuals that leave the group change the existing status hierarchy because they affect the 

positions of those individuals that are tied to them (Krackhardt & Porter, 1985, 1986). These 

external forces leading to status changes would be an interesting venue for future research.  

 

3.5.1 Limitations and future research 

First, we argued that our setting is a suitable setting for exploring the relationship between 

informal hierarchy and peer control, because this group of officers-in-training have no formal, 

bureaucratic structure to oversee their daily activities, no informal hierarchy prior to 

commencing the program, and they must reach a consensus among the freshmen on how abstract 

military values translate to concrete norms and rules. However, the strength of our context is also 

its limitation. Namely, the fact that there is no prior status, or status characteristics from previous 

jobs in our setting, makes it not directly translatable to other settings but organizations 



 

 
 

76

containing self-managing units. In many organizations individuals have status from prior jobs or 

have a current function in which status is manifested, and in such cases the informal control and 

status hierarchy development may be more complex. Future research should therefore focus on 

settings with prior or existing status hierarchies and explore how these existing status hierarchies 

affect the development of norms and new social hierarchies when a concertive control system is 

being implemented.  

 Another limitation of our theoretical model is that it focuses on the individual level of 

analysis, while some of the theoretical arguments may also be applicable to dyadic effects. We 

argued, for instance, that individuals are controlled more when they have low competence-based 

and/or affect-based status. This, however, may be a mere side-effect of individuals’ dyadic 

tendencies to control others whom they find incompetent or not likeable. Our results (Table 3.9), 

though, show otherwise. When we control for status based effects we do not find that individuals 

have dyadic tendencies to control individuals who are in their view incompetent or not likeable. 

Rather interestingly, we do find that individuals control their friends to whom – we can assume – 

they attribute status to. This finding is in line with Wittek’s work (1999) showing that the costs 

and risks of controlling friends are lower than for non-friends. Even though the multilevel issue 

of control does not provide us with causes for concern, it does however shed some light on 

unresolved issues. An issue that springs to mind is what occurs when there are discrepancies 

between dyadic judgments and status positions. Will individuals control others whom they 

dislike, but who are popular with the group? And, what are the consequences when these 

individuals do decide to control? Recent extensions of the actor-based model are very 

appropriate to tackle these multilevel and multi-network questions, so more research is one the 

way. 

Furthermore, in this paper we looked at acts of informal control from one person to 

another, yet we did have information on the quantity, quality or content of the control attempts. 

Even though our approach was satisfactory to assess whether informal peer control is related to 

social hierarchy, using a more fine-tuned measure of informal peer control could provide 

particularly useful insights for the consequences of being controlled and doing the controlling. 

Indeed, as research has shown, differences exist in the way individuals control others. For 

example, high status people use less aggressive control strategies than low status people 

(Stahelski & Paynton, 1995) and friends control each other in a direct and assertive manner 
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(Wittek, 1999). Thus it makes sense to distinguish between how a person controls another person 

and assess what the consequences are of being controlled or controlling in a certain manner. One 

could expect that controlling in a demeaning and aggressive manner could have detrimental 

effects on the controlling individual’s behavior, because it can be seen as unfair and 

unsympathetic. On the other hand, being controlled in a friendly and constructive way may 

motivate an individual to enhance his or her status within the group. Furthermore, in this study 

we looked at informal control as a reactive sanctioning strategy – occurring after observing 

deviance by another person – while informal control can also occur before deviant behavior has 

taken place, for example by rewarding non-deviant behavior through compliments (Riley & 

Crohn, 1957; Wittek, 1999). Future research could explore what the differentiating consequences 

are for status hierarchies if reactive sanctioning is distinguished from proactive rewarding 

informal control behaviors. In addition, the effects of being controlled by others can be 

contingent on the frequency or intensity of the deviant behavior that is being controlled. One 

would expect different effects for individuals who show incidental deviant behavior versus a 

repeated offender; also, there is an expected difference between minor offences and major 

offenses. Next to the quality and quantity of informal control, it is also useful to consider what 

behavior exactly is being controlled. In our data-collection we did not arrange for data on the 

content of informal peer control. However, we have information – based on a similar data 

collection of a different cohort in the same setting – on what type of behaviors students control 

each other. We found that individuals predominately control others when their peers show anti-

social behavior or do not put enough effort in their tasks. These two different ‘norms’ hint to the 

fact that different norms might be enforced within different status hierarchies (Berger, Ridgeway, 

Fisek, & Norman, 1998), i.e. sanctioning anti-social behavior may have negative consequences 

for the affect-based social hierarchy whereas sanctioning the lack of effort may affect the 

competence-based social hierarchy negatively. Future research could explore informal peer 

control within different norm ‘realms’ and how this affects multiple status hierarchies and even 

how some norm realms may cross-cut different status hierarchies.  

 Furthermore, our paper is limited to direct – dyadic – peer control while recently there is 

an increasing interest in triadic – such as third-party intervention or bystander effects – of 

informal peer control (Chekroun & Brauer, 2002, 2004; Ridgeway, 1987). Being a bystander of 

control efforts from one person to another provides the bystander valuable information about the 
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proper behavior from the group’s perspective without the effects or potential harm to an 

individual’s own status (Bandura, 1977). In addition, indirect control may also occur by asking a 

third person to talk to the person showing deviant behavior or by gossiping about the deviant 

(Burt, 2005; Krackhardt, 1999; Wittek, 1999). Our work would benefit by new research that 

would include both dyadic as well as triadic informal control strategies. 

 Finally, there may be two more interesting extensions of our work for future research. In 

our paper we assumed that the effect of being controlled is the same for all individuals, 

regardless of an individual’s position in the status hierarchy. Yet Wahrman (2010) suggests that 

responses to deviance might be very different for low versus high status individuals. Even 

though we argued that high status tends to protect individuals from sanctions, it occasionally 

does happen that these high status individuals will be targeted. Because of the rarity of the 

occasion the deviance may be rated as more severe, because high status individuals ‘should 

know better’. In other words, being controlled may be particularly detrimental to high status 

individuals (Wahrman, 2010). Thus one proposition for future research could be that high status 

control targets will decrease more in status than low status individuals, even if the offence is the 

same. Lastly, in our study we adopt the viewpoint that within the group there is one single 

hierarchy for each status dimension, disregarding the fact that the group as a whole may consist 

of subgroups and subsequently sub-hierarchies. Acknowledging that status hierarchies emerge 

within subgroups and that there is status hierarchy between groups suggests that extending our 

study of informal control to research on inter-group status processes could be fruitful 

(Bettencourt et al., 2001; Kalkhoff & Barnum, 2000; Oldmeadow & Fiske, 2010).  

 

 


