Tiecreation and agency throughout the career cycle:

A process model of social capital development in amagic circlelaw firm

Abstract

Looking at the evolution of networking behavioulsaughout the career life cycle in a
professional service firm (LegalCo) we find distime networking foci and activities that
come with the tasks and roles of different caréages. Taking a closer look at networking
behaviourswithin each career stage we identify and describe howndtworking of high
agency (HA) vs. low agency (LA) service professiertdiffers. We track the differentiation
between HA and LA across the career life cycle fjamor associate to partner and identify
the mechanisms of networking agency — seeking out (specific orgational groups),
creating imprinting ties and playing on similaritie that account for distinctively different
networking paths throughout the career life cy@le discuss the career implications and the
role of homophily as an underlying groundwork thats as an enabler or a hurdle to the
activation of these identified mechanisms of agency

Introduction

Network research has found significant correlaibatween an actor’s social network
position and various individual-level outcomes, éxample an actor’s salary (Orpen 1996;
Seidel, Polzer and Stewart 2000), reputation (Kfldmd Krackhardt 1994), innovativeness
(Obstfeld 2005; Rodan and Galunic 2004; SubramauiadnY oundt 2005), job opportunities
(Fernandez and Weinberg 1997; Granovetter 1974), aameer progression(Gabbay and
Zuckerman 1998). Generally speaking, this predontiséream of social network research
has targeted numerous outcomes and advantagesahabe derived from networks yet
through limited network characteristics or quasifienostly without an explicit consideration
of human agency. Yet, social capital is about nthean network position (Adler and Kwon
2002). Bourdieu’s (1986: p. 248) early definitiohsmcial capital sees actors embedded in
relationships where leverage and advantage is natagteed by virtue of structure alone;
rather that advantage must be seized through tatoreal strategies and decisions of actors.
The field however badly lacks an empirical and gaed approach to understanding agency
in the construction of social networking strategi®zcan and Eisenhardt 2009; Shipilov et
al. 2007; Vissa 2012). Agency concerns purpositeraavho display thought and choice in
social action, including strategies for networkingetworking involves an ensemble of
networking behaviours and attitudes, includingtetyges for tie creation, acts of leverage,
targeting or prioritization (up, down, lateral outh) and even attitudes and beliefs. Social
capital is therefore about both an actor’s soasvork (noun) and social networking (verb).



The lack of understanding how the strategies acwmploy when creating and
changing their networks (hence when they are ndiwg)y is especially relevant to
understanding the evolution and adaption of netearkhe course of time. While it is taken-
for-granted that the development of interpersomddtionships through networking is an
important competence for business careers (Dgfillipnd Arthur 1994) we lack
comprehensive studies analysing how organisatiao@rs adopt their network as well as
their networking strategies in different careerge&to meet new role requirements. An
interesting finding in this context is that bridgities formed during founding periods have
long-lasting benefits (McEvily, Jaffee, and Tor&io, 2012). A dynamic focus starting with
the tie creation at an earlier career stage andréo&ing of how these ties evolve and may
gain importance at later career stages can hedpdd light on the underlying mechanisms of
this finding.

This paper addresses two related questions: kiestyill describe how networks and
networking strategies evolve and change along dheec life cycle from a junior level to the
most senior level. In this context our researchu$es on the question of agency and
examines how differences in networking agency deygal out in the creation of ties.
Second, our analysis will allow us to shed lighttlh@ question in how far ties that have been
created at a previous career stage will gain inapae at later career stages (McEvily, Jaffee,
and Tortoriello, 2012). We will also analyse iffdifences in agency have an impact on the
creation of imprinting ties.

Methods

Based on a lack of knowledge on networking stiategnd agency at different career
stages this study uses an inductive approach, desuim individual case histories, to derive
patterns of activities relevant to tie creationeath career stage. Our sample consists of
newly promoted service professionals working fog ttondon office of a global “Magic
Circle” law firm LegalCo. Our sample consists of 8vyers entering three crucial career
stages. The first group of 10 junior associates juatl finished their two year training
contract with the firm and were all starting to was newly qualified lawyers in one of
LegalCo’s departments. The second group were nipernced associates with an average
of 4,5 years of professional experience after tlaw qualification and the third group were
nice partners who had an average job tenure ofebdsy The sample was representative in

terms of age, gender, number of years with the emypand areas of specialization at
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LegalCo. All participants had been promoted to rthregw positions not more than three

months prior to the first data collection point.

Data collection took place at two times: T1, wipanticipants had been promoted to a
new position (within three months), and T2, an agerof 16 months later. We found that
this time span allowed them to settle into thewnebs, with regular relational patterns and
styles emerging, but without so much time havingspd that their ability to recall important
actions and events was in jeopardy. The aim of ath dollection was to understand the
subjects and their new roles, including an ego-ogtwgurvey and early input on relationship
management in the new role; the aim of T2 dataecttin was to gather detailed information
on how they had managed their relationships ovaseli6 months, including a close look at
agency in networking development. As we did nottwanmpose any networking constructs
on our subjects, we based our interviews on a bdaditiition of networking as behaviours
that individuals use to develop and maintain refethips with others, relevant to their work

and careers, whether internal or external.

Each data collection moment consisted of a semcsired interview and an
egocentric network survey. Interviews lasted betwke® and 2 hours and were tape recorded
and transcribed. T1 interviews created an undeisignof the subject's new role. As
participants had only been recently promoted wel ug®en-ended questions to understand
how this new position differed from what they hashd before, and how they thought of
their future development in this role. Particulanpihasis was placed on how they were
managing their key professional relationships, adl vas probing how they felt about
networking as an activity in general. Interviewslatwere more structured and detailed than
at T1. The aim was to ask the subjects what thelydeen doing to develop, manage, or
dissolve their professional relationships. The rinev started with open questions about
highlights of the past year and any major professioor personal events, such as
achievements or failures, to help anchor discussioroncrete events. The ego-network data
from the T2 survey was available a few days betheesecond interview, which we used
during the interview for data triangulation. At T&jbjects also completed a “closing” survey
asking them to rate on a five-point Likert-scalesexies of items assessing five scales
concerning learning/socialization and embeddedmes®e context: task mastery (Chao et al.
1994; Morrison 1993; Morrison 2002), role claritfshford 1986; Morrison 2002; Rizzo,

House and Lirtzman 1970), social integration withworkers and clients (Chao et al. 1994;
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Morrison 1993), and organizational commitment (Alend Meyer 1990). This survey helped

us to assess subjects’ sense of competence andi@edness in their new roles.

Data analysis

Given the lack of theory on networking agency, eyged for a grounded theory
approach (Eisenhardt 1989; Glaser and Strauss ¥67:989). Data analysis proceeded in
two phases. The first phase followed T1 and bebarptocess of generating the networking
elements. Interview transcripts were coded by eramgistatements referring to networking
in its widest sense. This was typically a pointwhie networking target (peer, client, partner,
subordinate, etc.) and some action undertaken (akgng a client to lunch or having a drink
with a peer after work). Following Miles and Hubemm (1994), we used constant data
comparison and iteration to create categories biaorking acts. This process generated a
variety of first order actions—for example, takingut a client—which resulted in
categories—for example, “client entertainment.” \&eentually aggregated the categories
into generative elements (Strauss and Corbin 199&) described particular networking
dimensions for which we abstracted labels. Thers#@hase of data analysis turned towards
validating our initial categories, deepening thevarsations about networking (actions and
thinking), and assessing variations among subjestshe identified dimensions. T2 data
became the focus. With about 16 months in the Jdb,interviews allowed us to, first,
validate our categories and then identify the isitgnof networking activities within each

category allowing us to assess differences in fanasintensity (high vs. low agency).

Findings

The rest of the paper will be structured as folloimsa first part we describe the typical
career path in a law firm across three career stdigem starting out at junior level to
reaching partnership. The description emphasiseat vgtakeholders have a particular
relevance at each career stage in terms of netmgr&nd how the network structure is
impacted by the changes in seniority. While ourcdpions draw on the interview data
gathered from junior associates, experienced asescand partners we also draw on the
social network survey data to triangulate our daalie findings and run pair-wise Scheffe
mean comparisons between the three groups to detgdignificant differences between the
three career stages. The second most comprehgesivef the paper delves into each career
phase and takes a close look at the differenceseleat high agency (HA) and low agency

(LA) service professionals and how agency plays aiuéach respective career stage. We
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present three mechanisms of agency that differtenitid professionals from their LA peers.
Finally, the discussion and conclusion part focumeshe mechanisms of HA we discovered
and elaborates on the contributions to be drawm fthis for network research. We also
consider the limitations of the research settind bow future research contributions may

build on this work.

Networ k evolution throughout career stages. Form junior associate to partner

Based on the coding of the interview transcripts fimel that each career stage can be
characterized by a different focus in terms of Wwhgecoups the service professional is mostly
engaging with for networking purposes and what typeetworking activities can be seen as
typical. As a junior associate the immediate fousn increasing the competence level of
the newly qualified lawyer. Building up this taskastery mainly through a lot of task advice
from more senior colleagues results in the grath@akase of confidence in terms of being
able to fulfil the role of a junior associate in aequate way. While juniors have occasional
interactions with partners, due to the hierarchitatlure of the way the work is organised
their partner exposure is rather limited. Alsothes junior stage, client interactions are rather
limited as well. Their most important networkingntacts are more senior associates which
provide feedback and check their work as well asrpdor social support. While junior
associates may still have a lot of contact to farpeers who they met during their two year
traineeship before qualification, this peer netwitakds to fade away as they lose touch with
former peers who have joined other departmentsrtAgman learning the job the focus at this
early stage is to smoothly integrate into the digpant and to get to know at least on a nhame
basis all department colleagues. Through the projexk juniors explore the variety of
topics, industries and partners who are headingptiogects in their department. Typical
networking activities are participating in interremcial events and building up rapport with
work colleagues who are on the same project teaith Whe, juniors will assume more
responsibility for specific parts of the projectnkdeading them to interact with clients more
frequently which may include some form of cliencisdising. With increased experience

they may start delegating some minor tasks todgsn

Looking at the experienced associate level at3 years after qualification client integration
becomes the main focus of experienced associatesthéd same time questions of
organisational fit and the professional future lmeeomore pressing. With a high level of

professional competence and a good sense of wieipicted of an associate, experienced
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associates have established themselves as th@dirgt of contact for operational issues at
the client. They are handling the client to somiixon their own, knowing they can count
on the partner for discussions and as a pointsbfciall. Establishing good client relationships
is a focus of this career phase where associate® tstrengthen ties with clients through
more socialising but also through building up diendustry knowledge. Experienced
associates who do a client secondment may derigti@thl networking benefits from this
secondment. First, the exposure to an importantalGy client gives them a deepened
understanding of the particular client needs whadly open future selling opportunities.
More immediately, the client may become a sourcepartner feedback (“Andrew is the
General Council at the bank I'm seconded to, nowdwe lot of their work, so he knows the
partners quite well and so he will come back atidite that Richard, a partner at LegalCo
thinks very highly of me, so | do get good feedliaéld, T2) and may help to reinforce the

associate’s reputation through positive client beek.

In this increasingly busy career stage experieras=ciates rely on people below them to
delegate some work to which implies that they getamnvolved in people management
versus having a pure content focus. Being very Ihasyat least two implications: First, their
peer network with people on the same level is agesing for time issues but also because
they may feel an increased peer competition atléviel. Second, the long hours may also
trigger a soul searching process about their psajaal future. Having spent a few years with
LegalCo experienced associates also try to figutefdhey see themselves staying with the

organisation and hence pursue partner track or altexhatives they may like to explore.

At a partner level the network focus changes framirgernal focus to an increasingly
external focus. Due to the changed role demandggrar see themselves dealing with
existing clients in a much more comprehensive weuding administrative tasks such as
fee negotiations but also dealing with client coamuls as well as strategic issues such as
anticipating clients needs and follow-up sellingutRers spend a great amount of time on
external networking activities to gain visibilityh@ raise their profile to acquire new client
mandates. At the same time they assume a brokesbgbetween their internal organisation
and the clients. Assuming a greater internal mamage role in terms of contributing to
LegalCo’s strategy, training and leading their teaand acting as internal knowledge
brokers, partners refer to their peers (other ¥elfmartners) for advice on these managerial

issues. While they need to ensure that their temank effectively partners will perceive an

6



increased distance between the associates who wiglal the operational work and
themselves. Partner networks are hence mainly ceegpof two groups, clients and other
peer partners and their networking aim is to broaaed deepen these ties for future business.
Table 1 summarizes the networking contacts anditest at the three depicted career stages.

To check for consistency and also to generate iadditinsights we used the network survey
data and ran Scheffe mean comparisons betweenhtlee fgroups, junior associates,
experienced associates and partners. The triamguladbnfirms our transcripts analysis. It

shows that making it to partner level coincideshwat big increase in partner networking
while more junior staff becomes less important. 8ls® find that at partner level the number
of external, mostly client contacts increases dtarally compared to earlier career levels. In
line with these observations the network structthranges significantly. Starting out with a

tight-knit very dense network within one team irsgecific department on a junior level,

network density is continuously decreasing throughthe career cycle as service
professionals branch out internally and externalhd create new contacts outside their
immediate group. The overall effective network sigehence increasing as is network
efficiency. When it comes to social integration swas we find that organisational

commitment and co-worker integration are the higlaeghe partner level and the lowest at
the experienced associate level, indicating th&t thid-career level is a phase of soul
searching where the increasing peer competitiont&nsely felt and where questions about
the personal future career path with LegalCo becamoee and more pressing. Table 2 details
the significant differences between the three cdesels.

To fine-grain our analysis we then analysed netwgrkehaviours and focus at each career
stage separately. Interview transcripts revealeat there were considerable differences
within each career stage. The following paragraphs detaivhich respect networking

behaviours differed among high agency (HA) versusagency (LA) service professionals.

Starting out asajunior associate: High vs. low agency



High agency juniors have a clear networking aimh@ve built a good relationship with all
the people, | wouldn’t say with everybody, with @ik people that | want to. That sounds a
bit Machiavellian”, OL, T2) compared to their LA g which includes a clear sense of how
their network (structure) should be developinghe future (“When you get to sort of this
stage, senior associate or even partner level ged to re-establish all these links with other
partners in different departments, well firstly hase ...it is important that you sort of bond
with all the other partners in the firm, ....but alBom the professional perspective you
know, if you need to get help from other departe&nOL, T2); “Your relationship and
reputation outside the firm is going to assume tgreianportance going forward”, PPJ, T1).
LA juniors anticipate network changes to be depegdd a greater extent on contingency
factors out of their hands (“Networking in the o#fiis completely driven by which case you
work on and which room you sit in”, AM, T2) such @& project size, department growth
and project allocation. Especially when it comeprmject allocation HA juniors demonstrate
a much greater sense of agency than their LA p@énen prompted about how project work
gets allocated LA juniors convey an overwhelmingsseof lack of influence (“You have to
take on whatever you're given”, RK, T2). Under tlsrspective luck (“When your job
finishes you get a job with another partner, itsywmuch a swings and roundabouts. It's
totally out of your control”, AE, T2), availability‘l don’t actually have a choice as to who |
work with, it is just depending on how the clientsne through and who has capacity at that
time, ME, T1) and specialisation/expertise (“I thia lot of it is down to chance, it also
depends what you end up doing a lot of”, JM, T#&)the main factors determining how work
gets allocated. Only a few months after qualifimatHA junior associates find that there are
ways to influence project allocation: “I think & important to recognise that the selection of
you or other individuals for transactions is notolr random, it is a mix between indicating
your preferences and trying to get on with peopking an amenable person and third the
social versatility that you have. | think it is imnpant to get on with everybody”, OL, T1). To
seek out specific projects HA juniors voice theiefprences (“I think that it's a case of
standing up and shouting and saying ‘I want tohd® btherwise it's not going to happen and
you would just get put on whatever was left ov&R, T1) and seek out specific partners.
With a heightened sense of awareness who “the gadders” are (“If | was coming cold to
the department but knew a little bit about the Ilgaglund of the ten [partners] I think the five
that | would choose to work for would be the fivat | have worked for”, OL, T1) and how
they can be classified in terms of partner hienar¢iihe seniority speaks for itself really,

one of the transactions | work on at the momentdumghree partners on and they are very
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clear what sort of levels of seniority they are avitb is leading the transaction”, OL, T1).
HA juniors try to make sure to work for specificrppeers (“I've sort of always pursued the
same strategy which is that — not actively but passchased work with certain partners and
as a result | have ended up working for them”, DL).

As illustrated by the previous citation their focas seeking out work is first and most
importantly on the person leading the project,ghg&ner, a considerable difference that sets
HA juniors apart from LA juniors who not only find difficult to purposefully influence
project allocation but the preferences they mageavill be focused on the work content (“It
is not a case of wanting to work for a particulartper that would be the guiding force, it's
more the type of work you are interested in”, JM).TTable 3 summarizes the differences
between HA and LA juniors who have been workinguasor lawyers for six (at Time 1) to
18 months (at Time 2).

For HA juniors the established partner links représan invaluable source of support for
dealing with difficult/tricky and potentially careelamaging situations. The most often
described difficult situation at this early caretage was being allocated to a project they did
not enjoy working on (sometimes because of thenpartsometimes due to the project
content or due to the little learning and exposumtential of the work). While LA juniors
could feel very unhappy about an allocation (“I'nvelved in a particular area of work which

| just absolutely hate and | really, really wouldt nvant to get involved in this kind of thing
on an ongoing basis”, AE, T1) they equally felppppad in an unchangeable situation (“You
just can't talk to anyone about it. You just hawveget on with it and so it's quite difficult
really”, AE, T1) since they did not perceive anysgibility to change their assignments.
Based on their rapport building activities with tp@rs HA juniors had built up the social
capital to either avoid such predicaments in th& place (“Those two [the appraisal partner
and the work allocation partner] would be the tweolld speak to if for example | had done
two or three transactions which were of a very kimnature and | wanted to try and do
something a bit different, | would go and have advaith them and say look rather than
putting me automatically on the next job that conmegerhaps | can hold back and if one of
these type of things comes in could you think abme®”, OL, T2) or to actively address

such situations (“I asked to be taken off the deszuse | had a very junior role”, SM, T2).
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Comparing the statements of HA junior associateth wie recollections of HA partners
about their behaviours at a junior career level fagnd striking similarities in terms of
patterns of behaviour. HA partners reported hawegn selective about the projects they
worked on thereby also revealing some of the grasethey had developed. Julian, a HA
partner comments on this very junior phase of hreer: “I tried as far as | could to say that |
wanted to do public M&A...It is very difficult for amssociate to be selective because you
have to do as you are told, but the way that litdieAs just to take on lots of work and to say,
to warn everybody each time | took on work thatl getting very busy, and people tended to
decide for me almost. If a partner came in andretfene something that wasn’t quite so high
profile 1 would say yes, sure, no problem, but lule) if something else came along that was
high profile | would say I'd love to do it, can yaguare it with Brian [the other partner on
the low profile project]?” (JP, T1). At the samendi, the active seeking out of specific
partners was part of their more or less explicieeastrategy: “I did make efforts from very
early stages in my career to impress the right leeepvhen | qualified in the corporate
department | spotted those partners who — | g@nseswho were the partners that did the
best, highest value transactions. And there am@ndfl of five or six partners who would do
those (JP, T1).”

In the middle as an experienced associate: High vs. low agency

Looking at the next career stage, the HA vs. LAgrat observed at earlier career stages are
confirmed and reinforced. Apart from the partnepp@t that HA associates use as an
informal work allocation mechanism (“It's quite ga® steer work your way if you express
an interest because you know inevitably when anpargets a new job in”, MN, T1) some
HA associates have set up an informal project migadnechanism among selected peers to
ensure they get the exposure and experience thedy (§€here’s a lot of horse trading
between the associates as to ‘| want to do this t@&e, you've done a lot of those. Do you
mind if | do that?") which is another way to stqaartners (“If 'm busy and | know that so
and so has a particular interest in this deal tivbven the partner says ‘Have you go
capacity?’ then I'll say ‘I'm up to my eyeballs bsb and so is keen’ and they favour that
way”, MN, T1). As a consequence, HA experiencemasses show an increased sense of
identification with partners which makes it eadier them to approach partners (“I don’t
mind approaching partners to talk about problemktAf the difficulties and the pressure is

perceived by the individual rather than actuallplaga by the partner or the firm”, MN, T1).

10



Interestingly, when re-starting from scratch inmierof relationship and network building HA
experienced associates apply the same principtésfips of actively seeking out specific
partners to be assigned to good projects. PauR axperienced associate who was sent on a
one year client secondment to a top US client gfal€o illustrates the replication of the
seeking out patterns he had applied as a juni@ceags at the beginning of his career with
LegalCo. “Every month there was an associates’ tadlgkarty and again | worked out who
the partners were who were amusing and — you ktiewtop M&A partners, and | thought, |
am going to go and press a few paths, and | alesecimy partner” (PP, T2). Having
approached George, a top M&A partner at LegalQoestment bank client first in a social
context allowed him then to ask to prove himselfeohighly prestigious deal George was
working on and thereby start a self-reinforcingraipi “I started getting very positive
feedback and you know, by the end of the year Idww three or four deals with this partner
who | had singled out, | had done two or three sl@ath this other guy who was also a top
partner” (PP, T2).

It is at this intermediate career stage that HAeelgmced associates start to branch out
internally across departmental and organisatiomainbaries. As Michael explains: “You
have to make yourself known around the place ashms@ossible which is great fun, it's all
about staying friends with all people”, (MN, T1)o Taise their profile and create visibility
HA associates volunteer to organise trainings $sioaiates from other offices or departments
(“1 did a number of seminars for associates in aasidepartments to train them up, well |
think it is important to do it, period, but it idsa quite good in terms of networking and
exposure because the other departments valughhtis added value that you bring to their
associates”, AB, T1), engage in cross-departmenégaketing activities or go on an internal
secondment (“I managed to do an internal secondiaetite litigation department, it was
also a good opportunity for me to be seen by a mideiety of people and number of
partners than | would otherwise have been expoeegust by sitting down in dispute
resolution”, AB, T1).

Looking at the recollections of HA partners of tbhaeer stage, they refer to similar bridging
behaviours as experienced associates such aslpaesking out key partners and clients
and taking the initiative to bring them togethesalf-initiated social events. John, a litigation

partner at LegalCo recalls: “I hosted a table atBrns supper — kilts and all the rest of it, it
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is organised by the Scottish Lawyers in Londoneigcso you just take a table and you can
invite a variety of clients and a variety of pam&om the firm and just have a good time.”
(JB, T1).

LA experienced associates do not greatly diffeedatbetween partners in terms of the need
to impress specific members of the partnershiph\heir focus on project content (“You
may be interested in an area of work which unfately is taken up by somebody who is not
so keen on the hands-on appraisal type of prattde. T2) their networking activities are
still more focused on exploring different team detlations. LA experienced associates find
it difficult to establish closer relationships witartners (“I am not quite at the level where |
would be actively trying to network with partner&A, T2). While it could be assumed that
LA is an (implicit) choice of these experiencedarsates, two observations indicate that LA
is not a chosen strategy but more a default settimigh is perceived as a burden due to the
unpredictability of work experiences (“You tendlie given, assigned to cases rather than
choosing”, AL, T2; “You can ask to work on a pauler deal, whether you'd get on it or not

| don’t know”, AL, T1) and career progression. EifsA experienced associates refer to an
increasing extent to “luck” or coincidence in varsoforms, either in terms of schedule
capacity (“One of the partners that | would redikg to work with came into my office and
said | have a really interesting price fixing cade,you have the capacity? And | said no, |
don’t right now, | am just absolutely stumped. Nthat job went and | am still sitting on my
hands not doing a lot. And that is what | meanuxnkl, DE, T1), a mentor or godparent who
may take an interest in them (“The godparent pariseallocated to you, so it's then a
guestion of luck if you get along”, AC, T1) or alphysical proximity such as office location
(“The rest of the general corporate specialists fargher up the hallway and so my
interaction with them was certainly not as simplea® convenient than my location towards
the energy team. | think that certainly has sonmgtho do with me having less contact to
them”, KOS, T1) and office mate allocation (“My ¥ mate has only recently joined the
company, so he is not a great source of advicetaheunternal politics either, but he is a
very knowledgeable source of task advice”, FA, @2)having a positive or negative impact
on their progression. At the same time they recginat competition on the peer level is
increasing (“There are lots of lawyers at the eigmered associate level who are scrambling
to get access to some of these good pieces of wDik' T1), yet the only agency they may
refer to in terms of work allocation are formal maoisms such as talking to the staff

allocation assistant.
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The overall impression at this mid level careegsts that of a widening gap between a HA
“in-group” of experienced associates who are pagstablished “elite” teams with elaborate
informal mechanisms of project allocation and afilog around LA “out-group” who is

trying to find their way in a corporate environmehat is characterised by a multitude of

coincidences which may work in their favour or agaithem.

Reaching the top: High vs. low agency partners

It may be surprising to find the same differentatbetween HA and LA as well on partner
level, a clear indication that also LA service gssdionals can make it to the top of the
organisation. As seen at previous career stagedgiffieeences between high and low agency
lies in the active seeking out of specific indivadlyy at this stage within or outside the
organisation. Based on a heightened awareness of am the most influential partners
(“Before [making it to partner] the people | haditopress were the partners for whom |
worked and they could be senior or junior whereaw h am a partner, there are certain
partners who are more influential than others &adis why they are on the list”, JP, T2) HA
partners purposefully develop strategies how tk sad these powerful peers while LA
partners claim that “Once you have made it into faetner club there are no more
differences, we are all partners” (JM, T1). HA pars’ seeking out behaviours focus on
internal branching out as well as internal-exterbatiging. Cross-departmental talks or
cross-office presentations and updates ensuretliegt are known internally across the
organisation (“Similarly 1 have given talks in otheffices and | try and keep the whole
network with various lawyers up-to-date on certasues.”, WR. T1) which is a source of
gaining work through internal referrals. In compan, LA partners feel more insecure about
internal bridging (“I only know a couple of partsahere in the whole tax department, and |
don’t know them very well, and so if | need some itgput on a job it is not like there are
people | can easily call up.”, BG, T1) as well &sat selling to clients “Selling work is not
something | find hugely easy to be honest®, BG,. TQ)e way how HA partners approach
clients is by using their internal bridging actieg to accumulate knowledge that is available
across the organisation and package it to atttestts. William, a HA partner in litigation

explains: “You look at what we are doing acrossribawork, internally, within the London

13



office, within the entire firm. You try and pull &l together and then you find out where you
could be going with that sector. How do you crasi$dsetween departments, how do you

cross-sell between offices. And this is a way tallaew mandates.”

As a comparison of statements from HA vs. LA parni&dicates, the awareness of the
importance of networking seems to be significadifferent between the two groups. While
HA partners stress the importance of networkingughout the career track (“What is much
more important to your ability to become partneyasir ability to internally network. And
that for me is the key”, JP, T1) LA partners eitdewnplay it (“ tend to deal with people |
know on an as needed basis just as the job retjuRr&s T2) or admit that they gained this
awareness at a late career stage (“I think it ®@d&ng time for me to learn that that [i.e.
networking] was a necessary part of the game arakcin you know, a hugely important part
of the game”, NG, T1).

As a consequence, comparing the description of Hé A partners and considering the
social capital accumulated by HA professionals atlier career stages we find clear
indications that role clarity as well as the seokerganisational integration is considerably
higher for HA actors when they reach partner leyelian explains how his role as a partner
has changed and how he settled into it: “It's dt$lom being a doer to a thinker, planner,
creator, checker. So my role changed to that.”il&\#&lso HA partners may find it initially
difficult to assume this new role the adaptatioocgss is clearly faster than for LA partners.
Julian explains: “The first 3 or 4 months | was iaof struggling to keep my head above
water and feeling like this is a very, very difficthing, if it goes on like this - but now | feel
strong and in charge and confident”. (JP, T2). Thisck, sometimes rather seamless
adaptation is also echoed by his fellow HA partvdiiam who states: “As soon as you cross
over into partnership you do just start leading tieetings, you lead the direction, you lead
the strategy and that was almost instantaneous fagls a very natural progression because
that is exactly what you are working towards paghg for,” (WR, T1). Other LA peers
report a sense of uncertainty about their role éd@months after their promotion to partner:
“I think it is years before you become really cledmout where your role, where you should
focus your efforts” (JM, T2). Brian, a LA partner the finance department admits: “I don’t
think I've really got a sense yet of how the plaeally ticks, you know what | mean”, (BG,
T1).
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Insert table 5 here

Creating imprinting ties

Coding interview transcripts across the entire ealde cycle at LegalCo we identified
another key principle of HA professionals’ relasbip building, the creation of imprinting
ties, meaning the early formation of relationsHipgt assume significant importance at later
career stages. Looking at the variety of relatigndtuilding activities HA juniors were
engaged in, our transcript analysis revealed thafuthior associates laid the foundation of
critical relationships at very early career stagéath three groups: Much more senior
peers/associates within their departments (“Myt foffice mate was a very senior associate
and he became a mentor even during traineeshipé@nged me later on question such as the
best team to join in corporate and how to apprdhehsenior partner to ensure | would get
into that particular team and even though he is ageartner we are still friends” (OL, T1),
partners within their department (*You click withparticular partner and you’re going to
have more of a rapport on that kind of relationstia the work is going to flow from the
partner to those associates more”, BC, T1) andhtsliat their peer level (“I organised a big
event for our clients at the more junior end, tisally wouldn’t be invited but will be the

big clients in about 10 years time, just to buifdaubit of good feeling”, DS, T2).

The most immediate tangible outcome is derived friomprinted partner ties as Oliver

explains: “You often find that the team, that th@mposition of the team will repeat itself

even though they are different transactionsso from a junior perspective you know who
the partners are that you want to work with andhtheu continue working with them on a

hole variety of cases” (OL, T2). The observatiorc@iented team constellations of recurring
project teams that operate like cliques (“It isedf-perpetuating system”, DE, T1) is also
shared by LA juniors who watch these recurring teamstellations from the sidelines as
they themselves as part of the resource poolestgerience a high level of exploration with
frequently changing partner and team constellatiéhBere seems to be particular people
who only ever work with that partner and you kn®m, it seems quite strange in a way

because you thought they just mixed”, as Angelal gunior states (AE, T1).

An additional outcome of the early foundation abafy partner ties through repeating team

constellations is the early understanding of pastmp criteria. 18 months after qualification
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LA juniors who were not part of “repeat teams” amad not built up strong partner ties
referred to partnership track as “a bit of a mystémwouldn’t have a clue, | don’t know how

it works” (JM, T2). Also, they could not say who thfeir more senior peers was on track
(“I'm not really sure in terms of who'’s on trackSST2) or were convinced that partner track
would start far later (“It'll be a few more yeathegy don'’t really track you until a few more
years down the line” (AL, T1). Through their closentacts with more senior associates and
partners HA juniors had picked up on changes itudt they had observed for people “on
track”, an early hunch of the identity transformatithat is coinciding with a move towards
partnership. “The talks that you have with morei@epeople and you see how other people
who are going through the process behave and tbattsends messages to you about what
the [partnership track] process is like and how lgaue to behave to get to that stage, so you
know” (PPJ, T2).

Some juniors even state that the first two yeargu@iification are the decisive window in
time to make up your mind about partner track (“Tist two years you know whether
people are aiming to go on that track”) while a #ame time they suspect that even at this
very early career stage partners assess the pnifmgrotential of young associates (“I think
the first two years already actually you will askuyself that question and also the partners
will ask themselves that question”, MW, T2; “Thertpars start looking at candidates for
partnership very early on, | wouldn’t be surprisethey were looking around my year and
seeing who is worthy of being seriously considefi@dpartnership even at this stage, RK,
T1).

While the immediate benefit of wining and diningnior clients seems rather limited, even
junior client ties give junior lawyers a better enstanding of clients’ needs and functioning
combined with a level of social capital that theanadraw on to access some industry and
client information to enhance their own understagdivhen working on transactions. The
following table summarizes the imprinting ties dmehaviours for HA junior associates and

compares them with their LA peers.

HA partners referred to the same tie imprintingayburs as reported by the juniors yet with

the hindsight of being able to crystallise what ithteirn of these imprinting relationships had

16



been. Julian, a HA partner from the corporate depart reflects on his early cultivation of
clients contacts at his peer level. “The contabtg 1 built up from investment banks and
corporate clients in the last seven years have@ogssarily brought me transactions but they
have helped me to impress on the deals and they tade my life more comfortable. They
have allowed me to get information about clientspfien | can ring up and ask for a bit of
information. And they have created an aura arouadfrbeing someone known in the City”
(JP, T1). For those who went on client secondmehish typically lasted between 6 and 12
months these client ties were additional potemtrgdrinting ties (“The General Council, we
get along like a house on fire, we work really walhd | would definitely see him as a
contact, beyond leaving this secondment, beyondingalLegalCo, really.”, FA, T2) that
could act as a source of future recommendatiop®t@ntial future employers.

Julian’s reflection on his career path confirmg tih@ early creation of close ties to partners
and senior associates at a junior level contribtdea high sense of role clarity combined
with the feeling of high co-worker integration. idum explains: “I had friends in the
partnership. And it helped me to understand verlyeam how partners looked at associates,
what they were looking for in a good associate whdt their expectations were” (JP, T1).
His reflections also point to the ease of sociibsathrough early close ties with senior
peers: “Senior associates who are about to makeguapeak the language of the firm” (JP,
T1). Adopting “the language of the firm” and panmtrsggnalling appropriate behaviours at a
junior level increases the chances to be perceage@artner material. Comparing Julian’s
statements with Jim, a LA partner recalling hisvgrg up in the firm, the sharp contrast
becomes apparent: “The one thing about being madaey is there is very little — rightly or
wrongly there is very little insight given into wihaeople are really looking for. It is a sort of
amorphous thing, no one actually sits you down, say right, you need to be a very good
lawyer and these are the ten things you need bedtissnot quite that defined (JM, T1).” As
an outcome of many years of imprinted ties culédarom a junior level HA partners show a
very different overall big picture comprehension lefgalCo than their LA counterparts.
“When | went to the partnership induction courset, much was a surprise to me. | kind of
knew pretty much how the system worked, | knew Wwhparts of the firm were profitable
and which parts weren’t, (JP, T1), a statementithat strong contrast to what LA partners
report: “You are not privy to budgets, you are povy to more strategic marketing goals or
strategic goals in the firm. But in the partnersimiguction process for the first time you see,

you get to see an extract of the firm’s busineag’p{BG, T1).
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Last but not least HA partners are systematic absung early formed external ties to bridge
and leverage to generate additional external Wédliam explains: “I've got my time at
university. That is a source of potential new résrut is a source of conference speaking, it
is a source of academic credibility, it is a souwt@academic writing, it is a very big method
of profile raising, and | use the university tigerh way back in the past for articles that |

then present at conferences to meet prospectimetsli(WR, T2).

Playing on similarities

The third agency mechanism that differentiates Hémf LA service professionals is the
playing on similarities. As the following analyswill show playing on similarities is a
mechanism underlying the seeking out of particuldividuals and the creation of imprinting

ties that may hence act as an enabler or a hurdlesir activation.

The playing on similarities mechanism is activateyl HA associates by drawing on
homophily which facilitates the creation of strotigs and contributes to the seemingly
seamless formation of ties. While homophily on dgraphic characteristics such as gender,
race, nationality or past schooling and universitiendance are unchangeable individual
characteristics the individual lawyer cannot chantpe agency lies in the fact that HA
juniors were actively looking for these any simiias to act as a lynchpin and then actively
played on them. HA associates drew explicitly ombphily as a selection criterion whom to
approach. “Some American partners are going tafbgu like, more Eurofied. They will
respect you more, whereas others will be more Apide you know, who is this little Brit,
kind of thing. And | picked a couple of partnersttt thought, these guys are doing cross-
border deals, they are obviously very well respictieey are supposed to be very amusing,
so | just went and pressed their paths” (PP, T@ar&ing for similarities also in terms of
shared experiences and common acquaintances Was alenscious strategy to establish
common ground with clients: “Out of the three ctgethat were at that particular dinner | had
indirect contacts with two of them without any & knowing it until we got into discussions
— it is just amazing how you can find some sort@ihmon point down the track when you
are talking to people. | think finding that commtimead sometimes is the thing to — you

know, building up some sort of rapport with themyaay without looking like you are
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consciously doing it”, (KOS, T1). LA associates wagither not aware of similarities that
could act as lynchpins (“I [Oxford graduate] dokrtow if there is or there isn’t an Oxbridge
internal network, | don’t have anything to do with JM, T2) or decided that the active
creation of similarities was not part of their netking strategy: “If | was going to go along
the partnership track | know that | would have trkva lot more than | currently do on being
blokey with the partners, you know showing that yaugh at the same jokes and you're

interested in the same things” (AC, T1).

Our interview transcripts however also revealed lmmophily acted in several ways as a
hurdle to create rapport or to impede the identaysition needed for the next career stage.
Female and foreign (non-British) associates deedrimow the lack of similarity was either
used as a means of exclusion: “I think there igtla bit of the sort of well she’s a girl she’s
going to fall pregnant and have babies and go ayyWleW, T1), “People don’t view
foreigners here as partner material” (DS, T1), ‘Thke playing at being the lads...I just
think it is a natural tendency for lads to workwihe lads, and... the danger zone is simply
that a woman has to strive a little bit harder &b tpe really sexy takeover jobs, the really
sexy stuff that is happening in the corporate depamt particularly,” NG, T1). In addition
they recognized themselves how their lack of sintylanade it more difficult for them to
trigger mechanisms of high agency and seek outifgpawividuals such as clients (“There
is much more male bonding, going to the pub thalignt socialising”, SM, T2; “Just to take
an example, to socialise with a client, to entartaclient, | think it is an awful lot easier for a
man to ring up a man and say let's go and have dmres and watch the football at that
level. It is more difficult for a woman to do thad many of our clients are men and a lot of
the people who work within the firm, particularly the more senior levels, are men”, NG,
T1) or seek out key partners (“I hadn’t really gogself into their [the rainmaking partners’]
pocket and — I think it is easier for a bloke t¢ tieemselves in the pocket of these men than
it is for a woman but, | would emphasise that isulitle difference”, NG, T1 ) and build
imprinting ties (“There’s not really a partner teeto look out for you. Whereas | think if
you’re English it's easier to find people that -.esythey will connect to you, they will make
sure you'll be OK whereas if you don’'t have tha ihuch more difficult”, MW, T2). Based
on a lack of similarity and a rather small numbafrgotential role models (“I really admire

her from the professional perspective, yes a rabeleh) the personal lifestyle is not a role
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model, what | need to find is a female role modebwas done the two, who has made it to a
partner and has a family life”, AJ, T1) female dorkign associates also commented how the
identity transformation process to the next cateeel was hampered: “People on partner
track build up the rapport with the partners in sease that you know | am one of you in an
informal way, we’ve got the same interests, we htheesame family structure, we live in the
same places, all those sorts of things, they cieéfe that resembles those around them but |
do find it quite strange that there are no partnealy to speak of, they don't fit that type of
profile. (AC, T1). The need to fit a dominant pantiprofile and the realisation that all sorts
of partner similarities are instrumental for thepart building may imply an insurmountable
identity change for some associates as explainsaAan Australian (female) experienced
associate: “If | wanted to be a partner and | doewen know if | could achieve that but |
don’t even know if I'm prepared to rebrand mysélfou like. | think | would be giving away
too much of myself” (AC, T1).

Looking at the career progression the creation iwilarities based on homophily came
strongly into focus at the mid-career level of exgreced associates where lawyers made
decisions about their career plans and aspirationkne with the pondering about identity
and organisational fit experienced associates odith a much greater extent to subjective
criteria for partner promotion compared to juniss@ciates and partners. Homophily in terms
of demographic data (gender, race, nationalitypslthg, class, accent, home address) and
personal likes and preferences (certain sportd) olembership etc.) were mentioned the
most frequently at this middle career stage as rtapb subjective criteria to make it to
partner. “Typically [as a partner] you have a wiiecause typically you would be male, you
would preferably have a couple of children becahsé gives you stability and it also it sort
of hooks you into all of the conversations about iknow the children and the nannies and so
on, you would live in certain areas of London tlnaren’'t necessarily expensive as in

Kensington or whatever but they would be nice” (AQ).

On the other hand associates who “by nature” sharseries of demographic and personal
characteristics with partners made the procesdaritity transition much more seamlessly as
Julian, a (male) British Oxbridge graduate confirfi#ss | started getting to two, three years
qualified, | started getting on very well with péepvho were either about to become partners
or were junior partners, and that wasn’t through effiort on my part, saying | am going to

get on well with these guys, it was actually justaéural thing that these people seemed to be
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the intelligent, bright, forward thinking and contted people, who were committed to their
environment, committed to the firm, usually veryusmimg and good sense of humour and so

on. And | found myself, you know, naturally becoginiendly with them (JP, T1).

Table 9 summarizes the hurdles minority employaes for the activation of high agency

networking.

Discussion

Our study reveals three mechanisms of high agencygiworking across the career the life-
cycle. While networking behaviours and relationshiplding have been studied before, the
set-up of this work allows us to identify agencyt@ans that reach across career stages and
hence to identify overreaching mechanisms of agehay are exercised over a long time

span.

Looking at the seeking out behaviours our findingsonate with what Bensaou et al. (2013)
have found as high agency behaviours of what tkigoesicall “Players” at a mid-level career
stage when service professionals assume managesttions. This work encompasses
these findings by demonstrating how the seekingisatstable agency mechanism that can
be traced throughout all three career stages getoitus of the seeking out in terms of who
are the key stakeholders that high agency profealicaim for will change throughout the
career life cycle. Also, each career stage exhépecific behaviours how the seeking out is
enacted: As a junior there is a tight focus onvittlials within one department or even one
team who are part of the daily work interactiondhwa particular worry about project
allocation. Some of these patterns carry over theomore advanced career stage, yet the
seeking out focus for HA experienced associates #ingfts to internal bridging behaviours
trying to seek out individuals across intra-orgatimal boundaries. At the last stage at
partner level internal-external bridging becomes riain focus and most of the seeking out
behaviours are directed at generating additionainess. The comparison between HA and
LA service professionals shows that we find didtuiedy different ways how service
professionals go about performing their job andilfimlg their role in regards to the creation

of ties even if they work for the very same orgatie and at similar career stages. Some
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striking differences in perceptions and behaviduesveen HA and LA professionals may
even point to the conclusion that LA and HA profesals literally seem to live in different
worlds. A last observation about the seeking outhragism is that it may come as a surprise
to see that even at the top level of the orgamsatihierarchy LegalCo does provide room
for LA profiles. It will deserve further investigah to tease out the key mechanisms that

make LA service professionals succeed and eveptredlh the top organisational level.

Our findings on the role of imprinting resonatetwibhe recent work of McEvily et al. (2012)
whose work connected social networks with imprigitia notion that originally stems from
the field of bio-ecology. Consistent with theirdings we find that when and with whom ties
are formed matters. While their quantitative apphodemonstrates the value of imprinted
bridging ties for early-career stage lawyers fomfigrowth rates our qualitative study adds
with its process level perspective the behavioal@anent, the agency, in the construction of
imprinted ties. Early-career stage ties of youngykxrs do not generate value per se but
become valid through a deliberate thoughtful precafsagency with implies selection and
choice (whom to target). Also, through the crossiea of three career stages our study can
provide a detailed picture of the exact benefithviduals can draw from imprinted ties. We
find that these benefits not only cover immediatalygible support such as the provision of
great learning opportunities by working on goodjgets or task and career advice by seniors
but also contribute to the identity formation ardhjgtation that will be required at future

career levels.

Last but not least the third mechanism “playingsonilarity” connects to important work on
networks and homophily (Ibarra, 19xx). Our studyws how homophily can act as an
enabler or a hurdle to the activation of the twheotnetworking agency mechanisms, the
creating of imprinting ties and the seeking ouspécific individuals. Our work reveals how
in the context of LegalCo foreigners (non-Britisimmoyees) and female lawyers perceive
particular hurdles based on a lack of homophily clvhihinders the rapport building with
specific individuals and impedes the reaping of thenefits of imprinted ties. The
identification of playing on similarities as an w@mlying groundwork to the activation of
further agency mechanisms helps to shed more bghthe question of how homophily
impacts networks and networking behaviours. Atdame time we also find that playing on
similarities is also an act of agency in itselte sense that it has to be actively pursued. We

find that LA service professionals who have theeptal to play on similarities based on
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demographic characterises may refrain from doingvede HA individuals who may be
lacking demographic similarities with most of orgational actors may actively engage in

the creation of similarities.

Limitations

Our ability to draw definite conclusions is limitéxy several characteristics of the research
design. First, the choice of the legal professiod &s particular career path calls for a

replication of this study in different contextsclimding other types of professional service
firms such as audit, consulting or banking but atsalifferent industries. Second, as for

practicality reasons we did not follow the samevittial across her different career stages
we have to make the assumption that the HA vergugdtterns and behaviours our service
professionals reported at one career level woulddosistent with HA versus LA behaviours

at the other career level. While we can draw onftilecareer progression picture from the

partner interviews and the recollection of theitwwking behaviours at previous career

stages these observations may suffer from ad-hmnadisations and inaccuracies.

Conclusion

Despite these limitations we believe that this aese makes important contributions to the
literature on network dynamics and agency. We ilemiechanisms of agency that reach
across the career life cycle. Based on previouk worthe importance of imprinting ties our

study adds a process perspective of how this irtipgns done and what its personal benefits
are along the career life cycle. Last but not l@gstonnect our findings to work on networks
and homophily and show how homophily can act asrebler or a hurdle to the activation of

the mechanisms of networking agency.
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Table 1: Network(ing) evolution throughout career stages

General

Junior
associate

T1
Focus on department
Split network between own department and ex-traimetesork
Network content moving from social (ex-traineeshigh task focus: Learning the job: Task
and role
Reach out to more qualified associates for inpuiask advice
Little client contact
Establish yourself in the team
Create a reputation
High level of exploration: Variety of transactioypes, industries and topics => experience
working with different partners
T2:
Settling down in department, sense of integration
Fading away of peer ex-trainee network who workther departments
Broadening network within department
More client interaction, more responsibility, soalient socialising
Some delegation
= Improving task mastery
= Building confidence in the new role
= Increased co-worker integration (sense of belorjging

n

Experienced
associate

Much more client contact: Handling client on yowm strengthen client ties including clien
socialising, build up client industry knowledge
= Increased client integration
Dialogue with partners (based on gained competence)
More delegation and managing downwards: Increaseglp management vs. content focu
Increasing specialisation
Consolidate peers (very busy and increased sensseofcompetition)
Soul searching: Is it for me? Do | fit in?

=3

Partner

T1

Shift from internal focus to external focus:

Changed client role: Fee negotiations, complafotiyw-up selling, more client consulting
and socialising, increased role consciousnesaiéstdtange)

Raise public profile: Conferences, speeches, agiicuotes

More managerial role internally: Billing, knowledgenagement, administration => Refer
peers for management advice

More delegation downwards, more people management distance to associates

T2:

Stronger and more partner (= peer) ties

Bigger external network: Clients, expert assocregj@xternal lawyers
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Table 2: Significant mean differences between catayes

1 = Juniors 2 = Partners 3 = Experienced associates
Definig variable Cluster number Cluster mean Cluster comparison (Mean difference p value mean di F p-value overall
Social Co-worker integration 1 4.13 1to2 -0.23 0.80 3.72 0.0434
integration 2 4.36 2t03 0.93 0.06
3 3.43 1to3 0.70 0.13
Organisational commitment 1 3.31 1to2 -1.09 0.02 9.25 0.0014
2 4.40 2t03 1.57 0.00
3 2.82 1to3 0.48 0.41
Network structure Effective size T2 1 6.07 1to2 -5.50 0.09 277 0.0869
2 11.58 2t03 2.93 0.51
3 8.64 1to3 -2.57 0.56
Efficiency T2 1 0.49 1to2 -0.14 0.08 3.52 0.0488
2 0.64 2t03 0.02 0.93
3 0.61 1to3 -0.12 0.16
Density T2 1 0.56 1to2 0.19 0.04 4.23 0.0295
2 0.37 2t03 -0.04 0.83
3 0.41 1to3 0.14 0.14
Proportional density T2 1 0.85 1to2 0.31 0.01 6 0.009
2 0.54 2t03 -0.08 0.74
3 0.62 1to3 0.23 0.07
Interaction content  External (relative) T1 1 0.09 1to2 -0.16 0.09 2.72 0.0902
2 0.25 2t03 0.08 0.61
3 0.18 1to3 -0.09 0.47
Task (relative) T2 1 0.64 1to2 0.23 0.09 3.44 0.0521
2 0.41 2t03 -0.02 0.97
3 0.43 1to3 0.21 0.14
External (relative) T2 1 0.07 1to2 -0.18 0.08 3.52 0.0491
2 0.26 2t03 0.18 0.11
3 0.08 1to3 0.00 1.00
Increase external (relative) 1 0.07 1to2 -0.18 0.08 3.52 0.0491
2 0.26 2t03 0.18 0.11
3 0.08 1to3 0.00 4.58
Contacts level of Hierarchy T1 1 2.78 1to2 -5.67 0.00 47.51 0
hierarchy Partners 2 8.44 2t03 6.35 0.00
3 2.09 1to3 0.69 0.62
Hierarchy T2 1 2.89 1to2 -7.11 0.00 16.73 0.0001
Partners 2 10.00 2t03 7.14 0.00
3 2.86 1to3 0.03 1.00
Hierarchy T1 1 7.56 1to2 6.56 0.00 16.65 0.000
Associates 2 1.00 2t03 -4.91 0.00
3 5.91 1to3 1.65 0.36
Hierarchy T2 1 4.00 1to2 3.29 0.05 4.75 0.0205
Associates 2 0.71 2t03 -3.71 0.04
3 4.43 1to3 -0.43 0.94
Hierarchy T2 1 1.33 1to2 -5.10 0.03 5.01 0.0172
External 2 6.43 2t03 4.43 0.07
3 2.00 1to3 -0.67 0.93
Interaction partners  Location T1 1 3.44 1to2 -1.11 0.64 4.68 0.0184
Location my office but another expertis 2 4.56 2t03 3.28 0.02
3 1.27 1to3 217 0.16
Location T2 1 1.78 1to2 -4.79 0.03 4.62 0.0225
outside the company 2 6.57 2t03 4.29 0.08
3 2.29 1to3 -0.51 0.96
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Table3: HA vs. LA junior associates

HA

LA

Seeking out projects

“I think you can play to it more, anduyo
can have a bigger say in your own desti

you get put on”. (OL, T2)

short term destiny in terms of which deal

“Since I've been here I've just been
yallocated work | haven't really had any
say in what work I've done.” (NS, T1)

Seeking out partners

“One case came directly from me,
probably from having had one glass of

to work on the case that you are
doing™.(SM, T1)

Use social events to approach partners;

wine too many, and saying ‘I'd really like

“You don't get a good deal of choice [
partners you would like to work with].”
(OG, T1)

“I have always found it is quite difficult]
in a working environment if you have
never really worked with someone, to
build a relationship without the
foundation of the work to get things
moving.” (BJ, T2)

Seeking out important
partners:

“One of the people that | may ask to be
godfather [official go-to-person, part of
HR policy] is someone who | think is a
very able partner and who | think is likel
big name..... there is an element of
clinging to their coat tails for want of a

well as other people’s. So you've got to
kind of mercenary about it.” (OL, T1)

to be in another four or five years a very

better phrase. | think it is important to hal
your own career in mind at all stages as

n¥if you put ten [partners] in front of me
| wouldn’t know who was more senior’.
(AM, T1)
“Every six months you have lunch with
this partner who has been assigned tq
your godfather that you can speak to
and | don't think that works, | would

vaever go to him and say | think I'm
having problems.” (MW, T1)

be

Y

Seeking in project

Partner/person focus: “When | look dor
new experience, before looking for the
client or for the content | look for the

thing for me when | am doing some wor
(OL, T2)

partner, | think that's the most important

Content focus: “One of the partners is
known for like technology work, that
kind of thing so you know some peopl
work with him because they’re
JInterested in that but it's not because
you need to get to know a certain
partner because it's very open, very
egalitarian.” (SS, T1)

K

Table4: HA vs. LA experienced associates

HA

LA

Seeking cross-
departmental ties:

And you can do marketing in a way that
involves other departments. | initiated a
client seminar for marketing purposes th
created networking opportunities to my
client internally, networking opportunitie
for me to that client and networking
opportunities for all the people from this
firm meeting that client, meeting differen
bits of that client —* (AB, T1)

5

t

ahssociate than you do as a partner, it is

When you are an associate, | think you
deal with deal pressure much more as an

very difficult to build up any kind of good
relationship with people from different
departments or office locations. (BG, T1]
| would be open to it [client secondment
think. | would question whether there is
much choice involved, they tend to tell
people but so far | have not been asked
(AL, T2).

Seeking specific
partners

Identify the important partners you need
to impress: “You know who are the
partners who are doing the good work,
those partners who have particularly
strong views about certain subjects”. (A
T1)

There are people whose opinion counts
very much more than others, and it reall
is a handful of people. (AG, T1)

U7

“I don't think that any partners have mor
say than others in terms of the partnershi
track.” (AL, T1)
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Table5: HA vs. LA partners

HA

LA

Seeking out senior
partners:

Assume internal committee position to approach
specific senior partner: “I became a member of 3
committee where he is the chairman so | got to
know him much better”. (WR, T2)

No differentiation among
partners once they have becom
a partner

Seeking out clients:

“We went round to about a datifferent clients,
giving talks on human rights So there again a wh
programme of offering people expertise and a ta
so that they will know to whom to pick up the
phone.” (WR, T1)

“I would like to hit the ground
ofenning, generating work and
stgenerating revenues much fastg

than | did”. (JM, T2)

=

Seeking cross-
departmental

ties/internal bridging:

Cross-departmental talks that often lead to crosg
departmental jobs (WR, T1): “Through these
various talks — | gave update after update after
update talk — and that led on to my face being
known internally so that people would then give
work.” (WR, T1)

-“I think there’s going to be
branching out, but it's easier to
branch once you're fairly secure
in your core”. (JB, T2)

me

Seeking internal-
external bridging
ties:

Building a new practice: “You look at what we ar
doing across the network, internally, within the

London office, within the entire firm. You try and
pull it all together and then you find out wheraiyo
could be going with that sector. How do you crosg
sell between departments, how do you cross-sel
between offices. How do you generate new work
from these people, how do you develop the cont

11

ACts

in order to attract in the work.” (WR, T1)

Table6: HA vs. LA j

unior associates. Creating imprinting ties

HA

LA

Create imprinting
ties with partners:

“There is an element of people knowing
already who works well and who is good, ar
that is why you tend to get asked to work fo
the same partners time and time again.” (Ol
T2)

Strengthening partner relations happe
dater.”I think you have to getto a
certain stage in your career when you
| start to cement your relationship with
partners and at this stage, whereas |
interact with them, | don't feel as
though I've got one of those
relationships yet, this comes later.”
(RK, T2)
“Certain people have worked with the
same partners over and over again, it
just mysteriously transpires that they
again end up on the same cases so |
think they’ve built up their
relationship.” (AC, T1)

Create imprinting
ties with client
peers:

“l also network with people outside the firm,
clients on my level. Because if you take it
logically through, as you are travelling
through your career they will be too, and it
makes sense in a way to keep pace with the
That last aspect is sort of the least importan
the moment but it will assume greater
importance later on”. (PPJ, T1)

“You don't have a lot of client exposur
when you’re a junior basically”. (AE,
T2)

“I tend to have the client relationship
2rthat the client wants, | don't try and

t particularly foster that.” (OG, T2)

Create imprinting
ties

with more senior
peers

“My very first office mate was a very senior
guy and we became friends, so even if | ha
now moved out of that office | still meet him
ask him a couple of questions. He also advi

me about what team in corporate | should jqi

and how | should approach the senior
partner.” (OL, T1)

27



Table 7: Partners. Reaping benefits of imprinted tiesand further imprinting activities

I mprinting actions

Benefits of imprinting

Benefits from
imprinted ties
with client
peers:

“At quite an early age did | try and develop

“Andrew and Carrie, these are two

relationships with investment banks. | got involvednvestments in clients that have paid

with the firm’s marketing, you know, every so oft
the partners will want to show a team to Lazard,

pff.” (DS, T1)

and | would go along as the kind of good associate,

so that the very junior people could call me arel th

senior people could call him, you know, up the
chain. And so throughout the time that | was an
associate | did build my list of contacts and Itsen
them Christmas cards and | invited them to wine
tastings and you know, involved myself in the
firm’s marketing efforts. | probably over-involved
myself because it is a running joke that my
expenses were bigger than any other associate’s
because | would sort of take the firm'’s clients ou
and have a laugh with them”. (JP, T1)

]

Benefits from
imprinted ties
with senior
associates:

“I shared offices with senior associates who wer¢
about to make partner and because | was interes
| asked lots of questions of them and of others, Y
know.” (JP, T1) .

> “As a result of that, you know, and

stbdcause | was a kind of a good blok

owould get to know his friends who
were partners and then | worked for
couple of the good partners and ther
he even took me for — you know, | g
invited to his sort of partnership
inaugural dinner because | was seer
a good young associate, one of the
team, they wanted to motivate me,
they liked me, come along, you knoy
And you get to — | was just kind of
with them, you know, a mate, and |
would get to hear snippets of the
inside scoop as it were.”

N
Dt

as

HA

LA

Benefits from
imprinted
external ties

| have a number of different areas of sources for
new work. My time in Luxembourg. I've got my
own personal network of contacts and friends
across Europe, they are primarily friends but the
are also an unbelievable source of potential cost
and potential work. I've got my time at University
That is a source of potential new recruits, it is a
source of conference speaking, it is a source of
academic credibility, it is a source of academic
writing, it is a very big method of profile raising
and | may actually meet prospective clients at sy
conference.

Keep in touch, yet not very useful: “|

have maintained some close

relationships with lawyers at my

y previous employer LawCo and some

awith people | knew at Sydney. But

. particularly in relation to clients it is
almost a complete change. There h3
been almost no common clients
between the different firms”. (DS, T1

ch

ve

Creating

imprinting ties:

Staff

Early spotting of talent/people they like by parte
“I have already identified some people you woulg
like to sponsor, because | know that | want the b
people working for me”. (JP, T1)

“1 still, you know, just because | want to, | gotda
lunch with them and | visit them. Some of them |
do it because | want them to come back and join
department.” (JP, T1).

“I still hang out with and it's kind of importanbt
me to have people on the coal face who | know ¢
are sort of mates in a way”. (JP, T1)

“It's often difficult to find an associatg
| to take your work”. (RK, T2)
es

the

and

Create

imprinting ties:

Mentees
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Table8: HA vs. LA associates. Playing on similarities

HA LA
Drawing on homophily “I see people who | was dxford | “I [Oxford graduate] don't know if
with peers/other with probably two or three times [athere is or there isn't [an Oxbridge
associates: week, you know, we have lunch, ininternal network]... don’t have
- University two or three years time they will be aranything to do with it” (JM, T2)
- Junior school invaluable source of information)”
- Senior school (PPJ, T1) “I think once you get here it's very

School and/or university ties: “There | much you're all in the same boat,
is often a sort of cross pollination jnyou're all our trainees, pasts abqut
that | might know friends from my schools and universities are sort |of
university and | also know a lot offorgotten.” (AJ, T1)
people from a different university who
happened to bat my school or who
happened to know someone at my
school, not jusschool when | was 15
but school when | was 10. You know,
there’s a sort of network of people and
it does tend to find its way together |in
different ways. So you can often find| a
link back to somebody.” (OL, T1)

Homophily with partners | Establish social relationship with“lf | was going to go along the

- Personalities partner of choice: “I would certainly partnership track | know that | would
actively go and speak to the partnemave to work a lot more than | currentl
concerned, but | would probably spepklo on being blokey with the partners,
about other things but just hope that \wgou know showing that you laugh at the
had a sort ofrapport which might| same jokes and you're interested in the
make me an immediate choice néxame things” (AC, T1)
time something came up”. (OL, T1)
Attracted to partners with similgr
personalities: “Theitper sonalities are
the sort of personalities that | would
form social relationships with”. (PPJ
T2)
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Table 9: Homophily barriersat different career stages: Women and foreignerswith significant hurdlesto
connect to/exer cise agency mechanism

Junior associate

Demogr aphics: “If you have a look at the cross section of thetipers, if you are
male, white, middle class, you have been to that gghool and the right
university you know, you are able to communicata imay which is in harmony
with the way that some of the partners can comnatejavell then you are fine”.
(RK, T1)

Gender and role model: “There isn’t anybody [role model] in my team and
that’s a real disadvantage. Because | think itabt really helps to have role
models near in your close environment and it's jugticky | think, it kind of
depends on which team you're in. So that's onegtiwhere | definitely think that
would be one reason why | would leave LegalCo bseaudhink it's quite
important”. (MW, T2)

“l also think that there are partners here whoybidimales more than males.”
(MW, T1)

“I think | mean there’s only one female partnethia whole of the finance
department. It quite shocked me when | found g3, T1)

“I have yet to know one Australian associate whe &etually been made a
partner here. (ME, T2) ... LegalCo are expecting themo back and they only
want them for a few years”. (ME, T2)

Experienced associate

Accent: “Speaking with the right accent, | think it's arfarmal you're one of us
but I think the accent thing is something thatugetangible because there are
people who tell me they are Scottish and have limegicotland for 20 years and
speak with the most upper middle class British att€AC, T1)

Foreigners. “I think you will find that none of the Antipodearthat are here,
whatever, Australians, or New Zealanders, would expect to be in the runnin
for a partnership at LegalCo.” (FA, T2)

“I would say it is more of a problem in Antipodeastablishing links within
English society, there are closed doors, not opelolsed doors, but closed door
that you'll come up against, that make it a bit enof a harder battle, | think.”
(FA, T2)

Foreigners: “A lot of the people coming in from a&d, are used to turn the
wheel at the lower level, but will never actuallake it to partnership within
LegalCo”. (FA, T2)

Women: “That’s it actually, a very typical example, Helisna Canadian and shg¢
is 12 years running, she is not going to make pastrip. Sarah is a New
Zealander and she is | think about 10 years gadlifnrow obviously they weren’
going to make her a partner.” (FA, T2)

17

Partner

“I think you have to shout about it a bire) you have to be very good and it ig
not going to happen for you quite as naturallyt@s going to happen for a bloke

who is good. There is a subtle difference.” (NG) T1
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