ABSTRACT

HANO, MARY CLARE. Understanding Leadership in Multiorganizational Community
Collaboratives. (Under the direction of Dr. Branda Nowell).

Even the most vibrant and well-resourced communities face many complex social
issues. To address these issues and bring about change communities convene
multiorganizational collaboratives. Collaboratives are groups of three or more organizations
that come together on a regular basis around a complex public issue (Nowell, 2009),
Sometimes referred to as coalitions, partnerships, and interorganizational networks (ex.
Ansell & Gash, 2008; VVangen & Huxham, 2003), collaboratives serve as a mechanism
through which communities bring together diverse service delivery system to identify,
develop, implement, and evaluate community strategies for making improvements in the
issue area. Often through institutional mandate, multiorganizational collaboratives have
become a prominent feature in the community-level governance of health and human
services (Nowell, 2009; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Vangen & Huxham, 2003).

Leadership has been identified as one of the most critical elements to a successful
collaborative (Alexander et al., 2001; Zakocs & Edwards, 2006). However, leadership in a
multi-organizational networked context is different from intraorganizational leadership, in
which individuals typically draw upon positional authority to enact leadership roles and
compel the actions of others. Collaboratives usually have an organizer, but no individual with
formal authority over other members who are voluntary participants (Crosby & Bryson,
2005; Agranoff & McGuire, 2001). In this context, leadership often emerges organically
rather than by proscription, through a series of repeated interactions in which members
informally negotiate the kind of leadership needed and which members will assume
leadership roles (Abers & Keck, 2013; Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Huxham & Vangen,
2004). To date, the literature in this area provides rich depictions and theories of leadership
in this unique context where no one is actually in charge of anyone else. However, there is
less of a focus on different forms of leadership and which members are more to enact which

roles.



The collaboration and leadership literature reveals what appear to be different
dimensions of leadership in this context. Five dimensions of leadership that appear in the
literature are an overall generalized leadership, a thought leader dimension, a champion
dimension, a process guardian dimension, and a recruiter dimension. This dissertation asks
the following two research questions: (1) “How are these different aspects of leadership in
collaboratives related to each other?”; and (2) “What psychological and organizational
factors are related to whether an individual is looked to by their peers for different leadership
roles?” These questions contribute to the literature by exploring the tension in the literature
around how leadership in this context is discussed. The idea is often characterized as a
unidimensional, monolithic concept that encompasses conceptually different dimensions.
Another contribution is the investigation into which members are likely to be seen as leaders
among their peers in a collaborative. It is acknowledged in the literature that members
emerge as leaders, but we still do not know which members are most likely to be seen as
leaders.

This study uses secondary survey data drawn from a recent study of a system change
initiative in six North Carolina counties. The first research question is explored using three
sub-questions that ask about the pattern of nominations across dimensions of leadership; the
pattern of nominations across individuals nominated as leaders; and the extent to which the
dimensions exclusive of one another. Diversity and equality indices, as well as correlation
analyses are used to investigate the patterns of nominations across dimensions. Frequency
and cluster analyses are used to explore the pattern of nominations across individuals
identified as leaders. Finally, correlations and exploratory factor analysis are used to assess
the extent to which these dimensions are unique concepts. A generalized linear regression
negative binomial model is used to investigate the second research questions that asks what
factors are associated with being identified as a leader in this context. Analysis includes five
different models that correspond to five different outcome variables. The outcome variables
include recognition as a generalized leader, a thought leader, a champion, a process guardian,
and a recruiter. For each model, three regressions are conducted step-wise on the predictor

variables.



Findings suggest the dimensions of leadership converge on one component, but that
some dimensions are more frequently recognized than others. Specifically, nominators tend
to nominate individuals into the champion and thought leader roles more frequently than the
other two dimensions. Further, individuals who are known for leadership are typically known
for more than one dimension of leadership, but the majority recognized as leaders are
nominated by only a few peers. An individual’s position in the broader system is the primary
factor associated with being seen as a leader across dimensions of leadership. Frequency of
meeting attendance is also an important factor associated with being looked to as a leader.
However, the psychological and organizational factors influence being seen as a leader in
different ways according to the dimension of leadership considered.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Introduction

Multiorganizational collaboratives are a core part of community improvement
initiatives in communities across the United States (Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury,
Jacobson, & Allen, 2001a; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). Hereafter referred to as simply
collaboratives, a multiorganizational community collaborative is defined as a group of
representatives from three or more autonomous organizations, agencies, or groups who meet
regularly and focus their work on a complex public issue (Nowell, 2009, 2010). Considering
public issues in complex problem domains as existing within community systems,
collaboratives are mechanisms for bringing about improvements in the issue (Bryson,
Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Foster-Fishman et al., 2001a; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). Leadership
within collaboratives is critical for intended outcomes (Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Mandell &
Keast, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). Current research in this area provides a solid
understanding of what leadership looks like and its implications for a collaborative’s
outcomes, however there are limited studies in the public and nonprofit literature that
investigate how these factors relate to who gets identified as a leader (Muller-Seitz, 2012;
Nowell & Harrison, 2010).

Currently the focus of research on leadership in collaboratives is directed at
understanding its meaning in this context through rich depictions of what leadership looks
like in this context and its relationship with collaborative outcomes (Miller-Seitz, 2012).
There is less of a focus in the literature on understanding which individuals are looked as
leaders. This is of particular importance because collaboratives are unigue in that they are
non-hierarchically structured, and members represent autonomous organizations that
voluntarily participate in the work of the collaborative. In collaboratives, there are few
formal mechanisms for any individual to elicit certain desired behaviors from other members.
Leadership in collaboratives is inherently relational in that collaborative members are under
no formal obligation to follow the lead of any individual. While there may be individuals in

formal positions of leadership — like coordinators and chairs — this setting is unlike leadership



in a bureaucracy, which is usually akin to management. In collaboratives, leadership emerges
informally from the dynamics among collaborative members (Bryson et al., 2006; Nowell &
Harrison, 2010).

Nowell and Harrison (2010) introduce different aspects of leadership that emerge in
community collaboratives and identify personal and organizational factors that members
reported as related to being seen as a leader among collaborative members. This dissertation
builds upon that work by parsing the literature that describes leadership into the different
dimensions included in those descriptions. Across this body of literature, four clear roles
emerge and this study explores the relationship among those dimensions, then quantitatively
examines a proposed model of leadership in collaboratives. In conceptualizing the factors
that influence who is identified as a leader, this study models an individual’s personal
attributes and the attributes of the organization that individual represent as primary predictors
of being seen as a leader overall. The proposed model organizes these personal and
organizational attributes as motivational, capacity, and relational drivers of whether an
individual is looked to as a leader among peers. The model is tested using a generalized
linear regression analysis. Understanding how these dimensions are related and the factors
that influence reputation as a leader advances the literature by testing some of the ideas and
propositions in the literature. This study moves the academic conversation in a new direction,
beyond describing what leadership means and looks like to developing a profile of
individuals who are likely to be seen as a leader among collaborative members. From a
practical perspective, understanding who gets identified as a leader can aid collaborative in

identifying members who can advance the work of the initiative.

Leadership within Collaboratives

It is well established that collaboratives are a common approach communities use to
address complex social issues, and that much of what we know about leadership in
multiorganizational collaboratives stems from empirical qualitative case research (Foster-
Fishman et al., 2001a; Muller-Seitz, 2012; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000). The individuals

involved in community collaboratives are community members who are influenced by or



involved with the complex public issue the collaborative aims to address. Members include
representatives of organizations and agencies that provide services, grassroots and informal
community groups that represent system users, as well as individual community members.
Involvement of this diverse set of stakeholders is necessary so as to develop a holistic
understanding of the issue, potential strategies to address it, and the implications of those
strategies for potential improvements. Collaboratives typically have a clear, nonhierarchical
structure, suggesting leadership within collaboratives is not positional, and members rarely
have formal authority over other members (whether they are representatives from
organizations or individual community members). This flat structure is largely driven by the
diversity of individuals who are involved in collaboratives. Collaborative members’
participation is usually not directly related to their duties in their professional roles but is
usually work done in addition to the deliverables related to their position (Nowell &
Harrison, 2010).

The literature is full of descriptions and characterizations of what leadership looks
like in collaboratives (Feinberg et al., 2008; Goodman et al., 1998; Mancini & Marek, 2004;
Nowell & Harrison, 2010; Scheirer, 2005; Shediac-Rizkallah & Bone, 1998; Yin, 1981).
Scholars approach the idea of leadership from multiple perspectives ranging from the trait-
based to considering leadership as a structure or set of processes that occur (Northouse, 2015;
Schedlitzki & Edwards, 2014). From this literature we know leaders in multiorganizational
collaboratives carry out several key functions. These leaders work to build internal
relationships, they foster relationships with and advocate for the collaborative among groups
and individuals external to the collaborative, they work to grow the collaborative by bringing
in new members, and they work to protect the process of collaboration (Bryson et al., 2006;
Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). Despite a
strong focus on elucidating the meaning of leadership, this literature demonstrates the
multiple approaches to characterizing this idea, and collectively underscores the idea that
leadership is difficult to define in one exclusive way (Northouse, 2015). In collaboratives
leadership is relational; the flat and voluntary structure of collaboratives suggests that in

order for an individual to lead they must be perceived as a leader among their peers



(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). The literature on
collaboratives details the occurrence and importance of collaborative members themselves
engaging in leadership roles beyond the work of organizing meetings, which is often done by
a coordinator (Bryson et al., 2006; Connell & Kubisch, 1998). In this context leadership is an
inherently reputational construct based on the mechanism of social influence, such that an
individual is a leader when someone else identifies them as one (Liden et al., 1997).

While the literature on leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives is thick with
descriptions of how leadership looks, emerges, and how it relates to outcomes, there are
limited studies in the public and nonprofit literature that examine these factors as they relate
to one another and to who gets identified as leaders. Nowell and Harrison’s 2010 work
suggests competing ideas about whether it is an individual’s personal characteristics that
drive reputation as a leader or an enabling environment or organization. This study explores
relationships among aspects of leadership described in the literature, and examines factors
that may contribute to an individual’s reputation among their peers as a leader. This
dissertation aims to understand whether being looked to as a leader is a function of an
individual’s personal characteristics, or whether it is more strongly associated with the
organizations they represent. The guiding research questions ask: what is the relationship
among the different dimensions of leadership discussed in the literature, and what factors are
associated with an individual being identified as a leader among their peers in a
collaborative?

In this dissertation, aspects of leadership are drawn from a broad literature review
described in the following chapter. Four aspects of leadership emerged from that review,
however, it is important to note these aspects of leadership are discussed in different articles
using various labels. The language used in the literature to describe leadership in
collaboratives includes overlapping terms, labels, and concepts. For example, this
dissertation employs Nowell and Harrison (2010) labels of “thought leader” and “champion”
as described below, but these concepts appear in many other articles under different labels.
Building on the aspects of leadership described in the literature, this dissertation identifies

four categories of behavior that capture what it means to be a leader in a collaborative



(Bryson et al., 2006; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz, Lounsbury,
Jacobson, & Allen, 2001b; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010).

e Thought leaders, who develop and inspire a collective vision
e Champions, who advocate for the group to external stakeholders;
e Process guardians, who help protect the collaborative process of the group; and

e Recruiters, who help grow the collaborative by growing its membership through

recruiting new members

The relationship among these dimensions is explored from different angles. The first angle
assesses whether any leader role appears to be cited more frequently among members, or if
they occur with relatively equal frequency. The second perspective aims to illuminate how
individuals tend to be seen across these dimensions, whether individuals tend to be known
for one type of leadership or multiple types. Finally, whether these are similar enough to
reflect one overarching construct or if they are different and suggest multiple veins of
leadership. Additionally, personal and organizational motivation, capacity, and relational

capital factors that may influence whether an individual is known as a leader are analyzed.

Factors that Influence Identification as a Leader

When there is no formal bureaucratic authority, as is the case in collaboratives,
leaders emerge through tacit or explicit designation of the group. An individual’s reputation
is partly based on their actions and behaviors, but reputation is not completely a function of
one’s behavior but also may reflect structural and institutional factors (Ingold & Leifeld,
2016; Rindova, Williamson, Petkova, & Sever, 2005; Wong & Boh, 2010). In other words,
individuals are leaders in collaboratives because other members see them as such; an
individual’s reputation is a social construction based on repeated and symbolic interactions
(Gergen, 1985; Liden et al., 1997; Rindova, Pollock, & Hayward, 2006). Nowell and
Harrison (2010) identify both personal and organizational factors that influence an

individual’s reputation as a leader in a collaborative.



Drawing from the literature on interorganizational networks, reputation, reputational
capital, and system perspectives this dissertation proposes a model of an individual’s
personal and organizational attributes as motivational, capacity, and relational factors for
reputation as a leader. The explanatory variables included in this study are listed in Table 1.1.
The motivational, capacity, and relational capacity factors in the proposed model are

discussed in the following section.

Table 1.1: Explanatory Variables

Personal Attribute Organizational Attribute
Motivation e Public Service Motivation ¢ Mission alignment between
e Sense of Community organization and collaborative

e Sense of Community-Responsibility

Capacity e Psychological Empowerment ¢ Organizational Age & Size
Relational e Reputation as Powerful Individual in
Capacity Broader System

From a motivational perspective, how an individual feels about the collaborative may
motivate them to act in ways that signal leadership to others. This may be an individual’s
level of public service motivation (PSM), sense of community, and sense of community-
responsibility may predict whether they are viewed as a leader. A well accepted
conceptualization of PSM is described by Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) as “a general
altruistic motivation to serve the interest of a community of people, a state, a nation, or
humankind” (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999, p. 23). The extent to which members of a
collaborative perceive that an individual wants to serve the greater good may influence how
they think of that individual in terms of leadership roles within a collaborative. Sense of
community (SOC) suggests an individual views their community as a source of resources
that individual needs or is dependent upon (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Nowell & Boyd,
2010, 2014; Peterson, Speer, & McMillan, 2008). From this perspective the individual has a



strong level of SOC because they draw resources from that community. Sense of
Community-Responsibility (SOC-R) suggests an individual perceives a personal
responsibility for the well-being of their community as a result of the interaction between the
community, how the member sees themselves and their existing norms and values,
independent of any resources they may draw from it (Nowell & Boyd, 2010, 2014; Nowell,
Izod, Ngaruiya, & Boyd, 2016). Both SOC and SOC-R may be indicators for an individual’s
motivation for leadership, thus gaining a reputation as a leader among peers. Nowell et al.
(2016) find SOC-R mediates PSM in being identified as a leader. However, all of these
articles suggest they psychological constructs of PSM, SOC, and SOC-R are motivational
factors important to being looked to as a leader in a collaborative.

From a capacity perspective an individual may be viewed as a leader due to indicators
about their capacity to lead within the collaborative. From this perspective, this dissertation
tests whether an individual’s self-efficacy to lead is related to whether they are identified as a
leader. Sociopolitical control, an aspect of psychological empowerment (PE), describes the
extent an individual perceives their own ability to influence the social and political systems
of local community (Christens, Peterson, & Speer, 2011; Peterson et al., 2006; Spreitzer,
1995a; Zimmerman, 1995; Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988; Zimmerman & Zahniser, 1991).
An individual’s level of PE may influence an their reputation as a leader within a
collaborative because the extent to which the individual feels empowered to lead may
influence their reputation among their peers. Additionally, prior experience in a collaborative
may increase an individual’s capacity for leadership in the collaborative. Just like individuals
with more professional work experience are considered to have greater capacity in the
workplace, individuals with more experience in collaboratives may be more capacity to
engage in leadership in collaboratives.

Collaboratives are multiorganizational networks based upon connections among
actors; these connections reflect the social structure of the network (Balkundi & Kilduff,
2006; Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994). From a relational perspective,
an individual’s reputation as a powerful person in the broader system in which the

collaborative works may be related to their reputation as a leader within the collaborative.



The individual with power in the broader system (for example, formal power) can transfer
the benefits of that power to the collaborative — and this kind of relational capital is known to
have a halo effect or accrue social credits for an individual (Lin, Cook, & Burt, 2001).

In addition to an individual’s personal attributes, the characteristics of the
organization an individual represents may also be important to understanding factors related
to being identified as a leader. These factors are also characterized in a motivational,
capacity, and relational framework. From a motivational, individuals may be have a
reputation as a leader because overlaps in the mission and target population of their home
organization and the collaborative influence how others see them. The relevance of the
collaborative’s mission to that of their home organization may be seen as motivator of
leadership. From a capacity standpoint, it is an enabling organizational environment that
influences why other look to an individual for leadership within a collaborative. Nowell and
Harrison (2010) found organizational context mattered to interviewees, and that individuals
who represented well-established and well-resourced organizations were perceived by their
peers as leaders in a study of public health collaboratives. Organizations that are older or

larger may provide a more enabling environment due to their stability.

Summary

A key area for growth in the community collaborative literature is in understanding
more about these different aspects of leadership. However, to date the clear focus with
respect to leadership is on characterizing what it looks like and its relationships to outcomes
(Mdller-Seitz, 2012). Embedded within those rich descriptions are what appear to be
subcategories of leadership. Further, to my knowledge, investigation into who emerges as a
leader in collaboratives is limited. This study aims to add to the current literature on
leadership in collaborative settings by examining these dimensions and the factors that are
associated with whether an individual is looked to as a leader. The goal of this study is to
advance the conversation beyond ‘leadership is important and the members do it’, to ‘these
are the types of leadership roles that are important, and these kinds of members are most

likely to be recognized as a leader.” The proposed relationships between being looked to as a
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leader and the motivational, capacity, and relational attributes of an individual is shown in

Figure 1.1 below.

Conceptual Model

« Capu

&

b 4

Figure 1.1: Conceptual Model

Factors that lead to reputation as a leader within an interorganizational collaborative
are important to understand due to the important relationship between leadership and the
collaborative’s outcomes. Using data from an evaluation of a systems change initiative in
North Carolina, this study examines the relationship between an individual’s personal and
organizational attributes, and their reputation among their peers as one of the four aspects of

leadership shown to be important within multiorganizational collaboratives. This is of



theoretical and practical importance as it advances the literature beyond an acknowledgement
that there are informal leaders to understanding a profile of who these individuals are. From a
practical perspective this is important because knowing who is likely to be a leader and
engaging them early on can help further advance and sustain the collaborative’s efforts and

further embed it within the community at an earlier stage.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

This study focuses on leadership specifically in the context of multiorganizational
community collaboratives that work to bring about system change. The research questions
that guide this study ask: 1) how are the leadership dimensions identified in the literature
related to one another, and 2) what influences whether an individual is looked to as a leader
among collaborative members? Leadership is an important topic in community collaborative
and public administration research, and this exploratory study advances the literature by
unpacking the rich descriptions that have been the focus of research in this area.

In order to better position these research questions within the unique context of
community collaboratives, the first part of this chapter reviews the concepts of community
systems, systems change, and how individuals and collaboratives work to bring about
community system change. Next is a review of the current literature on factors that may be
related to being looked to as a leader in the context of community collaboratives and the
different dimensions of leadership that scholars describe. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of factors and related hypotheses that may influence why an individual is viewed

as a leader among their peers in a multiorganizational community collaborative.

Community Systems, Change, & the Role of Collaboratives

Community Systems

Systems change and collaboratives form a nexus connecting the disciplines of public
administration, community psychology, and public health. Across these disciplines a primary
focus of scholars is better understanding what factors influence a collaborative’s outcomes
(for example, Frank & Yasumoto, 1998; Mays & Scutchfield, 2015; Nowell & Harrison,
2010; Peirson, Boydell, Ferguson, & Ferris, 2011; Wulczyn, UNICEF, & others, 2010;
Zahner, 2005). Across disciplines, scholars refer to multiorganizational collaboratives as
networks, coalitions, and partnerships. Research across these fields demonstrate

collaboratives are a prominent approach for establishing the governance structures that bring
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about change in complex problem domains (Agranoff & McGuire, 1998; Isett, Mergel,
LeRoux, Mischen, & Rethemeyer, 2011; Mandell & Steelman, 2003; Nowell, 2009; Nowell
& Harrison, 2010; O’Toole, 1997; Roberts, 2000; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000; Weber &
Khademian, 2008).

A system perspective is one way to conceptualize service delivery in a community.
As a mid-level unit of analysis, a system perspective lies between the community (macro)
level and organizational (micro) level, and a system perspective is particularly useful in
examining how essential services are delivered (Foster-Fishman, Nowell, & Yang, 2007).
Within the field of public administration, a systems perspective is central to the ideas of
networks, governance, collaboration, and collaborative public management (Agranoff &
McGuire, 2003; McGuire, 2006; O’Leary & Bingham, 2009; O’Leary et al., 2012; O’Toole,
1997). This centrality is evident going back over five decades with Ostrom, Tiebout, and
Warren (1961) discussing polycentric public industries explaining this idea “connotes many
centers of decision-making that are formally independent of each other” (Ostrom, Tiebout, &
Warren, 1961, p. 831). Community systems are made up of multiple organizations, agencies,
citizen groups, and individuals that focus on a common issue and that provide services or
advocacy for community members (Foster-Fishman et al., 2007; Nowell, 2009). Examples of
community systems include the education system, the healthcare system, and the
transportation system, among others. Using a community’s education system as an example,
many other organizations and agencies are part of that system beyond the public school
district and private schools in the community. These other system members might be the
following: daycare and early childhood education/preschool providers, organizations that
provide before and after school care, medical providers who the students see for health care,
public health agencies that provide in-school health services. Additionally, there might be
transportation organizations contracted to transport students to and from school, food service
providers, agencies contracted for janitorial, building, and ground maintenance, and even
local law enforcement agencies that provide on-site security officers, among others.

A system perspective draws on ecological theory to understand the multiple levels of

actors involved in understanding complex domains, like a community’s education system.
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The individual organizations in a community system may have unique missions, but the
common environment they function within and a broader goal of collectively providing a
community service connect them. From a system perspective, community systems are an
entity themselves, as Foster-Fishman and Behrens explain community systems are “a
collection of parts that interact together and function as a whole “[p.191, Foster-Fishman and
Behrens, 2007 citing Ackoff & Rovin, 2003]. Multiple autonomous organizations make up
community systems, so change in these systems requires the involvement and support of
many of the organizations embedded within the system. Systems change is the process of
bringing about strategic improvements in complex community systems through establishing
new governance mechanisms (Foster-Fishman et al., 2007). The following section introduces
the idea of system change occurs within community systems and the role collaboratives play
in that effort.

Collaboratives as a Tool for System Change

Collaboratives are a vehicle through which change can happen in communities, and
are an increasingly common approach to engaging autonomous and diverse organizations
that provide services for the purpose of addressing issues in complex problem and service
domains (Foster-Fishman & Behrens, 2007; Nowell, 2009, 2010; Roussos & Fawcett, 2000).
Nowell (2010) defines collaboratives as community-based groups that comprise
representatives from multiple agencies who come together on a regular basis “for the purpose
of identifying and implementing strategies for improving their community’s response to a
specific issue of public concern” (Nowell, 2010, p. 91). Rather than providing services,
multiorganizational collaboratives in the public sector work to address complex social issues
by increasing community capacity and subsequently bringing about changes on the
community system level (Foster-Fishman et al., 2001b; Goodman et al., 1998; Mandell,
2001). These collaboratives are designed to leverage the perspectives and resources of
members who represent different sectors and organizations from the community (Agranoff &
McGuire, 1998; Bryson et al., 2006; Butterfoss, Goodman, & Wandersman, 1993; Huxham

& Vangen, 2005). Organizations that participate in multiorganizational community
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collaboratives will commonly allocate only one individual to serve on the collaborative and
represent the organization. The value added from multiorganizational collaboratives is the
collaborative can work on the system level, as opposed to the higher order community-wide
level or the more micro, programmatic level. By serving as a hub for assessing the system,
identifying strategies for improvement, and implementing these strategies, collaboratives can
leverage members’ resources and collectively influence complex social issues in ways that an
individual agency or organization could not do alone (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Bryson et
al., 2006; Foster-Fishman & Behrens, 2007; Foster-Fishman et al., 2007; Provan & Lemaire,
2012).

Through a system change initiative, stakeholders come together to assess the current
situation, identify opportunities for improvement, develop strategies related to those areas
and an implementation plan, then implement the strategies and monitor the progress. This
effort would involve bringing many different stakeholders together and working together to
unravel the factors related to parental involvement. System change efforts focus on
identifying the current situation, challenges or issues related to parental involvement, and
other stakeholders that are involved with the issues around involvement. Then a
collaborative’s members would develop strategies to address the issues, taking into
consideration the overall system and its members and contingencies. Using the education
system described above as an example, a collaborative may identify as a long-term goal
increasing the percentage of parents who are actively involved partners in their child’s
education, compared to the current percentage. An education-related initiative might involve
working with parent advocates and advocacy groups to understand how parents might
currently feel about getting involved. Working with these stakeholders may also increase
parental understanding of opportunities for their involvement in their child’s school. It could
mean also working with early education providers to establish norms to include parents
earlier in a student’s educational career. Another group of stakeholders that are involved with
the education system is the law enforcement community. Law enforcement has varying roles
within schools and parents may not fully know what to expect from a school-based police

officer. Clearly, in a system as large as a community’s education system not every parent,
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organization or parent group would be actively involved in the system change effort. Rather,
organizers of these collaboratives convene people are stakeholders and who represent
different subsystems. Then together, the group engages in the collaborative process of
prioritizing issues and strategies. Individual members are what make collaboratives work and
these members extend their work by sharing information about the initiative and its strategies

within their organizations and subsystem networks.

How Individuals Influence Change

Through their engagement in the collaborative, individuals address issues in complex
problem domains at multiple levels. These levels include their home organizations, within the
multiorganizational community collaboratives, within the community system, as well as their
broader communities and beyond. This section examines the mechanisms through which
individuals influence change. One way individuals bring about change is by eliciting certain
desired behaviors from others. The concepts of power and authority are important to
understanding how individuals influence the actions of others. In a community collaborative
context, these processes of system change requires a multipronged approach and
orchestrating the work of multiple, autonomous actors and managing multiple levels of
relationships and influence (Crosby & Bryson, 2010). Individuals leverage relationship
dynamics among their peers in the collaborative to influence the behavior of others and
subsequently advance the work of the collaborative. The individuals known for doing this are
those looked to as leaders. This section begins with a discussion of these ideas within the
literature on organizations and management, as well as networks and multiorganizational
collaboratives, followed by a review of the literature on leadership in a multiorganizational

collaborative setting.

Authority, Power, and Reputation

The concepts of authority, power, and reputation are key factors in study of system
change, leadership, collaboratives, and networks (Agranoff, 2006; Crosby & Bryson, 2005,
2010; Freeman, 1984, French, Jr. & Raven, 1959; Ingold & Leifeld, 2016; Mintzberg, 1990;

Weber, 1947). These ideas have a long history as important concepts within the fields of
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organizational management and public administration, and are important to recognize as part
of this dissertation. As a classic perspective on how an individual can compel the actions of
another, Weber (1947) introduces a typology of sources of authority: legal, traditional, and
charismatic, ideas which he builds on with an examination of legitimacy and its relationship
to authority and power among individuals (Weber, 1947, 1968). Raven and French (1959)
examine social power as a mechanism for compelling another individual’s behavior. They
characterize the primary bases of individual power as: coercive, reward, legitimate, expert,
and referent power (French, Jr. & Raven, 1959). Weber (1947, 1968) and French and Raven
(1959) discuss the concepts of authority and power in the context of organizational theory
and management, and both speak to how one individual can force or compel another to act.
Freeman (1984) takes a different approach and suggests stakeholder theory is how we should
think about strategic management. This approach emphasizes the social relationship among
stakeholders as the unit of analysis, whereas the earlier perspectives focus more on the actual
management tasks carried out by the individual manager with respect to inducing a desired
behavior from another (Freeman, 1984, 2004, 2010; French, Jr. & Raven, 1959; Weber,
1947). Freeman’s perspective places less emphasis on ideas from classic management like
POSDCORB and command and control over others, and puts more emphasis on the
influences that managers and subordinates have on one another and how those relationships
might influence desired organizational outcomes. This shift in emphasis marks a beginning in
differentiating between management and leadership. Mintzberg (1990) explores the
relationship between positional authority and power and the idea of leadership, explaining
that these ideas are unique but not mutually exclusive (Mintzberg, 1990). This suggest that in
an organizational context, the ideas of authority and power are clearly important in
understanding subordinate behavior but relationships among individuals should be
considered. Freeman (1984, 2004, 2010) and Mintzberg’s (1990) perspectives underscore the
shift in thinking about leadership from a role synonymous with being a manager to a
relationship-based phenomenon.

The relational perspective on leadership serves as the foundation for the theoretical

framework that Abers and Keck (2013) introduce for understanding how individuals within a
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multiorganizational collaborative go about influencing community system change. In a
multiorganizational collaborative context, Abers and Keck’s theory of practical authority
incorporates an individual’s reputation as a leader as an important factor related to a
collaborative’s outcomes and system change. This reputational perspective of leadership
marks a departure from a focus on the ways individuals interact, to emphasizing how
stakeholders perceive one another and the reputational and social capital that an individual’s
reputation affords them (Abers & Keck, 2013).

The ideas of leadership, authority, power, relationships, and reputation continue to
help us understand change within our organizations, communities, and institutions. A unique
feature of multiorganizational arrangements is they are typically non-hierarchical, making the
distinction between authority and leadership important. In the current study, I build on the
concept of practical authority and reputational capital within a multiorganizational
collaborative. Given, as Abers and Keck (2013) suggest, an individual’s reputation as a
leader is an important factor for bringing about system change, this dissertation aims to
understand who members of a collaborative look to as leaders and what kinds of leadership,
and specifically what it is about those individuals that may be associated with their reputation
among their peers. In the following sections, | review the literature on leadership in
collaboratives and public administration, and then position this study within that literature.

Relational Leadership

Leadership is a complex and widely studied topic with many perspectives on what
leadership is and its influence on outcomes (Northouse, 2015). Because of that breadth of
perspectives and research on leadership, it is important to position this study within the
broader body of work on leadership. Positioning this study within the broader literature on
leadership is especially important because this dissertation represents a departure from the
orthodox, role-based approach to studying leadership.

Large swaths of literature focus on understanding and characterizing leadership and
its relationship to outcomes in different contexts (for example see: Bass, 1985; Boin & Hart,
2003; Bryman, 1992; Bryson & Croshy, 1992; Donaldson Jr, 2001; Howell & Avolio, 1993;
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Messick & Kramer, 2004; Selznick, 2011; Sergiovanni, 1990, 1992; Terry, 1998; Van Vugt,
Johnson, Kaiser, & O’Gorman, 2008; Ward, 2011; Wart, 2003). Depending on the context,
different perspectives emerge about what leadership is and how to leverage it for desired
outcomes. For example, leadership in a hierarchically structured organization is discussed
differently than leadership within a flat interorganizational network that is made up of
autonomous organizations. Another example comes from an organizational perspective;
within an organization a skills approach to leadership suggests individual attributes (like
cognitive abilities and personality) and competencies (like knowledge, and problem-solving
skills) lead to desired outcomes of effective problem solving and performance (Katz, 1955,
1986; Mumford, Zaccaro, Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 2000; Northouse, 2015). Within a
collaborative, the perspective of integrative leadership conceptualizes leadership as a process
through which environmental conditions, governance structures, formal and informal
process, and contingencies interact to influence outcomes like public value and results
management (Crosby & Bryson, 2010). This context-dependent specificity to understanding
the concept of leadership is demonstrated by the multitude of leadership theories that are
largely skill and trait oriented like public leadership, trait-based leadership, the skills model,
servant, authentic, transactional, charismatic, transformational, collaborative, and integrative
leadership, among others.

A common thread across perspectives and theories on leadership is they characterize
and inform the relationships between individuals who collectively work toward a common
goal or higher order outcomes through their collective actions — whether as part of an
organization or a collaborative (Northouse, 2015). In this perspective leadership is an
inherently reputational concept, as demonstrated by leader-member exchange theory which
suggests one is understood as a leader only in relation to others and in particular contexts
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden et al.,
1997). In the next section, I review specific parts of the leadership literature that are
especially important to the question of who members of a collaborative look to as leaders.
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Theories of Leadership: Public, Collaborative, & Integrative Leadership

Within the leadership literature, the concepts of public, collaborative, and integrative
leadership assume a multiorganizational context, making these leadership theories
particularly salient to the study of collaboratives and complex problem domains (Bryson et
al., 2006; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Getha-Taylor, Holmes, Jacobson, Morse, & Sowa, 2011;
Kellerman & Webster, 2002; Morse, 2010; Nowell, 2010, 2010; Van Wart, 2014; Wart,
2003). Getha-Taylor et al. (2011) define public leadership as “leadership for the public good,
where challenges are complex, stakeholders are many, values are conflicting, and resources
are limited” (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011, p. i83). Here the authors point out the uniqueness of
public leadership compared to how leadership is conceptualized in other disciplines, arguing
because of that difference scholarly focus in this area should be revitalized and public
leadership should be brought back to the forefront of the research agenda of public
administration. In discussing current research on leadership in public settings, they highlight
the strong focus on only a few types of individuals who lead, namely top-level managers and
politicians, and call for more in-depth investigations of public leadership across all levels and
organizational fields (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011). By examining leadership within local,
community-led, multiorganizational collaboratives, the present study aims to advance this
area of leadership research.

The ideas of collaborative and integrative leadership also draw upon by the concepts
of public leadership. The literature on collaboration and leadership in a public setting goes
back several decades. Wood and Gray (1991) further develop Gray’s (1989) work on
collaboration and emphasize its focus on the “interorganizational problem domain” (Wood &
Gray, 1991, p. 140) and define collaboration as “occur[ing] when a group of autonomous
stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an interactive process, using shared rules,
norms, and structures, to act or decide on issues related to that domain” (Wood & Gray,
1991, p. 146). Building off this definition of collaboration, Chrislip and Larson (1994)
present a set of principles of collaborative leadership and define collaborative leadership as,
“bringing the appropriate people together in constructive ways with good information to

create authentic visions and strategies for addressing shared concerns of the organization or
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community...to convene, energize, facilitate, and sustain the process” (Chrislip & Larson,
1994, p. 146). Chrislip and Larson’s definition of collaborative leadership embodies Wood
and Gray’s (1991) definition of collaboration adding the idea of process facilitation. These
seminal references in the collaboration and leadership literature represent the beginnings of a
research tradition that continues today. Muller-Seitz (2012) notes the literature on leadership
within interorganizational networks is largely derived from empirical qualitative studies that
explore what leadership within collaboratives looks like and what it means for a network’s
outcomes (Miiller-Seitz, 2012).

The introduction of integrative leadership marks a development within the research
on collaboration, collaboratives, and leadership (Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Morse, 2010; Page,
2010; Silvia & McGuire, 2010; Sun & Anderson, 2012). Croshby and Bryson (2010) define
integrative leadership as "bringing diverse groups and organizations together in semi-
permanent ways and typically across sector boundaries to remedy complex public problems
and achieve the common good" (Crosby & Bryson, 2010, p. 211). Their definition of
integrative leadership further develops the previous perspectives of leadership in this context.
While these definitions seem very similar, scholars are not simply coming up with new ways
of saying the same thing. The more recent work of Crosby and Bryson (2010) advances
previous concepts of leadership through its focus on including the common good or public
value as an outcome of collaboration. Additionally, a strong emphasis on the broader
structures and processes of leadership in collaboratives further develops the initial concepts
of collaboration and definitions presented in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Huxham &
Vangen, 2000, 2004; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Morse, 2010).

Leadership and Reputational Leaders

Studying leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives presents a unique
opportunity to examine leadership in a context in which there are very few (if any) formal
structures of authority. This project incorporates the idea of reputational leadership into the
conversation in the literature about leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives. As

mentioned earlier, in the organizational literature the study of leadership usually involves an

20



assumption that individuals are leaders because they are in positions or have formal authority
over others (Northouse, 2015) . In collaboratives, leadership emerges differently because
individuals typically lack any formal authority or power in relation to other individuals in the
collaborative. Leadership in this context is inherently reputational, based on endorsement
among peers rather than assignment. Reputational leadership is relational, an assertion
largely based in leader member exchange theory, which suggest an individual is a leader if
others agree to be led by them (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). When that happens, these
individuals subsequently develop a reputation as leaders among their peers. In this
perspective, formal authority is less important because the individuals being led assent to the
leadership. Compared to the formal authority that accompanies positions of leadership,
reputational leadership is different from the positional leadership in that it does not assume
the leader has any authority based on their role. Using reputation as an indicator for
understanding the roles and structures of leadership is an approach employed in a variety of
fields including public administration, communication, and organizational research, among
others (Bonjean, 1963; Bonjean & Olson, 1964; Freeman, 2014; Huang & Provan, 2007,
Men & Stacks, 2013; Petrick, Scherer, Brodzinski, Quinn, & Ainina, 1999; Rindova et al.,
2006; Wong & Boh, 2010).

The processes and structures of leadership within collaboratives are based on
relationships among individuals within the collaborative (Abers & Keck, 2013; Croshy &
Bryson, 2010). Research suggests that reputation is formed through cognitive processes that
draw upon perceptions of behavior as well as traits (Burt, Kilduff, & Tasselli, 2013; Ibarra,
Kilduff, & Tsai, 2005; Nahapiet, 2008; Oliver, 1991; Rindova et al., 2006, 2005). The
concepts of community system change, collaboratives, and relational leadership coalesce in
Abers and Keck’s (2013) concept of practical authority. Their theory aims to explain how
individuals emerge as leaders in a context in which no one is in charge — or has role-based
authority over others. The following section reviews the theory of practical authority and
examines the role of practical authority in system change.
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The Role Of Practical Authority In Leading System Change

Practical authority is a theoretical perspective that helps inform change within
community level institutions through an emphasis on social processes (Abers & Keck, 2013).
In the context of local multiorganizational collaboratives, Abers and Keck (2013) explore
mechanisms of system change — specifically how individuals bring about change in a context
in which there is little positional authority. Abers and Keck study committees they describe
as, “sites in a multilevel, interactive, nonlinear process of institutional conception and
construction” (Abers & Keck, 2013, p. xvi). The authors illuminate the processes through
which local actors influence systems and institutions at the community level, with an
emphasis on evolution from being established to becoming high-functioning committees
responsible for policy and resource management (Abers & Keck, 2013). From their
perspective, community-level institutions are conceptualized similar to how institutions are
conceptualized in traditional institutional theory, namely as well-established norms, rules,
and procedures (Abers & Keck, 2013; Dimaggio & Powell, 1983). They describe the
community-level institutions as “commonly accepted ways of doing things” (Abers & Keck,
2013, p. 19). Within these institutions, practical authority is a type of power that emerges on
an individual-level as a function of that individual capacity and reputation for engaging in
processes aimed at bringing about community-level system change, as explained below in an
excerpt from their book.

Practical authority is a kind of power in which the capabilities to solve problems and
recognition by others allows an actor to make decisions that others follow. Our use of
authority is consistent with its Weberian meaning as the type of power that prompts
compliance on the basis of legitimacy (Weber 1968, 212-213), but we do not confine
it to the state (Abers & Keck, 2013, p. 7).

One of the challenges of untangling the ideas of power, reputation, and leadership is
the recursive relationship among these concepts. Abers and Keck address this recursive
nature of power and leadership in how they conceptualize practical authority. Here,
individual power is a function of an individual’s capacity and reputation, which in turn gives

them the credibility and legitimacy to lead others, which likely increases their power,
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capacity, and reputation. However, that recursive nature does not imply certain aspects of the
relationship cannot be better understood - which is the goal of this dissertation.

Abers and Keck’s theory illuminates the mechanisms individuals bring about change
in community institutions and systems. Their theory argues that within the context of
multiorganizational collaboratives there are key individuals who emerge to lead and guide
the processes of change. Abers and Keck’s work offers a perspective for understanding
leadership that is not based on formal roles within the committee or broader community, but
rather on the practical authority individuals accrue as a function of their reputation which is
based on others’ perceptions of them. These individuals are community stakeholders who
develop a reputation as a leader in their initiative based on how others perceive them, and not
necessarily based on a formal role or position within their committee. In a departure from
traditional studies of leadership, the current study leverages the theoretical framework of
practical authority in asking who do members of a collaborative look to as leaders.

The leadership roles described in the previous literature are both behavioral
descriptions of leadership as well as manifestations of practical authority in that they all
require the followers to consent to be influenced and represented by someone else.
Leadership is relational because it is about intent and action to influence, as well as an
endorsement of or legitimization of that action by those acted upon. The question emerges,
what is it about a member of a collaborative that drives their reputation as a leader? Clearly,
understanding what leadership looks like in collaboratives remains a priority on the research
agenda of scholars in this area. As Miiller-Seitz (2012) points out in his review most of these
studies are empirical and based on interviews, observations, and self-reported surveys. What
is missing from the literature is research that unpacks the comprehensive descriptions and
explores how the described dimensions are related and who typically is viewed as these
leaders within the collaborative. This study moves that conversation forward by asking how
are these reputational roles related and who do members of a collaborative look to for these
roles, and understanding how an individual may gain a reputation among their peers sheds
light on that question. A key finding from Nowell and Harrison 2010 was that there are

personal and organizational characteristics related to being identified as a leader. Nowell and
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Harrison (2010) find through interviews with collaborative members about identified leaders
that members describe both an individual’s personal characteristics as well as those of the
organization they represent are factors in their reputation as a leader in the collaborative. This
finding suggests a tension between these two types of characteristics, namely whether it is
the person’s characteristics that make them a leader or the setting the person is embedded in,
being the organization where they work. Bryson and Crosby’s (2010) model of integrative
leadership specifies “settings in which government is typically an important actor, but not the
only actor” (Croshy & Bryson, 2010, p. 212). Members of collaboratives are not just
individuals who represent public agencies or private organizations, but also individuals who
represent stakeholders groups and members of the general community. Any of these
individuals may emerge as leaders in this context. In the following sections, | review the
types of leaders identified in the literature followed by factors that may influence whether an

individual emerges as one.

Identifying Dimensions of Leadership in a Multiorganizational Collaborative

A review of literature on leadership in this context indicates the research in this area
has focused on empirically examination of cases using qualitative methodologies (Mller-
Seitz, 2012). A qualitative case-study approach richly characterizes how leadership emerges
in this kind of setting. This type of approach also provides insight on the ways stakeholders
and scholars perceive and characterize leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives.
There is a tension in this literature around conceptual approaches to leadership, as much of
this literature discusses leadership meaning conceptually different tasks and actions. From
this, it seems like scholars use the monolithic label of “leadership” to describe a multi-
dimensional concept. Metaphorically, this is like take an aerial photograph of a busy street in
New York City, and saying the individuals are all people. While the individuals are all
people, that generalization would miss the variation and dimensionality of the individuals in
the photograph. This tension is the motivation for this dissertation, which is to understand the
relationship among what appear to be distinct dimensions that make up the monolithic
conceptualization of leadership. | will be focusing on four key leadership roles prominent in
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the literature. The following sections include a detailed review and synthesis of the literature
from which these characterizations are drawn.

Over the last several decades, the collaboration and leadership literature has
introduced a number of different leadership roles. Descriptions of what leadership looks like
from the stakeholder and scholar perspectives are embedded within literature that focus on
the concepts of collaboration, network management, integrative leadership, and collaborative
governance (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Bonjean, 1963; Bonjean & Olson, 1964; Crosby &
Bryson, 2010; Drath et al., 2008; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Freeman, 2010; Gray,
1989; Sun & Anderson, 2012; Wood & Gray, 1991). Literature in this area also explores
leadership in collaboratives but largely from an organizational perspective. For example
when one organization is formally responsible for an interorganizational network’s
operations and outcomes, literature in this vein might ask how representatives from that
organization lead other members (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Carlson, 2007; Emerson,
Smutko, Initiative, & others, 2011; Freeman, 1984; McGuire & Agranoff, 2010; “The
Turning Point Initiative,” 2005). Also included in this literature is a demonstration of the
importance of leadership and organizational and collaborative outcomes (Ansell & Gash,
2008; Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Bryson et al., 2006; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Crosby &
Bryson, 2005, 2010; Foster-Fishman et al., 2001a; Getha-Taylor, 2008; Getha-Taylor &
Morse, 2013; Huxham & Vangen, 2000, 2004; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Mandell & Steelman,
2003; McGuire & Agranoff, 2010; McGuire & Silvia, 2009, 2010; Morse, 2010; Morse &
Stephens, 2012; Muller-Seitz, 2012; Nowell, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010; Page, 2010;
Page, Stone, Bryson, & Crosby, 2015; Silvia & McGuire, 2010).

Across this literature are a variety of conceptualizations of what it means to be a
leader. Seminal works in this area, Chrislip and Larson (1994) and Bryson, Crosby, and
Stone (2006) serve as markers for understanding leadership in collaborations. Chrislip and
Larson (1994) describe a collaborative leader as one who can “inspire commitment and
action; lead as a peer problem solver; build broad-based involvement; and sustain hope and
participation” (Chrislip & Larson, 1994). Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, (2006) synthesize the

literature on cross-sector collaboration, detailing the processes, structure and governance,
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contingencies, and constraints related to outcomes. Their work underscores the importance
of internal and external relationships, the formal and informal nature of governance
structures, and the collaborative process among others (Bryson et al., 2006). Building on
categories introduced in these articles, as well as those put forth by others including Nowell
and Harrison (2010), this dissertation characterizes leadership in collaboratives in the
following ways: thought leader, champion, process guardian, and recruiter. In the following
sections, | introduce each of these and link it with the literature on leadership in collaborative

contexts as well as to the broader perspectives on leadership across disciplines.

Thought Leader

Important to this leader role are tasks associated with working with collaborative
members to build common ground or shared understanding. Thought leaders build consensus
among members around problem framing. They also play a key role influencing the
development of a shared vision within the collaborative and establishing norms among
members (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Crosby & Bryson, 2005;
Emerson et al., 2012; Foster-Fishman et al., 2001a; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Morse, 2010;
Miller-Seitz, 2012; Nowell, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010; O’Leary et al., 2012; Page,
2010; “The Turning Point Initiative,” 2005; Wood & Gray, 1991). Related to building the
common ground among members is consensus building and synthesizing ideas to coalesce
around a meaning, problem frame, or strategy (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; McGuire &
Silvia, 2009; Morse & Stephens, 2012; O’Leary et al., 2012). Facilitating discussion and
guiding the thinking of the group are key aspects of the thought leader role.

The thought leader aspect of leadership within a collaborative has a strong focus on
the internal functioning of the collaborative. This role is largely focused on guiding the
thinking of the group; developing a common vision, language, and problem frame; and
building consensus (Nowell & Harrison, 2010; Nowell et al., 2016). This leader type links to
the ideas of strategic, visionary, and transformational leadership (Northouse, 2015; Rowe,
2001; Schedlitzki & Edwards, 2014; Westley & Mintzberg, 1989). The process of visionary

leadership is “future-oriented” (Rowe, 2001, p. 82), concerned with socialization and
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developing shared ideas, norms, language, values, and beliefs (Rowe, 2001; Schedlitzki &
Edwards, 2014; Westley & Mintzberg, 1989).

Champion

The champion works with stakeholders and groups not involved as “members” of the
collaborative to understand the broader environment and the position of the collaborative
within that environment. The champion aspect of leadership in a collaborative emerges from
the literature with a clear focus on the environment external to the collaborative (Nowell &
Harrison, 2010). This leader role works to understand the socio-political and economic
environment, this leader advocates and manages these external relationships to secure
resources, advance position of the collaborative, heighten its profile within the community,
and build external legitimacy of group’s efforts (Nowell & Harrison, 2010; Nowell et al.,
2016).

The champion role involves understanding the broader community context in which
the collaborative operates and leveraging that knowledge to the benefit of the collaborative.
Champions are keenly aware of available resources within the community that might be
beneficial, and knows how to access them. This role involves conducting environmental
scans to understand the social, political, economic, and technical factors that may influence
the collaborative’s work (Crosby & Bryson, 2005). This also means being mindful of
existing resources and actively managing relationships to increase opportunities for the
collaborative to access them (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Bryson
et al., 2006; Carlson, 2007; Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Emerson et al., 2012, 2011; Foster-
Fishman et al., 2001a; Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Mandell & Steelman, 2003; McGuire &
Agranoff, 2010; Morse, 2010; Morse & Stephens, 2012; Nowell & Foster-Fishman, 2011;
Page et al., 2015; Silvia & McGuire, 2010; “The Turning Point Initiative,” 2005).

Process Guardian
Whereas the thought leader focuses on guiding the thinking among members, the
process guardian emphasizes and protects the collaborative process members engage in while

working toward the collective goals. This individual has a focus on managing the
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relationships among members once they are “bought into” the idea and purpose of the
collaborative’s work. These individuals foster interactions among members including
harnessing conflict to make progress on objectives. This leadership role is integral in
facilitating constructive conflict management among members and actively works to balance
power differentials among members.

Process guardians have an internal focus but rather than building commitment or buy-
in, this leader role focuses on managing the interactions among stakeholders (Nowell &
Harrison, 2010). Chrislip and Larson (1994) discuss the importance of safeguarding the
process of collaboration. Crosby and Bryson (2005) and Bryson et al. (2006) reflect on the
importance of shared power and power balancing using “resources and tactics to equalize
power and manage conflict effectively” (Bryson et al., 2006, p. 48; Crosby & Bryson, 2005).
Mandell and Keast (2009) further emphasize the importance of this role in their work
emphasizing leadership in this context as process catalysts, highlighting the importance of
identifying and recognizing the power within those involved (Mandell & Keast, 2009).

The process guardian aspect of leadership is described in the literature as work that
protects and facilitates interpersonal interactions among members in an unbiased way (Ansell
& Gash, 2008; Bryson et al., 2006; Carlson, 2007; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Emerson et al.,
2012; Huxham & Vangen, 2000; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Morse, 2010; Page et al., 2015;
Sun & Anderson, 2012; Wood & Gray, 1991). These leaders work to manage and leverage
conflict for the betterment of the collaborative (Bryson et al., 2006; Carlson, 2007; Crosby &
Bryson, 2010; Emerson et al., 2012, 2011; Foster-Fishman et al., 2001a; Getha-Taylor, 2008;
Morse & Stephens, 2012). Finally, they work to empower all members and balance power
differentials in an effort to identify and capture the worth and resources members can
contribute to the collaborative (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bryson et al., 2006; Crosby & Bryson,
2005, 2010; Getha-Taylor, 2008; Huxham & Vangen, 2000, 2004; Mandell & Keast, 2009;
McGuire & Silvia, 2010; Morse & Stephens, 2012; Silvia & McGuire, 2010). Process
guardians ensure everyone has a voice in the decision-making process and work to move

from discussion to action.
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Recruiter

The recruiter aspect of leadership within collaboratives has an emphasis on growing
the collaborative. This role has a focus on the ability to identify and bring stakeholders into
group, securing the involvement and commitment of key stakeholders. Recruiters bring in
uninvolved stakeholders for initial engagement in the collaborative. This role requires an
understanding of who is in the broader community, the ability to communicate the
collaborative’s mission and importance, and the ability to secure initial buy-in of key
stakeholders. The recruiter role is different from the thought leader role in that the recruiter
ascertains who in the community should be involved and convinces them to come. This role
is discussed as the ability to conduct stakeholder analyses, build broad involvement, build
diverse membership, conduct stakeholder identification and engagement, and convene
critical stakeholders (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Croshy &
Bryson, 2010; Emerson et al., 2011; Foster-Fishman et al., 2001a; Huxham & Vangen, 2000;
Mandell & Steelman, 2003; Morse & Stephens, 2012; Page, 2010; Wood & Gray, 1991).

In summary, the first part of this dissertation asks how different dimensions of
leadership discussed in the literature are related to one another. This question contributes to
the literature on leadership perspectives, particularly the ideas of distributed leadership in a
collaborative setting (for example, Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Emerson et al., 2012; Mandell &
Keast, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). This broad question is explored through four sub-
questions that assess how these dimensions are related, which dimensions are more
frequently recognized by members, and how individuals tend to be seen across these roles.
These sub-questions ask (1) to what extent are nominations into each of the dimensions
correlated; (2) what is the frequency and concentration of nominations across the categories;
(3) what is the breadth of nominations across individuals, put another way, do individuals
tend to be nominated in multiple roles or within a single role; and finally (4) are these

dimensions distinct constructs or do they reflect an overarching idea?
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A Model of Practical Authority within Collaboratives

This dissertation also investigates factors associated with an individual being looked
to as a leader within a collaborative, in addition to exploring the dimensionality of leadership
in multiorganizational community collaboratives. Building largely on the findings of Nowell
and Harrison (2010), this study employs a quantitative examination of the extent to which
personal and organizational factors are associated with an individual adopting and being
identified in different leadership capacities. Both personal attributes of individuals and the
social and organizational context of which that individual represents are identified in the
literature as having importance. To date, these two explanations are rarely considered in
tandem. The ability to comprehensively describe leadership in this context has occupied
much of the research agenda; however, less attention has been paid to modeling antecedents
of leader emergence. This dissertation contributes to the literature by examining personal,
social, and organizational factors associated with reputation as a leader. In this model, the
personal factors that may influence whether an individual is identified as a leader among
their peers include how the individual feels toward the collaborative and its work, the extent
to which they feel they have the ability to bring about change, and the extent to which they
are positioned within the community as a power broker. Characteristics of the organization
the individual represents on the collaborative may also influence whether the individual is
identified as a leader. These characteristics include the extent of mission alignment between
the organization and collaborative, and the organization’s capacity to engage in the work of
the collaborative. The hypotheses associated with these relationships are listed below and
depicted in Figure 2.1.

H1: An individual’s personal attributes of motivation, capacity, and relational capital

will be positively associated with being looked to as a leader in a community

collaborative.

H2: The attributes of the organization an individual represents will be positively

associated with being looked to as a leader in a community collaborative.
In the follow sections, | review the literature on both personal and organizational/contextual

attributes to further explicate the model.
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Figure 2.1: Proposed Model of Personal & Organizational Factors Associated with Being Viewed as a
Leader

Proposed Model Relationships

The model shown above in Figure 2.1 includes a number of predictor and outcome
variables. The outcome variables include an overall measure of reputation for leadership, as
well as the four dimensions explored in this study. Broadly, the predictor variables are
categorized as motivational, capacity, and relational factors that may influence whether an
individual is looked to as a leader among collaborative members. Within these categories are
motivation, capacity, and relational factors related to an individual’s personal attributes, as
well as related to the organization they represent. In the following sections, | will make an

argument for an expected positive and significant relationship between each of these factors
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and the outcome variables. However, in addition to the expected positive relationships
overall, I will hypothesize that the group of personal attributes are likely more important in

understanding who is looked to as a leader.

Personal Attributes

There is ample theory to suggest that an individual’s personal attributes factor into the
likelihood that they will be viewed as a leader. The following sections discuss the types of
attributes that may influence an individual’s reputation for the different aspects of leadership
that this study examines. These attributes are structured within categories of motivation,
individual capacity, and relational capacity.
Personal Motivation

Personal motivation is about motivation to act on behalf of the collaborative. The
theorized mechanism is that individuals with higher motivation will be viewed as leaders
because they are more motivated to take on leadership roles. The way an individual feels
toward the collaborative, as well as how they feel toward working for the general public
good, is likely evident to their peers because those feelings are linked to their behaviors and
language. Individuals may view the collaborative as a resource they can draw upon to meet
their psychological or physiological needs (McMillan & Chavis, 1986), or alternatively as
something they have a responsibility to or for, as a function of how they view themselves and
their belief system (Nowell & Boyd, 2010, 2014; Nowell et al., 2016).

Sense of Community (SOC) is a psychological construct that “refers to the
fundamental human phenomenon of collective experience” (Peterson et al., 2008, p. 62). The
four aspects of SOC include (1) membership, or a feeling of belonging; (2) influence, or a
sense of mattering to a group and its members; (3) integration and fulfillment of needs or the
feeling that one can meet their needs through their group membership; and (4) shared
emotional connection or the belief that members share core aspects of themselves based on
their shared membership (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Peterson et al., 2008). Overall, the

underpinnings of SOC reflect an individual’s perception of their community as a resource.
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This perception would motivate an individual to behave in a way that protects the resource
that is meeting their need needs.

The theory of Sense of Community-Responsibility (SOC-R) suggests community
members may feel responsibility for their community as a function of the interaction between
the community context, who the member sees themselves as within that community, and
their existing normative values and beliefs (Nowell & Boyd, 2010, 2014). Nowell and Boyd
(2010; 2014) argue SOC-R is a different and complementary perspective of how an
individual views their community. The difference between SOC and SOC-R is that SOC-R
suggests one’s community IS not just a source from which they draw resources to meet their
physiological and psychological needs as seen in SOC (McMillan & Chavis, 1986), but it can
also be a source to which a member feels a responsibility toward (Nowell & Boyd, 2010,
2014). Nowell and Boyd (2014) define SOC-R as “a feeling of personal responsibility for the
individual and collective well-being of a community of people not directly rooted in an
expectation of personal gain” (Nowell & Boyd, 2014, p. 231). They explain that SOC-R is
“born out of an interaction between an individual’s perception of the community context
[situation] and their personal belief system concerning what one’s relationship to such a
community should [emphasis in original] be” (Nowell & Boyd, 2010, p. 836). An individual
with a strong SOC-R would be motivated to act as a leader out of obligation, because it is the
right thing for them to do in the situation, thus increasing the likelihood that they will be
identified as leaders among collaborative members.

Another aspect of personal motivation may be the way an individual feels toward
public or community service overall. A central tenet of the public administration literature,
PSM is defined in a lot of different ways as Wright et al. (2013) and others point out. Rainey
and Steinbauer’s (1999) explain that PSM reflects an individuals “general altruistic
motivation to serve the interest of a community of people” (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999, p.
23). Scholarly research on PSM is deep and is often studied as an individual level predictor
of individual behaviors and organizational outcomes (Bozeman & Su, 2014; Bright, 2013;
Caillier, 2014; Clerkin & Coggburn, 2012; Crewson, 1997; Nowell et al., 2016; Paarlberg &
Lavigna, 2010; Wright, Christensen, & Pandey, 2013a; Wright & Pandey, 2008). Bellé
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(2014) finds enhanced effects of transformational leadership among individuals with higher
self-reported levels of PSM. Nowell et al. (2016) explore the relationship among PSM, SOC-
R, and two of the three dimensions of collaborative leadership discussed in the present study,
thought leaders and champions. In their study, Nowell et al. (2016) found that PSM and
SOC-R are unique constructs and that SOC-R mediates the relationship between PSM and
collaborative leadership. Nowell et al.’s (2016) findings suggest that PSM is not directly
related to leadership in a collaborative and the relationship between an individual’s PSM and
recognition by peers as a leader is mediated by an individual’s SOC-R. However, given that
collaboratives work in complex problem domains and focus on public issues, and that PSM is
a central tenet of public administration scholarship, it is useful to continue to explore and
confirm this relationship. Higher levels of PSM might motivate an individual to act as a
leader because they have a stronger desire to serve the community.

Personal Capacity

Having a strong sense of self-efficacy to engage in this broader sense may be an
especially important factor in whether an individual is identified as a leader among their
peers in a collaborative. An individual’s personal capacity for leadership may be a reflection
of a number of factors including their own self-efficacy, or belief in themselves to act in that
capacity, their technical or content knowledge in the area, their level of legitimacy in the
field and community, and their actual skill in carrying out activities related to leadership.
Prior research demonstrates that an individual’s organizational commitment is positively
influenced by their level of empowerment (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990;
Kraimer, Seibert, & Liden, 1999; Sims & Kroeck, 1994; Spreitzer, 1995a; Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990). The relationship between psychological empowerment and
transformational and transactional leadership is explored in the organizational literature
(Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, Schippers, & Stam, 2010;
Spreitzer, DeJanasz, & Quinn, 1999). In an organizational context, where the leader-follower
relationship is that of a supervisor and subordinate, psychological empowerment is
demonstrated as mediator between transformational leadership and organizational

commitment (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004); as a predictor of leadership measured as

34



being an innovative, upward influencing, and inspirational supervisor (Pieterse et al., 2010;
Spreitzer et al., 1999). In a collaborative context psychological empowerment may be
perceived as high levels of commitment to the collaborative.

Another factor that is related to personal capacity is an individual’s prior experience
in this unique context. The extent to which an individual has prior experience in
multiorganizational community collaboratives may influence their engagement in and
reputation as a leader. The mechanism behind this follows the same logic used in other
aspects of professional capacity, where work experience is thought to lead to higher levels of
capacity. Thus, prior experience in collaboratives will increase the personal capacity of an
individual to engage in leadership because that experience helps them understand how
collaboratives work, and they can draw upon that experience in thinking about past
leadership experiences and the outcomes of that experience.

Personal Relational Capacity

An individual’s reputation as a powerful actor in their broader community (beyond
the boundaries of the collaborative) may be an important factor that influences whether that
individual is identified as a leader within the collaborative. The concept of power has a
strong presence in the field of public administration and in network governance in particular.
In their review of network research, Berry et al. (2004) identify the role of power in the ideas
of network centrality, social capital and structural holes, and the policy process among others
(Berry et al., 2004). In this study, reputation in the broader network is defined as individuals
who have the most power to bring about improvements in the focal system in which the
collaborative is working. A network perspective suggests reputation as a powerful individual
within the broader community may signal to peers they have the formal authority or political
capital to act in certain ways.

For an individual, having a reputation in the broader community as a powerful actor
may influence whether an individual is identified as a leader among their peers. The
proposition that social capital conveys overall advantage and increased access to valuable
resources is a core to the network literature (Burt, 1992, 2000; Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet,

2008; Rethemeyer & Hatmaker, 2007). In their study of leadership in collaboratives, Nowell
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and Harrison (2010) find that political capital (a variant of social capital) is a core capacity
that leaders within the collaborative conferred to the collaborative through their participation.
Individuals who are perceived by others as powerful in a broader sense, beyond the scope of
the collaborative, can transfer some of their political capital to the collaborative and are

therefore likely to be identified as leaders within the collaborative.

Attributes of the Organization an Individual Represents

An alternative approach to explaining leadership is to consider whether leaders are
identified not because of who they are as people, but rather what they represent from an
organizational perspective. Using a similar framework to that used to model personal
attributes, this dissertation aims to understand how organizational factors of motivation and
capacity influence an individual’s identification as a leader.

Organizational Motivation

Representing an organization that does the same type of work as the collaborative
may be one factor that influences whether an individual has a reputation as a leader among
their peers. Organizations may become involved in a broad number of collaboratives, some
more central to their mission than others. Similarity between an organization and
collaborative may be reflected by having similar missions, processes, clients or stakeholders.
Provan and Lemaire (2012) highlight the relationship between organizations that are most
central and involved in a network as being critical to the goals of the network (Provan &
Lemaire, 2012). The extent to which a collaborative and an organization that is a member of
it overlap on these dimensions of similarity may influence whether an individual representing
that organization is identified as a leader. An individual who represents an organization that
has a similar mission or serves a similar population may bring specialized expertise or
resources from their organization. The overlap in mission and kind of work may motivate
them to act in certain ways that leads to a reputation as a leader.

Organizational Capacity

Nowell and Harrison (2010) identified an enabling organizational context including

organizations with higher levels of autonomy from the agencies that oversee them, were
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larger in size, had more financial resources, and with less turmoil within the department as a
key factor in leadership emergence (Nowell & Harrison, 2010). Consistent with this, Currie,
Grunic, and Hodges (2011) examine leadership in public services networks and find the
organizational context has a clear link with the network and emergence of leadership within
it (Currie, Grubnic, & Hodges, 2011). Guo and Acar (2005) found resource scarcity to have a
significant but negative relationship with the tendency of the organization to form
collaborative agreements among agencies, suggesting a relationship between the resources of
the home organization and willingness to take collaborative action (Guo & Acar, 2005).
Collectively, this body of literature suggests stability and resource munificence are important
factors associated with individual and organizational behavior. Organizational age and size
may be indicative of stability, and the more stable an organization the more likely it is to
engage in activities external to the organization’s core purpose. Individuals who represent
older or larger organizations may have more autonomy to divert some of their time effort

from their home organization to the collaborative and engage in leadership behaviors.

Relative Importance of Personal and Organizational/Contextual Factors

This study aims to help scholars and practitioners better understand which members
are looked to for leadership in multiorganizational community collaboratives. An
individual’s reputation as a leader, like other reputations, is a function of their own attributes
and the attributes of their connections (here, meaning the individual’s connection to the
organizations they represent) (Huang & Provan, 2007; Nahapiet, 2008). Within these broad
groupings of personal and organizational attributes, there are motivational, capacity, and
relational factors that may be associated with whether an individual is seen as a leader.
Factors within these attribute groupings have not yet been examined together in the literature
to date.

Overall, an individual’s personal attributes may be more strongly associated with
their reputation than attributes of the organization they represent on the collaborative.
Personal attributes may have a stronger association overall because it is individuals and not

organizations that engage in the collaborative. The theory of planned behavior tells us that
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individuals’ feelings influence their behaviors (Ajzen, 1985). Actions and behaviors are part
of the factors that influence an individual’s reputation among peers (Ingold & Leifeld, 2016;
Rindova et al., 2006, 2005). Individuals may represent an organization, but with respect to
how others see them, their personal attributes are likely to be more important than attributes
of the organization they represent because those personal attributes are more closely related
to how they act. Their feelings toward the collaborative and others in their community may
lessen the influence on their organization on how others see them. In addition to the positive
significant relationships expected across all predictor variables, | hypothesize the personal
suite of predictor variables will be more strongly associated with the outcome variables
compared to the organizational predictors.

H3: An individual’s personal attributes will have a stronger association with being

looked to as a leader in a community collaborative, relative to the attributes of their

organization.

Summary

Currently the literature on leadership in collaboratives has a strong focus on what
leadership looks like and how it relates to outcomes. At times this literature suggests a
monolithic idea of leadership in collaboratives, using rich descriptions of a wide variety of
tasks and actions that seem related in some ways but unique in others. This dissertation aims
to advance that literature by examining dimensions of leadership, specifically how the
aspects of leadership included in these multidimensional descriptions are related, and by
doing so reducing some of the ambiguity about what leadership means in this setting.
Additionally, this dissertation examines what personal and organizational/contextual factors
are associated with whether an individual is looked to as a leader among their peers. |
hypothesize both personal and organizational factors are associated with being looked to as a
leader. Further | hypothesize that personal factors are more strongly associated with this
reputation compared to organizational attributes because how an individual feels may be
more closely related to their reputation compared to what they represent. The theory of
practical authority suggests that individuals develop a kind of authority based on their
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interactions. This theory argues that in the absence of positional authority or power,
individuals draw upon this ‘practical authority’ to influence the actions of others to advance
the work of the collaborative. From a practical standpoint early identification of leaders may

further advance a collaborative’s efforts and help sustain it by embedding the collaborative

into the community.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

Research Context

The present study is embedded within a larger project that aimed to understand the
influence of a system change initiative on community systems. The community systems
targeted for change by the initiative were those that provide services and supports for
children with special health care needs (CYSHCN) and their families. Led by the North
Carolina Department of Health and Human Services Children and Youth Branch, this
ongoing initiative provides a framework of system change designed to be implemented at the
county level. Counties use the framework in designing and implementing county-led system
improvements that serve the CYSHCN community. The intent of the system change initiative
is not to fund program or service delivery, but to build counties’ capacity to provide services.
This is accomplished by funding a county coordinator who provides operational support for a
multiorganizational collaborative that is made up of representatives from service-delivery
organizations and individual community members. Members of these collaboratives assess
the county system, identify opportunities for improvements, and develop and implement
strategies intended to bring about the needed system changes identified by the group.

Within each county, the host agency is the local public health department, which
applies for the program funding and serves as the fiduciary. The initiative requires that each
participating county establish a multiorganizational community collaborative that includes
individuals, as well as representatives from groups and organizations that advocate for or
provide services to CYSHCN. Some organizations that participate began their involvement
during the application process, and their participation is required as part of the funding
agreement. Other collaborative members are recruited as part of the system change process.
These members are additional service-delivery agencies and groups, family members of
CYSHCN, and individual community advocates of CYSHCN. The funding agreement
between the state and local health departments stipulates that a coordinator be hired by the
local health department to provide operational support for the collaboratives. The coordinator
provides support by working to convene the initial members of the collaborative, securing
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meeting locations, providing updates to internal and external stakeholders, and facilitating
collaborative meetings within each county. However, the coordinator is not “in charge” of
collaborative members; rather, agency representatives and individuals voluntarily participate.
The collaborative members work together with the assistance of the coordinator to assess
their community’s system, identify opportunities for realignment amongst system
components, and develop and implement strategies for improvement.

The present study uses secondary data from an evaluation of this system change
initiative. The evaluation sought to understand the interim improvements in county system-
change capacity, as well as changes in service delivery outcomes that occur as a function of
the county collaborative going through the system change process. As part of evaluation
there were four primary data collection points. Data were collected via interviews, an initial
online survey, focus group discussions, and a second online survey. The secondary data used
in the present study are drawn from the second stakeholder survey, which was the final data

collection point in the evaluation.

Sampling Procedures

The research questions that guide this study are analyzed using data provided in the
final survey of the evaluation by active collaborative members who attend meetings as
representatives of community organizations or agencies. The sample was identified using
multiple strategies. First, each coordinator provided a current membership and email
distribution list, which served as the initial sample. Next, individuals identified as a
stakeholder in any of the prior three data collection cycles were added to the sample. Then, in
a meeting between the researcher and the coordinator, each coordinator reviewed the sample
for their county. During that review, the coordinator confirmed the subsystem the respondent
represented, provided contact information for current stakeholders, and noted any individuals
who were no longer system stakeholders (e.g. the person moved out of the community or had
switched positions/organizations). The information the coordinator provided helped further

develop the sample by adding individuals who were stakeholders but not already identified,
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updating contact information, and eliminating individuals who were no longer part of the
system in each county.

The first stage of the sampling process identified a total of 426 individuals who were
organizational representatives. Responses were received from 269 organizational
representatives, for a response rate of 63%. However, the sample criteria for the present
study were limited to organizational representatives who were involved in a collaborative
over the 12 months preceding the survey data collection. A survey item was used to identify
those individuals who self-reported attending at least one meeting or event in the 12 months
prior to data collection. Of the 269 organizational representatives who responded, 187 self-
identified as active in the collaborative by attending at least one meeting in the preceding 12
months. Initially, the strategy for assessing the response rate was to use the activity level as
characterized by the coordinators as the total sample size. However, this strategy was
abandoned because a crosstabulation analysis of coordinator versus self-reported attendance
suggested that the coordinator characterizations under reported activity level. It is unknown
exactly how many of the 426 organizational representatives actually met the sample inclusion
criterion of attending at least one meeting or event in the 12 months preceding the survey.
Accordingly, the more conservative response rate (63%) is reported, reflecting the total
organizational respondents as a proportion of all organizational respondents regardless of
activity level. Self-reported activity was deemed to be more reliable of the two because the
coordinators were not always in attendance of sub-committee meetings and therefore may be

unaware of actual participation.

Data Collection Procedures

Data collection occurred in spring 2016 via an online survey using Qualtrics survey
software. Data collection followed a four-step process approved by the university
Institutional Review Board (NCSU IRB Study #2187). The process began with an
introductory email sent to the entire sample approximately three days prior to launching the
survey. This message served two purposes, sample refinement and alerting potential

respondents the survey was coming. The sample refinement occurred through analyzing the
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bounce-back emails, which helped to identify incorrect email addresses, identifying
additional stakeholders by way of referrals from those included in the sample, and finally
individuals who no longer lived in the community could notify they were no longer a current
stakeholder of the county’s system. Another purpose of the pre-launch email was to alert
potential respondents of the data collection so when they received the email invitation it was
something they were expecting and had previously considered. The second stage of the data
collection process was actually launching data collection. This involved activating the survey
in Qualtrics and sending a personalized email invitation with an active link unique to each
respondent. The third step was a set of three reminder emails, spaced several days to one
week apart, were sent to non-responders and non-finishers. These emails restated the purpose
of the data collection, the timeline, and included instructions for accessing the survey or re-
accessing it if they had partially completed it. Additional contact was made in the event of
receiving out of office responses and email kickbacks, etc. The fourth and last step in the data
collection process involved making personal follow-up phone calls to non-responders and
non-finishers. These calls were to ensure they received the email communications, knew they
could come back and finish any incomplete surveys, and encourage their participation. In that
final step, a number of individuals reported they had not received any of the prior email
communication. Investigation into that matter revealed that for one large public health
agency the IP address assigned to Qualtrics had been blacklisted by the spam filter the
organization used. As a result of that issue, data collection was extended by an additional
week so as to allow time for individuals from that organization to respond. Data collection
lasted approximately 5 weeks. Once the survey was closed, the data was downloaded to
university-owned and password protected servers and subsequently deleted from the
Qualtrics online survey software. All data and analysis files are stored on university servers

and IRB study approval will be maintained throughout the duration of the project.

Respondent Descriptives

There were 187 respondents who met criteria for inclusion in this study. Descriptive
analyses were conducted for the respondents who indicated they were organizational
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representatives who attended at least one meeting in the preceding 12 months. The following

tables show frequency distributions for these categorical descriptive variables.

Table 3.1: Respondent Age

Age Frequency Percent
18-30 73 39.0
31-40 56 29.9
41-50 36 19.3
51-65 6 3.2
66 and over 2 1.1
Missing 14 7.5
Total 187 100
Range 18-77 years
Mean 33.5 years
Skewness 1.079
Kurtosis 2.489

Table 3.2: Respondent Race/Ethnicity
Race Frequency Percent
American Indian/Alaska Native 11 5.9
Black 15 8.0
Hispanic or Latino 7 3.7
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 1 0.5
White 136 72.7
Other 3 1.6
Missing 14 7.5
Total 187 100
Skewness -1.998
Kurtosis 2.788

Table 3.3: Respondent Gender
Gender Frequency Percent
Female 157 84
Male 18 9.6
Missing 12 6.4
Total 187 100
Skewness 2.637
Kurtosis 5.013
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Table 3.4: Respondent Education

Highest Education Level Frequency Percent
Some HS 1 0.5
GED or HS Diploma 6 3.2
Associate’s degree 13 7.0
Bachelor’s degree 66 35.3
Master’s degree 70 374
PhD, MD, or JD 13 7.0
Missing 18 9.6
Total 187 100
Skewness -.754
Kurtosis 1.166

Table 3.5: Meeting Attendance Frequency
Number of meetings attended in prior 12 months Number Percent
1 to 10 meetings 139 74.3
11 to 20 meetings 30 16.0
21 to 30 meetings 8 4.3
31 to 40 meetings 4 2.1
41 or more meetings 3 1.6
Missing 3 1.6
Total 187 100
Skewness 4.368
Kurtosis 27.135

Over half of the respondents were between 18 and 40 years old. Over 80% had

obtained at least a bachelor’s degree and over 70% were women. Approximately 75% had

attended between one and ten events.

Response Bias

To understand how representative respondents are of the overall sample population, a
response bias was conducted. Data available for that analysis were respondent organizational

mission and the target population served by the organizations individuals represent. These

data were used to classify individuals into community subsystems according to

organizational characteristics, which were then confirmed by the coordinator. The response

bias analysis shows the extent to which the subsystems in the community are included in this




study by way of respondent participation. The table below shows a response bias through a
comparison of participation across subsystem between the individuals included in the overall

sample and those who responded to the survey.

Table 3.6: Subsystems Represented

Subsystem % of Sample | % of Respondents
Medical Health Care Provider 20.9 16.6
Public Health 20.4 18.2
Education 14.8 14.4
Early Intervention 7.4 9.1
Behavioral Health Care Provider 6.5 75
Parent Resource Groups 6.1 7.5
Higher Education 5.7 4.8
Social Services 3.9 3.2
Community Services 3.9 5.9
Advocacy 3.5 4.3
Justice System 2.6 0.5
Community Inclusion & Recreation 2.2 1.1
Occupational, Vocational, & Physical Therapy 1.3 1.1
Faith Community 0.4 0.5
Consulting 0.4 0.5
Grand Total 100 100

The responding sample appears to slightly over-represent the early intervention,
parent resource groups, and community services — and under-represent the justice system,

and community inclusion and recreation.

Measures And Measure Development

Dependent Variables

The research questions that guide this study ask how are the dimensions of leadership
in collaboratives related, and what factors are associated with whether an individual is known
for enacting leadership in a collaborative. These questions are based on the assumptions that

leadership is relational. In this context individuals do not have positional authority over
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others, and collaborative members themselves enact leadership roles. This study examined
four distinct dimensions of leadership within collaboratives: thought leader, champion,
process guardian, and recruiter. Descriptions of each aspect of leadership are shown in Table
3.7.

Table 3.7: Leader Role Descriptions

Leader Role Description

Thought Leader An individual who works to facilitate the discussion and guides the thinking
of the group.

Champion An individual who works to establish positive external relationships in
order to secure resources or advance the group's efforts.

Process Guardian An individual who helps keep the group organized, ensuring that everyone

has a voice in the decision-making process. They also make sure the group
stays on track in moving from discussion to action.

Recruiter An individual who survey respondents identified as approaching them about
becoming involved in the initiative.

Whether an individual is known for enacting leadership in this context is
operationalized using peer nominations. Respondents who attended at least one event in the
12 months prior to completing the survey were asked to nominate other collaborative
members who had a reputation for enacting the previously described dimensions of
leadership. An individual survey item that asks whether the respondent attended any
meetings, activities, or events over the prior 12 months was used as a filter for questions
about involvement in the collaborative, including the leadership nomination data. This survey
item was used as the filter rather than coordinator characterization of activity level based on
the assumption that individuals who attend meetings or events (not just 1/3 or more of them)
will be knowledgeable about how the collaborative and its members function.

Peer nomination is well established in the literature as a reliable indicator of others’
behavior (Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, & Hymel, 1979; Bjérkqvist, 1994; Vecchio, 2011). In
this study, respondents who indicated they attended at least one meeting were asked to

nominate their peers into the four leader roles. Rather than using a self-report survey item

47



that asks respondents directly whether they are a leader, peer endorsement asks, “who else,
not including you, engages in this type of leadership behavior?”” Responses to a question that
asks individuals if they themselves are leaders may be influenced by a desirability bias. The
peer endorsement strategy eliminates that bias. Notably, the peer nomination method
addresses concerns of common method bias in modeling, a primary concerns with social
science research (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, &
Podsakoff, 2012). Of the 187 individuals who indicated they represented an organization and
were involved in the collaborative over the prior 12 months, 82 were endorsed by their peers
as leaders in one of the four categories.

Peer nominations were collected in two ways. First, with the recruiter role,
respondents were asked, “How did you come to be involved in this collaborative? Please
provide names of individuals who approached you, if possible.” The response format was
structured so that respondents could describe their story of how they came to be involved.
These responses were cleaned and used to compute a new summative variable reflecting
recruiter nominations. With the thought leader, champion, and process guardian roles,
respondents were provided a brief description of the role and asked to nominate up to five
other individuals, other than themselves, who enact each type of leadership. A copy of the
instrument is included in Appendix A. This copy is exported from Qualtrics and shows the
actual questions, response options, and filters used in the data collection. The questions
related to leadership are asked in items numbered 29, 44, 45, and 46. Respondents were
permitted to nominate an individual for more than one category, and were asked to provide
both the nominee’ name and organization (if applicable). The primary difference in question
structure between the recruiter role and the others was the recruiter question allowed
narrative responses. The recruiter question was structured based on the assumption that
involvement is discrete. With the recruiter role, | am interested in learning about who is out
in the community telling others about the initiative and encouraging them to get involved. |
assume there was time at which the individual was unaware of the collaborative. Then there
was an interaction with someone, after which they became aware or initially engaged, which

to me is recruitment into the collaborative. It could be argued that recruitment is a process,
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however interactions that may lead an individual to become further or more deeply engaged
is beyond the scope of the recruiter dimension of leadership in this study and begins to
encroach upon the other leader dimensions investigated. For this reason, | made the choice to
use a narrative response option and code the nominations.

All the nomination data were transformed into new variables in the dataset. The data
were cleaned and used to compute new variables, which are the dependent variables in the
regression analysis described in the following sections. The new variables represent scores
calculated for each respondent. Only those nominees who also responded to the survey were
included in the analysis because no predictor information was available for those individuals.
This means that some individuals who were part of the larger sample were nominated, but
these individuals were not included in the analysis because there was missing data for every
other variable.

The nomination scores reflect the number of nominations each individual received in
each of the four dimensions of leadership. To compute the scores, a series of mathematical
computations was conducted. First nominations were summed. To allow for comparison of
nominations across counties the summative nomination variables were normed by dividing
them by the size of the county collaborative. The size of each collaborative was calculated
using the coordinator activity level classifications, using “occasional” as a floor for being
counted as a member. To norm the nomination variables, each respondent’s total number of
nominations were divided by the maximum number of nominations they could have received
based on the number of collaborative members. This was done for each of the four leadership
variables. In addition to the four dimensions of leadership, a fifth variable was calculated that
reflects an overall leadership score. This overall leadership variable is a composite of
nominations across the four dimensions, rather than a separate survey item. For the overall
leadership variable, the maximum number of nominations was the collaborative size times
four before it was used in the division, since there were four different questions. After the
norming process, each respondent had a score ranging from zero to one, where a one
represented the individual received all possible nominations. Descriptives for the normed

dependent variables are presented below.
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Table 3.8: Dependent Variables Normed by Collaborative Size

Thought Champion Process Recruiter Overall
Leader Nominations | Guardian Nominations | Leader
Nominations | Normed Nominations | Normed Nominations
Normed Normed Normed
N 187 187 187 187 187
Mean .0157 .0134 .0100 .0115 .0127
Skewness 3.797 4.015 5.789 7.307 6.052
SE of Skewness | .178 .178 .178 .178 . 178
Kurtosis 18.140 21.078 37.912 57.662 44.264
SE of Kurtosis .354 . 354 . 354 . 354 . 354
Minimum .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
Maximum .28 .25 31 48 .30

These variables will be used to investigate the second research question using a
generalized linear regression negative binomial model designed for count data. To be useful
in that analysis, the normed variables are transformed back to whole numbers. To transform
the normed variables back into integers, the variable was multiplied by 100 then rounded to
the nearest whole number. This is necessary because a negative binomial model assumes the
outcome variables are counts. In this study, the DVs reflect actual count data where
individuals either receive a nomination or they do not. Partial nominations are not possible.
Nomination counts are greater than zero and whole numbers. The necessary regression
analysis for these type and distribution of data is a negative binominal regression model,
which requires whole integers with values that are zero or greater. Descriptives for the

normed and transformed dependent variables is presented below.
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Table 3.9: Dependent Variables Normed by Collaborative Size and Transformed for use in Negative
Binomial Regression Model

Thought | Champion | Process Recruiter Overall

Leader Normed Guardian Normed Leader

Normed Normed Normed
N 187 187 187 187 187
Mean 1.6043 1.3690 1.0160 1.1604 1.2193
SE of Mean .28122 .23504 .27018 .38454 .25827
Std. Deviation 3.84562 | 3.21417 3.69463 5.25847 3.53174
Variance 14.789 10.331 13.650 27.652 12.473
Skewness 4.455 4.590 7.077 8.857 7.289
SE of Skewness | 3.756 3.920 5.754 7.291 6.004
Kurtosis 178 178 178 178 178
SE of Kurtosis 17.839 20.072 37.392 57.515 43.744
Minimum .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
Maximum 28.00 25.00 31.00 48.00 30.00

Correlations between the normed and transformed dependent variables are shown in

the table below.

Table 3.10: Correlation Between Normed (norm) and Transformed (trns) Dependent Variables

TL Ch Ch PG PG Rec Rec All
norm TL trns | norm trns norm | trns norm trns norm
TLnorm |1
TL trns .999** | 1
Chnorm | .799*%* | 795** |1
Ch trns .795 J791*%* | 999*%* | 1
PG norm | .714** | 710** | .715** | .700** | 1
PG trns JL7*F* | 713** | [715*%* | [700** | .999** | 1
Rec norm | .664** | .657** | .683** | .672** | .759** | .758** | 1
Rec trns B67** | .661** | 687** | .676** | .762** | .761** | 1.000** | 1
All norm | .880** | .875** | .879** | .869** | .893** | .894** | .900** | .903** | 1
All trns .882** | 877** | .874** | .865** | .893** | .893** | .897** | .900** | .998**
**Sjg at .01
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All normed and transformed variables are significantly and positively correlated at
.998 or above (denoted in bold), which demonstrates the transformed variables and the

normed variables reflect the same thing.

Predictor Variables

In this dissertation | hypothesize that an individual becomes known as a leader within
a multiorganizational collaborative for reasons stemming from their personal attributes or
from the attributes of the organization they represent on the collaborative. | draw upon the
literature that suggests who an individual is as a person is associated with their reputation
among their peers as a leader, recognizing individuals are part of a larger environment and
characteristics of their workplace also influence their behavior. These personal and
organizational attributes may provide the motivation, personal capacity, and/or relational
capacity to engage in leadership behaviors within a collaborative. These factors are explored
in research question 2.

Some of the primary predictor variables included in the regression model are
individual survey items while others are scales made up of a series of items. These items are
structured as nomination type questions, as well as direct response items. The control
variables include respondent level of involvement measured as number of meetings attended
in the 12 months prior to data collection. This question asked for the number of meetings and
was structured with a drop-down list that individuals selected between “1 meeting/event” to
“100 meetings/events or more”). The range of responses that exists within the data for that
question is 100; however, 90% of responses ranged from 1 to 20 meetings. Additional
controls were respondent age and respondent highest level of education. Other control
variables that were considered include gender and race, however these were excluded due to
range restriction. For both variables, over 70% of respondents reported race and gender as
white and female. This indicates there is very little variation in gender and race of
respondents making it difficult to assess how changes in those characteristics influence being
known for enacting of leadership (because almost everyone is white and female). Many

survey items allowed for respondents to mark “don’t know” in an effort to reduce missing
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data. The strategy is based on an assumption that if a respondent does not know an answer
they will mark “don’t know” rather simply skip the question. Items with a “don’t know”
response option were recoded so that a “don’t know” response was not included in analysis
as part of the scale. In the sections that follow, the personal and organization factors included
as predictor variables in the regression analysis are described.

Personal Factors

The personal factors that might predict the likelihood of being known among
collaborative members for enacting leadership include how an individual feels about the
collaborative, the way they feel about public service, how empowered they are to engage in
leadership, their prior experience working in this setting, and the extent to which they have
power in the broader system. A summary of descriptives on all IVs is provided in Table
3.17. However, the conceptualization and scale analysis are presented first.

The survey items used to operationalize these constructs are structured as scales,
individual responses, and nominations.

Formal Leadership

A new variable that reflected whether the individual was in a formal leadership
position was created for each individual in the sample. If the individual was the coordinator,
chair, or co-chair of a collaborative or one of the collaborative’s subcommittees the value for
this variable was a 1, if not it was 0. The information used to populate the variable values
was drawn from multiple sources including collaborative documents, sample development
processes, and the coordinator sample review interview.

Sense of Community

To assess the extent to which respondents viewed the collaborative as a source for
meeting their psychosocial needs, a validated Sense of Community scale was used
(McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Peterson et al., 2008). This scale consists of seven items and is
measured on a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly
agree.” Example items include, “I have a say about what goes on in this community” and
“This community helps me meet my goals.”

Sense of Community-Responsibility
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Nowell and Boyd’s Sense of Community-Responsibility (SOC-R) scale was used to
assess the extent to which the respondent viewed the collaborative as a personal
responsibility regardless of possible benefit they may receive as a result of their
involvement(Nowell & Boyd, 2010, 2014). This scale consists of six items and is measured
on a six point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”
Example items include, “I feel responsible for the well-being of the people in this
community” and “I often feel an obligation to do things that benefit this community, even if
my costs outweigh any personal benefit [ may receive.”

Public Service Motivation

Feelings toward public service overall are assessed using a scale to assess an
individual’s global Public Service Motivation (PSM) (Wright, Christensen, & Pandey,
2013Db). This scale consists of five items and is measured on a five point Likert-type scale
ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Example items include, “Meaningful
public service is very important to me” and “Making a difference in society means more to
me than personal achievements.”

Psychological Empowerment

The extent to which an individual feels empowered to lead in a sociopolitical setting
is measured using an abbreviated Psychological Empowerment sociopolitical scale (PE)
(Peterson et al., 2006; Spreitzer, 1995b). This scale consists of five items and is measured on
a five point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Example
items include, “I can usually organize people to get things done” and “I enjoy political
participation because | want to have as much say in running government as possible.”

Prior Experience

To assess prior experience working in collaboratives, respondents indicated the
amount of past experience they had participating in a collaborative using a five-item response
scale ranging from “none” to “a great deal.”

Power in the Broader System

To understand who occupies positions of power in the broader system, respondents

were asked to nominate up to ten others, besides themselves, who have the most power to
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bring about improvements in the system that serves CYSHCN. Like the other nomination-
style questions, respondents were encouraged to provide specific names and organizations (if
applicable) of the nominees.

Individual survey items, including those that correspond to scales, are included in
Appendix B. Scale development, reliability statistics, and descriptive data for the predictor
variables are presented in the following sections.

Predictor Variable Scales: SOC, SOC-R, PSM, PE

A series of exploratory factor analyses (EFAS) reveal how the individual items

included in the four scales relate to one another and their corresponding scales. First, all the
items that make up the four different scales were included in an overall EFA. This was
conducted to assess the extent to which the individual items that make up the different scales
converged on four different components and hung together as expected. The results of this
first EFA are shown below in Table 3.11.
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Table 3.11: EFA with All Scale Items Combined
Rotated Component Matrix?

Component
Scale Survey Items 1 2 3 4 5 6
PSM Q48_1 recode 0.133 0.105 0.679 0.243 0.069 0.231
Q48_2_recode 0.008 0.133 0.816 -0.052 -0.019 -0.013
Q48 3 recode 0.073 0.167 0.742 0.14 -0.017 -0.147
Q48_4_recode 0.186 0.482 047 0.169 0.094 -0.163
Q48 5 _recode 0.145 0.266 0.192 0.072 0.39 -0.578
PE Q48_6_recode 0.163 0.087 0.098 0.766 0.287 0.096
Q48_7_recode 0.081 0.098 0.06 0.809 0.108 0.005
Q48_8_recode 0.264 0225 0.273 0.636 0.172 -0.049
Q48 9 recode 0.081 0.098 0.075 0.176 0.832 -0.109
Q48_10_recode 0.047 0.113 -0.078 0.272 0.841 0.079
SOC Q49_1 recode 0519 0379 -0.009 0.309 -0.278 -0.041
Q49_2_recode 0.878 0.118 0.067 0.159 0.11 -0.122
Q49_3 recode 0.791 0.259 -0.037 0.103 0.049 -0.071
Q49_4 recode 0.579 0.25 -0.062 0.152 0.072 0.415
Q49 _5 recode 0.478 0.253 0.223 0.151 0.172 0.519
Q49 _6_recode 0.845 0.127 0.128 0.124 0.119 0.087
Q49_7_recode 0.734 0252 03 -0.002 -0.017 0.103
SOC-R Q49 8 recode 0.274 0.743 0.259 0.07v8 0.011 0.144
Q49_9 recode 0.146 0.746 0.144 0.07v6 0.139 0.243
Q49_10_recode 0.28 0532 021 0135 0.223 0.303
Q49 11 recode 0.154 0.718 -0.022 0.14 0.27 0.055
Q49 12 recode 0.268 0.76 0.138 0.025 -0.037 -0.187
Q49 _13 recode 0.129 0.761 0.156 0.14 -0.037 -0.291

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
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Guidance provided in the literature regarding numerical cutoffs for interpreting the
EFA factor coefficients for loading and cross-loading present a fairly consistent strategy, but
not as clear as say interpreting significance of a coefficient (Garson, 2013b; Raubenheimer,
2004). Garson (2013) recommends interpreting factor loadings as loading on a component at
.6 with no cross-loadings greater than .4, but at the same time taking theoretical expectations
into account. Taking theoretical considerations into account might add some flexibility to
those cutoff values. The overall EFA reveals four components as expected and shown in
table 3.11.

The EFA shows six components across the four scales with some scale items loading
unexpectedly. For both SOC and SOC-R, the factor loading coefficients show each set of
scale items hang together as expected and load satisfactory on their respective components
(indicated in bold in Table 3.11 above). The items that make up the PE scale load on
components four and five. The items that make up the PSM scale show some issues with
cross-loading. Three of the five items that make up the PSM scale (48 1 through 48 3) load
on component three, however one item (48_4) cross-loads on components two and three; the
last item 48 5 loads on component six. Ideally, items that make up scales do not cross-load
on other components. This loading on multiple components suggests there are different
dimensions to the items that make up the PSM and PE scales. With respect to PSM, some of
them are not well differentiated from the items that make up the SOC-R scale.

To further investigate the internal consistency of the predictor measures, | conducted
a series of EFAs, including only the individual scale items in each run. In this analysis, |
checked whether the items that make up PSM converge on one component when examined as
a set. | ran these separate to get a different perspective of the data and see if there are
multiple components when just considering the items that make up the individual scales.

These results are shown in the following tables (Table 3.12 through Table 3.15).
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Table 3.12: EFA for PSM

Component Matrix

PSM Scale Items 1
Q48_1 recode .653
Q48_2 recode .685
Q48_3 recode 763
Q48_4 recode 741
Q48 5 recode .506
Table 3.13: EFA for PE

Component Matrix

PE Scale Items 1
Q48_6_recode .801
Q48_7 _recode 734
Q48_8 recode 752
Q48 _9 recode .696
Q48 10 recode 763

Table 3.14: EFA for SOC

Component Matrix

SOC Scale Items 1
Q49 1 recode .638
Q49 2 recode .838
Q49 3 recode .802
Q49 4 recode 710
Q49 5 recode .637
Q49 _6 _recode .869
Q49 _7 recode .793
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Table 3.15: EFA for SOC-R

Component Matrix

SOC-R Scale Items 1

Q49 8 recode .816
Q49 9 recode 187
Q49 _10 recode 737
Q49 11 recode .786
Q49 12 recode .769
Q49 13 recode .790

When considered individually, the EFAs reveal each set of scale items converge on
one component and hang well together, with all factor loadings at .6 or above. When the
PSM and PE scale are considered as a group but in isolation of the other scale items, the
items that loaded on alternate components in the overall EFA are load strongly with the other
respective scale items, with the exception of the last PSM item (48_5) which only loads at
.506.

The next step in my analysis was to assess the reliability of the scale items. The table
below shows the item numbers that correspond to each construct and the Cronbach’s Alpha

for the scale.

Table 3.16: Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficients for Standardized Scale Items

Scale Cronbach’s Alpha
SOC (49_1thru 49 7) (n=215) 875
SOC-R (49_8 thru 49_13) (n=224) 872
PSM (48_1 thru 48 5) (n=231) .696
PE (48_6 thru 48_10) (n=225) .805

Three of the four sets of items had good internal consistency or reliability, as
demonstrated by a Cronbach’s Alpha over 0.8. The exception was PSM, which fell below the
0.8 reliability threshold. The next stage was computing the scales and assessing the scale
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descriptives. | computed mean response scales for PSM, PE, SOC, and SOC-R. Descriptives
for the scales are shown below. To create each scale, a minimum number of responses across
items were required in order to include the case. For scales with five items (PSM and PE),
respondents must have responded to at least three of the items in order for their responses to
be included. For SOC and SOC-R, respondent must have responded to at least four items in

order to be included. Descriptives for the four scales are shown below in Table X.

Table 3.17: Descriptives for Complete Scales

SOC SOC-R PSM PE
N Valid 169 166 171 169
N Missing 18 21 16 18
Mean (Std. Dev.) 4.302(.568) | 4.074(.648) | 4.510(.429) | 3.793(.691)
Range 5 5 5 5
Skewness -.860 -.768 -.980 -.566
Kurtosis .309 .940 .691 .942
Cumulative % of observations =<4 325 48.2 17.0 67.5

Descriptives show all scales have responses within range and the mean response for
each scale is on the higher end of the spectrum. | was curious about the frequency
distribution of responses since these scales appeared to be slightly skewed in distribution.
The cumulative percent of observations reveal that for the PSM scale, over 80% of
observations are at either response option 4 or 5 which are the top two options in the five-
item scale (indicated in bold in Table 3.17). This suggests there may be response bias or a
desirability effect with this measure. The PSM scale also raised concerns in the overall EFA
and reliability analysis. PSM is being dropped from the model primarily due to the range
restriction revealed in the frequency analysis, and secondarily due to the cross loading of 2 of
the 5 items. There are alternative strategies that could deal with the tautological correlation
demonstrated by the cross loading, and the issues with non-normality. These include
dropping the two items that cross-loaded on a separate component then re-running analyses
using just the three items, or leaving them in the scale and accept the individual EFA findings

and transforming the scale to make it normal. However, because the range restriction is so
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extreme, it makes little sense to address cross loading and normality issues when there is so
little variation because almost everyone chose the same answer.

A correlation analysis reveals in what ways the scales are related to one another and
the extent to which the relationship is completely random or perfectly linear. Pearson’s r is an
acceptable correlation analysis because these scales are ordinal, considered interval, and
normally distributed (based on skewness and kurtosis statistics within acceptable ranges).

Correlation analyses are shown below in Table 3.18.

Table 3.18: Correlations Across Scales SOC, SOC-R, PE (without PSM)

SOC SOC-R
SoC 1

SOC-R 572%* 1

PE 327 334**

Correlation Coefficient: Pearson’s r
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

The correlations show positive and significant relationships between the scales. Table
3.18 shows the scales that will be included in the model going forward. The strongest
correlation is between SOC and SOC-R.

Prior experience in collaboratives

Another factor that | hypothesize will influence whether an individual is looked to as
a leader by their peers is a respondent’s prior experience in collaboratives. Respondents were
asked to characterize the amount of past experience they had in participating in
collaboratives using a five-point scale from “none” to “a great deal”. Table 3.19 shows the

frequency distribution of responses.

61



Table 3.19: Respondent Experience in Collaborative

Past experience participating in collaborative Frequency Percent
None 22 11.8

A little 34 18.2
Some 53 28.3
Quite a bit 46 24.6

A great deal 31 16.6
Missing 1 .5
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) -.157 (.178)

Kurtosis (std. err) -.920 (.355)

Approximately 30% of respondents had either no to little experience working in
collaboratives, and close to 40% had quite a bit or a great deal.

Reputational capital/Power in broader system

An individual’s reputational capital, as indicated by their power in the broader
system, is hypothesized to influence the extent to which they are known for enacting
leadership within the collaborative. This argument is based on the halo effect, where
reputation in one environment influences them in other environments. Using a similar
question format as the DVs, respondents were asked to nominate up to ten individuals
(beside themselves) who had the most power to bring about change in the broader system
that the collaborative was working to change. The data were cleaned in the same process as
the dependent variables, and power scores were calculated for each respondent. Nominations
for individuals who also participated in the survey were summed. Like the other nomination
data, in order to be comparable across counties, this variable is normed by size of county
collaborative. The total nominations each respondent received was divided by the total
possible. The total possible is operationalized as the collaborative size or number of
individuals the coordinator reported as having attended one or more meeting, activity, or
event sponsored by the collaborative in the prior 12 months. Table 3.20 shows the correlation

coefficients between the raw and normed power variables.
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Table 3.20: Correlation Between Raw and Normed Power Scores

Power Power_ Normed
Power 1 .951**
Power Normed 951*%* |1
** sig at .01

The correlation for the raw and normed power variables show a high correlation of
.951, significant at the .01 level. This demonstrates the two variables reflect the same
underlying concept. Next, the normed variable was then transformed into a whole number
using the same process as with the DVs. Table 3.21 shows the frequency distribution

descriptives for the normed and rounded power variable.

Table 3.21: Reputation as Powerful in Broader System

# of nominations Frequency Percent
0 121 64.7
1 5 2.7
2 14 7.5
3 7 3.7
4 7 3.7
5 7 3.7
6 8 4.3
7 2 1.1
8 2 1.1
9 2 1.1
10 2 1.1
11 2 1.1
12 2 1.1
13 1 5
19 2 1.1
25 2 1.1
30 1 5
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) | 3.364 (.178)

Kurtosis (std. err) 13.655 (.354)
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The frequency distribution of the transformed variable reveals the power nomination
variable is highly positively skewed. Of the 187 total respondents, approximately 65% were
not recognized as powerful at all by their peers. The 66 individuals who were nominated as
powerful by at least one other person received between one and 30 nominations. There was a
natural break in the data where no individual received a total of between 14 and 18
nominations. The distribution for the power variable is similar to what is observed with the
other nomination variables.

The final descriptive analysis of the personal predictor variables related to personal
factors that influence whether an individual is known for enacting leadership within
collaboratives is a correlation analysis among all the personal predictors. The correlation

coefficients from this analysis are shown in Table 3.22 below.

Table 3.22: Correlations of Personal Factors

SOC SOC-R PE Prior Exp.
SOC 1
SOC-R 572** 1
PE 327** .334** 1
Prior Exp. .06 021 .184* 1
Power 121 12 .200** 11
Correlation Coefficient: Pearson’s r
**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level

This correlation analysis shows overall positive relationships between the personal
factors predictor variables included in this model. No predictor variables are correlated at
greater than .6, which suggests these constructs are not measuring the exact same thing.
Because correlations are a dyadic analysis examining the relationship between two variables,
part of this table is a replication of the correlations shown previously between the scales.
New findings here pertain to the addition of prior experience and power. Significant
correlations are observed between power and SOC, SOC-R, and PE, as well as between PE,
power, and past experience participating in collaboratives.

Organizational Factors
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Ecological theory suggests individuals do not act in isolation of their environment.
This perspective suggests environmental factors, like where a person works, has an influence
on them and their behavior. In this dissertation, | hypothesize that similarity between the
collaborative and an individual’s home organization (that organization they represent) will
have a positive relationship with being known for enacting leadership. Specifically, the
extent to which the missions of the collaborative and the home organization are congruent is
likely to have an influence on an individual’s behavior. Additionally, congruency among the
populations served by the collaborative and an individual’s home organization will also
likely influence their behavior. On a scale ranging from “not at all central” to “highly
central,” respondents characterized the extent to which the mission of the collaborative was
central to the mission of their organization. Using a drop-down list that ranged from zero to
100%, respondents indicated the percent of individuals served by their home organization
that were the same population as those served by the collaborative. The descriptives for these
organization-related predictor variables are shown in Tables 3.23 and 3.24.

Table 3.23: Mission Similarity Between Respondent’s Organization and Collaborative

Extent to which serving similar population as the Frequency Percent
collaborative is central to organizational mission

Not at all central 2 1.1
A little 9 4.8
Somewhat 35 18.7
Quite 34 18.2
Highly central 101 54.0
Missing 6 3.2
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) -1.052 (.181)
Kurtosis (std. err) .143 (.359)
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Table 3.24: Percent Similarity in Population Served Between Respondent’s Organization and
Collaborative

% of individuals served by org who are also | Frequency Percent
target population served by collaborative

0-9 38 20.32
10-19 26 13.90
20-29 28 14.97
30-39 5 2.67
40-49 7 3.74
50-59 10 5.35
60-69 4 2.14
70-79 7 3.74
80-89 4 2.14
90-99 4 2.14
100 30 16.04
Missing 24 12.83
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) .645 (.190)

Kurtosis (std. err) -1.160 (.378)

These descriptives are one way of understanding the organizations that are involved
in the collaboratives. Over 90% of respondents reported the mission of the collaborative was
at least somewhat central to that of their home organization, with 72% noting it was either
“quite” or “highly” central. Approximately 16% of respondents reported that 100% of the
population their organization serves is the same as that served by the collaborative.
Interestingly, 20% of respondents reported less than 10% of the population served by their
home is the same as the collaborative. This suggests these collaboratives are successfully
bringing in groups that are not key service delivery providers but critical the system change
effort. The theory of system change logic argues a critical component of bringing about
improvements is engaging organizations and stakeholders that are active in the system but
may not be core or the most central stakeholders.

Another aspect of an individual’s home organization that may influence whether an
individual is looked to as a leader is organizational stability, represented here by organization

age and size. These indicators of stability are operationalized as years in operation and
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number of full-time employees. Larger organizations and organizations that have more staff
are likely have the bandwidth to support externally focused work. Drop-down lists ranging
from “less than one” to “over 100” were used for the survey questions. Descriptives for these

items are shown in tables 3.25 through 3.26.

Table 3.25: Size of Respondent’s Organization

Number of full-time employees Frequency Percent
15 or less 53 28.3
16-50 22 11.8
51-99 20 10.7
100 or more 85 45.5
Missing 7 3.7
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) -.342 (.181)

Kurtosis (std. err) -1.657 (.360)

Table 3.26: Age of Respondent’s Organization

Number of years organization operating Frequency | Percent
0-10 20 10.7
11-20 34 18.2
21-30 25 13.4
31-40 19 10.2
41-50 10 5.3
51-60 8 4.3
61-70 5 2.7
71-80 5 2.7
81-90 4 2.1
91-100 2 1.1
101 or more 41 21.9
Missing 14 7.5
Total 187 100
Skewness (std. err) .554 (.185)
Kurtosis (std. err) -1.287 (.367)
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Over 40% of the organizations were very large with over 100 full-time employees.
Approximately 56% of the organizations were operating for between zero and 40 years.

Correlation analysis of the organization-related predictors is shown in table 3.27 below.

Table 3.27: Correlations of Organizational Factors that Influence Reputation as Leader

Mission Alignment Target Pop alignment Org Age
Mission Alignment 1
Target Pop alignment .503** 1
Org Age -.007 -.285** 1
Org Size -.191* -.191* 657**
Correlation Coefficient: Pearson’s r
*sig at 0.05; ** sig at 0.01

The correlation coefficients show both positive and inverse significant relationships
between the organization-related predictor variables. Alignment between organizational and
collaborative mission has an overall positive relationship with the other predictors but is only
significantly associated with serving a similar target population. This significance is expected
as similarity between organization and collaborative missions are closely aligned with
similarity in population served. Target population has a significant inverse relationship with
organizational age and organizational size. This may be explained by the fact that the target
population served by the collaborative is a small percentage of the overall community
population, and the larger, older organizations server a broader swath of the community
population. Put another way, the percent of the total population served by larger and older
organizations that are CYSHCN (the target population served by the collaborative) is very

small.

Analysis Strategies

The research questions I investigate in this dissertation ask about the

relationship among dimensions of leadership in a multiorganizational collaborative and
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factors that influence whether an individual is known for enacting leadership in that context.
Analysis strategies for each research question are described below.

Research Question 1

The first research question asks how the different aspects of leadership in
collaborative settings are related to each other. To understand these relationships, |
investigate the prevalence of each dimension, whether leaders tend to specialize or engage in
multiple roles, and finally whether these dimensions are completely independent of one
another. To do this | conduct a series of analyses including frequency distribution analyses,
diversity indices, correlation analysis, and cluster analysis. These analyses help shed light on
these relationships from different but complementary perspectives.

Frequency analyses and diversity indices are used to examine whether one type of
leadership is more prevalent than others. These frequencies of both overall nominations and
of nominations within person show how many nominations there were per leader role
category, as well as, of the people who got nominated the range and average of nominations
in each category. The way the nominations are distributed informs whether members
perceive their peers are enacting the different leader roles with equal frequency. In other
words, whether members are viewed as engaging in thought leader related activities to the
same extent that they are engaging in process guardian related activities. Diversity statistics
(also referred to as diversity/concentration indices), such as the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index
and the Shannon’s Equitability Index, are an alternative perspective for understanding the
prevalence of the four different leader roles. Commonly used in economics and ecology to
understand environmental concentration, these diversity statistics are calculated using the
proportion out of the total population. These indices characterize the extent to which the four
different leader roles are equally observed/reported by a collaborative’s members. These
statistics also characterize the extent to which the nominations are distributed across the four
categories. In economics, the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index measures the market
concentration and competition, or the extent to which certain firms dominate markets (U.S.

Department of Justice, 2015). In ecology, the Shannon Equitability Index characterizes
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species abundance and evenness in a community (Gross, 2000). If the diversity indices
indicated no concentration among the types of leadership this would suggest that
collaborative members perceive all four types of leadership are enacted with relatively equal
intensity. If the diversity indices indicated moderate or high concentration, this would
suggest collaborative members perceive one or more kinds of leadership to be more prevalent
than others and/or enacted by a greater dispersion of people.

Another way to understand the relationship among dimensions of leadership is to
assess whether collaborative members perceive their peers to enact multiple aspects of
leadership or be narrower in the kind of leadership they tend to enact. Survey respondents
could nominate individuals as more than one leader type because the nomination categories
are not mutually exclusive. Here, | investigate the extent to which the individuals, who are
viewed as leaders, tend to be viewed as leaders in multiple leadership roles or whether they
tend to specialize in one type. This aspect of the first research question asks the extent to
which individuals are engaging in multiple leader roles or if they tend to stick to one of the
four. Frequency analysis of the breadth of nominations, or the number of respondents
nominated into one, two, three, or all four categories, helps tell the story of the tendencies
toward global versus specialization among those who have a reputation for enacting
leadership.

Finally, I investigate whether there is complete independence among the types of
leadership. This question asks whether the four leader types are exclusive of one another. The
relationship between the four aspects of leadership used in this dissertation is examined
through EFA and cluster analysis. These analyses inform how the four leader roles are
related to one another, whether these four dimensions measure one overarching concept, and
how reputation for enacting the four roles tend to cluster within the individuals. An EFA
shows the extent to which the four dimensions of leadership converge on one broad construct
that reflects overall leadership within a multiorganizational collaborative or whether these
four dimensions reflect different types of leadership that occur in collaboratives.
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Research Question 2

To investigate which members of a collaborative are more likely to be known for
enacting leadership | use a generalized linear regression analysis (GZLM) with a negative
binomial model. This analysis aims to understand whether it is an individual’s personal
characteristics or the characteristics of an individual’s work environment that influence their
reputation for enacting leadership. GZLM analyses are conducted for each of the four
dimensions of leadership. Each dimension is examined as a separate DV. In addition, an
overall leadership variable, (nominations across all four dimensions and normed by
collaborative size) is examined in a fifth model.

The GZLM regression analysis makes a number of assumptions (Garson, 2012a).
First, this regression assumes the data are not normally distributed. Because the dependent
variables are counts, either a Poisson or Negative Binomial model is necessary. However,
overdispersion in the data, meaning the variance is greater than the mean, suggests a negative
binomial model is likely a better fit, as the underlying data distribution is probably not

Poisson. The descriptives for the dependent variables are shown in table 3.28 below.

Table 3.28: Descriptives of Dependent Variables Transformed for Negative Binomial Regression

Thought Champion Process Recruiter Global
Leader Nominations | Guardian Nominations | Leader
Nominations | Normed Nominations | Normed Nominations
Normed Normed Normed
N (missing) 187 (0) 187 (0) 187 (0) 187 (0) 187 (0)
Mean 1.6043 1.3690 1.0160 1.1604 1.2193
SE of Mean .28122 .23504 .27018 .38454 .25827
Std. Deviation 3.84562 3.21417 3.69463 5.25847 3.53174
Variance 14.789 10.331 13.650 27.652 12.473
Skewness 3.756 3.920 5.754 7.291 6.004
SE of Skewness | .178 178 178 178 178
Kurtosis 17.839 20.072 37.392 57.515 43.744
SE of Kurtosis .354 .354 .354 .354 .354
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 28 25 31 48 30
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As shown in the descriptives for these data the variance is greater than the mean for
each dependent variable, demonstrating overdispersion is clearly present within these data.
Because of the overdispersion shown above, a negative binomial model is used rather than a
Poisson model. Additionally, GZLM requires a link function to transform the DV to achieve
there is linearity of the data. For this analysis | used a log link function, which is the default
of GZLM negative binomial regression models. Another assumption is absence of high
multicollinearity of the predictor variables. Among predictor variables no correlation
coefficients exceeded .80, which would indicate a possible problem with multicollinearity
(Garson, 2012Db, p. 43). GZLM makes no assumptions regarding the distribution of predictor
variables as long as linearity of the link function remains. Finally observations are assumed
to be independent rather than correlated, which is the case with these data as they are derived
from a cross-sectional survey.

For each of the five DVs, a series of three regression models are conducted step-wise
on the predictor variables. The first model includes only the personal characteristics
described above that may influence whether collaborative members perceive them as
enacting leadership. The personal factors include the way an individual feels about the
collaborative (SOC and SOC-R), the past experience working in collaboratives, the way the
feel about their personal ability to lead (PE), and the extent to which they have power in the
broader system. The second model includes only the organizational characteristics that may
influence whether collaborative members perceive them as enacting leadership. These factors
include the extent to which the respondent’s home organization does similar work as the
collaborative (similar mission and target audience) and the overall stability of the home
organization. Finally, the third model includes all the personal and organizational
characteristics. Including all variables will inform how these predictor variables relate to
each DV taking the others into account, and which of these emerge as most important in
understand factors that are associated with whether an individual is known among their peers

for enacting leadership in a context in which no one is in charge.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Introduction

This dissertation investigates dimensions of leadership in multiorganizational
community collaboratives and the factors that are associated with whether an individual is
known among their peers for enacting leadership in this context. Collaboratives are a setting
in which members typically have no positional authority over other members. This is a
setting unlike what is typically observed in bureaucratic settings where positional authority is
central to the organizational design. The literature on leadership within collaboratives depicts
different aspects of leadership in this context. These roles seem different and at the same time
similar. The first research question asks in what ways are the dimensions described in the
literature related to one another. The relationship among roles is investigated from different
perspectives including the following: the prevalence of each dimension is equal among the
four types; whether collaborative members tend to specialize in the type of leadership they
enact; and whether there is complete independence among the dimensions or if they are
dimensions of an overarching concept. The literature on collaboration and networks indicates
that members of collaboratives informally negotiate to identify which members enact these
roles, however this literature provides minimal insight about which members typically
emerge as leaders. The second research question that guides this project asks which members
are most likely to enact these roles. This chapter presents the findings from the analyses used

to investigate these questions.

Research Question 1

Findings presented below are related to the first research question that investigates the
dimensions of leadership in a multiorganizational collaborative. Collaboratives are a setting
where no one individual is functionally “in charge” of other members. As described in the
literature review chapter of this study, the current literature appears to describe as different
dimensions of leadership. This research question asks how the different aspects of leadership

in collaboratives identified in the literature are related. To understand that relationship, the
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analysis is guided by a series of sub-questions that ask about leadership role prevalence, the
breadth of how individuals tend to enact these roles, and whether there is complete
independence among the dimensions of leadership. These questions are important for
advancing what is known about leadership in this setting because the current literature
provides comprehensive descriptions of leadership but not more about how the aspects of
leadership discussed in those descriptions are related to one another. Research question 1 and

related sub-questions are listed below in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Research Question 1 and Sub-questions

RQ1 How are different aspects of leadership in collaboratives related to each other?

RQla What is the prevalence and pattern of nominations across leader roles?

RQ1b Do leaders tend to have a reputation as broad-based leaders who enact multiple
leader roles, or narrow-based within one aspect?

RQlc Is there complete independence amongst four types of leadership?

Research Question la

This subquestion asks, “what is the prevalence and pattern of nominations across
leader roles?” Of the total number of survey participants, approximately one-third (35.2% or
82 individuals) received at least one nomination as a leader, in at least one role. To
understand the prevalence of nominations across leadership roles, nominations for each type
of leadership were tallied and a summative raw score was assigned to each respondent. This
raw score reflects the total number of nominations that individual received in each category.
Table 4.2 below shows the percent of respondents who received a nomination in each of the
four categories. This takes into account only organizational representatives who were

involved in the collaborative, and who received at least one nomination.
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Table 4.2: Distribution of Nominations across Leadership Dimension

Thought . Process .

L eader Champion Guardian Recruiter
Nominees receiving at
least one nomination in | 52 (63%) 55 (67%) 47 (57%) 31 (38%)
category
Nominees not receiving | 5y (379, 27 (33%) 35 (43%) 51 (62%)
nomination in category
Total 82 (100%) 82 (100%) 82 (100%) 82 (100%)

The frequency distribution of nominations across leader types reveals that of the four
types, the champion category had the greatest percentage of nominations, followed by
thought leader, process guardian, and finally recruiter. These descriptives suggest that there
appears to be greater pluralism in who people view as leaders within certain roles, where as
other roles are characterized by more shared agreement. An alternative interpretation
suggests that some leader roles appear to be enacted by a wider number of members than
others.

Diversity or concentration statistics are a different way to understand the prevalence
of the four different leader roles. The Herfindahl-Hirschman Index and the Shannon’s
Equitability Index characterize the concentration of units within categories, and are
commonly used in the fields of economics and ecology. These indices can be applied in this
study to characterize the extent to which the nominations are concentrated or distributed
across the four leadership types. The way the nominations are distributed reveals whether
members perceive the leaders roles are equally enacted, or whether some roles are associated
with a greater number of members whereas other roles are associated with a select few
people.

In economics, the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index measures the market concentration
and competition, or the extent to which certain firms dominate markets (U.S. Department of
Justice, 2015). In ecology, the Shannon Equitability Index characterizes species abundance
and evenness in a community (Gross, 2000). In this study, these statistics are a method to

75



triangulate the findings from the first analysis approach way shown in the previous tables.
Both the Herfindahl-Hirschman and Shannon Equitability indices are shown below.

Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI)

HHI= Firm 1’s market size”"2 + Firm 2’s market size”2 + Firm n’s market size”2...n

where n = # firms in market

In this project, the firm in the HHI is analogous to a dimension of leadership. Here,
rather than understanding the share of firm occupies in a market, I am trying to understand
the share of total leadership that a specific dimension occupies in the nomination data. In
other words, these indices indicate whether there is relative equal occurrence of behaviors
associated with the four roles or whether leadership is concentrated in any of the roles. Put
yet another way, this informs whether nominees were recognized across all four types of

leadership or if there were more nominations in any of the dimensions.

HHI=(firm1 market size ~2)+(firm1 market size 2)+...(firm n market size "2)

HHI=(share of total thought leader noms ~2) + (share of total champion noms "2) +

(share of total process guardian noms ~2) + (share of total recruiter noms 2).

To get the “market size” of each dimension of leadership, I needed to calculate the
share of total nominations submitted for each dimension of leadership. To do this, the total
nominations were summed, then divided the number of nominations each dimensions
received by the total number cast. The total number of nominates was greater than those
nominated because nominations weren’t mutually exclusive. These calculations are shown
below.

Total Nominations = (Thought Leaders: 52) + (Champions: 55) + (Process Guardians:
35) + (Recruiters: 31)
Total Nominations = 185
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Share of total: Thought Leaders = 52/185
Share of total: Thought Leaders = .28

Share of total: Champions = 55/185
Share of total: Champions = .30

Share of total: Process Guardians = 35/185
Share of total: Process Guardians = .19

Share of total: Recruiters = 31/185
Share of total: Recruiters = .17

Next these numbers are plugged into the HHI formula, revealing an index of .2602.

HHI = (.282) +(.302) +(.1972) +(.17"2).
HHI = (.0784) + (.09)+ (.0361)+ (.0016)
HHI =.2061

Interpretation of this index value suggests the “market” of leadership roles is
moderately concentrated. HHI values of .18 to .25 (or 1800 to 2500) is moderately
concentrated, over .2500 is considered to be highly concentrated (U.S. Department of Justice,
2015).

Shannon Diversity and Equitability Indices

The Shannon diversity index (H) is similar to the HHI, but typically used in the field
of natural resources and ecology to characterize species diversity in a community. The
Shannon Equitability Index accounts for both abundance and evenness of the species present.
In this case, the species are analogous to the types of leadership nominations. To compute the
Shannon Diversity Index, first the proportion of species, i, relative to the total number of
species (pi) is calculated. This is similar to the proportion computations conducted in the HHI
and presented above. Next, pi is multiplied by the natural logarithm (Inpi). Finally, that
product is summed for each leader role (or species) and multiplied by -1. This mathematical
process is shown below.
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H: Shannon diversity index

En: Shannon equitability index

S: total number of species in the community (richness), or the total number of
nominations

Pi: proportion of S made up of the ith species, or the proportion of total nominations
made up of each type of nomination

En: equitability (evenness)

In this study, the total number of species present is analogous to the total number of
nominations rendered (S=206). The proportion of that total accounted for by each type of
nomination is also shown below.

Total Nominations (S) = (Thought Leaders: 52) + (Champions: 55) + (Process
Guardians: 47) + (Recruiters: 31)
Total Nominations (S) = 185

Proportion of thought leader nominations relative to total = TL pi = 52/185
TL pi=.28

Proportion of champion nominations relative to total = Ch pi = 55/185
Chpi=.30

Proportion of process guardian nominations relative to total = PG pi = 35/185
PG pi=.19

Proportion of recruiter nominations relative to total = R pi = 31/185
Rpi=.17

The proportions are plugged into the equation for the Shannon Diversity Index (H) shown
below. This index is the core component of the Shannon Equitability Index.

H= (.28*In .28) + (.30*In .30) + (.19*In .19) + (.17*In .17))-1

H=((.28*-1.27) + (.30*-1.20) + (.19*-1.66) + (.17*-1.77))-1

H= ((-0.3556) + (-0.36) + (-0.3154) + (-0.3009))-1

H=-1.3319*-1

H=1.3319
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The Shannon equitability index (En) index accounts for both abundance of nomination type
and evenness of nominations within the “community” of nominations rendered. To compute

this index, divide H by Hmax (where Hmax=InS).

Shannon equitability index (Ex) = H / Hmax

En=H / Hmax
where: Hmax = InS
Hmax = InS=In185

Hmax = InS = 5.2203
En=1.3319/5.2203
En=0.2551

The Shannon equitability Index assumes a value between 0 and 1, with 1 being complete
evenness in type and abundance among nomination type (or species in the context of natural
resources). An index value of 0.2551 suggests moderate to high concentration of nomination
type, indicating some leader nominations are more prevalent than others (Gross, 2000).

This sub-question asks whether one type of leader role is more prevalent than others
within a collaborative. Analyses of these data indicate there are differences in the extent to
which members of a collaborative enact different leader roles or behaviors. Both descriptives
and diversity indices indicate collaborative members recognize their peers for enacting all
four of the leader roles, but that some roles appear to be more prevalent. Descriptives show a
slightly higher occurrence of nominations for the champion role. This suggests respondents
were able to nominate individuals into all four categories but perhaps found it easier to
nominate in the champion and thought leader roles than the process guardian and recruiter
roles. Both diversity indices suggest there is moderate concentration in occurrence of
leadership roles in the collaboratives — in other words, some leader types are more frequently

observed by collaborative members than others are.

Research Question 1b
Another way to examine the way these leadership roles are related to one another is
by assessing the pattern of nominations individuals receive in terms of breadth of leadership

dimensions. This is analyzed in two ways. The first way is investigating whether individuals
79



who are known for enacting leadership in collaborative tend to be seen as specializing in one
type, or whether they are known for taking a more global approach. A second way to
investigate this is examining the extent to which multiple collaborative members nominate an
individual as a leader. Currently we know what leadership looks like and that members enact
leadership roles, however to my knowledge there is not a lot of published research focusing
on the breadth of roles those members are known for enacting. Nomination categories are not
mutually exclusive, meaning survey respondents could nominate individuals as more than
one leader type. The extent to which individuals are known for engaging in multiple leader
roles or specializing in one of the four is assessed by examining the number of individuals
nominated for one versus multiple leadership roles. Table 4.3 shows the frequency of

nominations across categories.

Table 4.3: Breadth of Nominations

Number of leader categories Frequency of nominated respondents (%)
One 34 (41.4)
Two 18 (22.0)
Three 17 (20.7)
Four 13 (15.9)
Total 82 (100)

This analysis shows the extent to which individuals engage in broad or narrow-based
leadership as the frequency of nominations across the number of possible leader nominations.
Frequency descriptives of nominations across number of leader categories show that
approximately 41% of nominees received nominations for only one aspect of leadership. This
is compared to approximately 59% received nominations for two or more leadership roles.
These findings show that individuals have a slight tendency to be known as globalists, and
those who are known as leaders are recognized in multiple roles.

A two-step cluster analysis reveals the extent to which nominations are distributed
across individuals who have a reputation for engaging in leadership behaviors. This cluster
analysis is an exploratory technique to identify groups of cases based on similarity of the
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case’s (or individual’s) nomination portfolio. The clusters shown in table 4.4 reflect how the

nomination portfolios group across cases.

Table 4.4: Cluster Analysis of Nominations Across Leaders

Importance: .83

Importance: .83

Cluster 2 3 1

Size 81.7% (67) 15.9% (13) 2.4% (2)

Inputs Process Guardian | Process Guardian | Process Guardian
Nominations Nominations Nominations

Importance: .83

Mean = 0.67 Mean = 7.00 Mean = 27.0
Std. Dev. =1.93 Std. Dev. = 6.32 Std. Dev. = 5.66
Thought Leader Thought Leader Thought Leader
Nominations Nominations Nominations

Importance: .72

Importance: .72

Importance: .72

Mean = 2.03 Mean = 8.69 Mean = 25.5
Std. Dev. =2.81 Std. Dev. = 3.38 Std. Dev. = 3.53
Champion Champion Champion
Nominations Nominations Nominations

Importance: .79

Importance: .79

Importance: .79

Mean = 1.69 Mean =7.77 Mean = 21.0
Std. Dev. = 1.93 Std. Dev. = 3.37 Std. Dev. = 5.66
Recruiter Recruiter Recruiter
Nominations Nominations Nominations

Importance: 1.0
Mean = 1.10
Std. Dev. = 3.50

Importance: 1.0
Mean = 4.0
Std. Dev. = 3.44

Importance: 1.0
Mean = 45.50
Std. Dev. = 3.53

The two-step cluster analysis reveals three clusters. A comparison of the centroids, or
means of each input or leader nomination category, suggests that the individuals who are
nominated as a leader fall into low, medium, or high categories of observations. The
categories reflect means of nomination profiles, with the cluster having the highest centroids
across leader nomination categories containing the fewest cases. Most nominees are in the

“low” category, with fewer are in the “medium” and the least individuals in the “high”
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category. This indicates only a couple people have the highest level of agreement in terms of
nominations from other members — this is an indicator for perception of intensity. Put another
way these clusters suggest there are only few individuals who most nominators agree are
leaders across multiple categories. These individuals with the highest centroids received
many nominations across all roles. Most individuals fell within the largest cluster with the
lowest mean nomination profiles. These individuals were recognized as a leader by only a
few peers, as indicated by the lowest centroid values in the largest cluster. This suggests only

a few peers in their collaborative look to these individuals as leaders.

Research Question 1c

Understanding the relationship among the dimensions of leadership explored in this
dissertation can also be assessed by the extent of association among the dimensions, and the
extent to which the dimensions reflect one or more overarching constructs. The first of these
inquiries investigates the direction and magnitude of the relationship between the types of
leadership using correlation analysis. The extent to which the dimensions reflect overarching
constructs is assessed via an exploratory factor analysis (EFA).

Correlation is a simple measure of association, ranging from 0 to |1|, where 0
indicates a completely random relationship; 1 indicates a perfectly positive linear
relationship; and -1 indicates a perfectly negative linear relationship. The data are continuous
variables ranging from 0 to n (n=number of nominations) and a Pearson’s r is used to assess

the association, shown in table 4.5 below (Garson, 2013a).

Table 4.5: Correlations of Leader Nominations

Thought Leader Champion Process Guardian
Thought Leader 1
Champion 791** 1
Process Guardian | .713** .700** 1
Recruiter .661** 676** 761**
Correlation Coefficient: Pearson’s r
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
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The correlation coefficients demonstrate the dimensions of leadership have a positive
relationship with one another. The magnitude of the correlation coefficients among the leader
nomination variables indicates moderate significant relationships among all pairs. As the
number of nominations an individual receives in any single category increases the number of
nominations they receive in the other categories tend to increase as well. This relationship is
most strongly shown between the thought leader and champion roles followed by recruiter
and process guardian roles.

An EFA is used to understand whether these dimensions reflect one or more

dimensions of leadership. Findings from the EFA are shown in table 4.6 below.

Table 4.6: EFA Component Matrix of Leader Dimensions

Factor Factor Loading on Component 1
Thought Leader .870
Champion 872
Process Guardian .882
Recruiter .869

The EFA reveals the four types of leader roles converge on one component. This
indicates that all four types of leader roles measure one concept. In other words, all four
dimensions are aspects of leadership within a collaborative. Alternative findings of an EFA
might have been two, three, or four components, which would suggest that there is
dimensionality to the leader roles. Those findings would have indicated that one dimension
of leadership measures something entirely different than another.

These analyses are intended to inform how the four leader roles are related to one
another. Correlation analysis shows a positive relationship among them; factor analysis
reveals all four types of leadership are indicators of one component, collaborative leadership;
and cluster analysis indicates that individuals tend to cluster into low, medium, and high
categories of leadership nominations. To summarize the findings related to the first research

question, the dimensions of leadership have a positive relationship with one another and
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appear to reflect one overarching construct. Individuals who enact leadership have a slight
tendency toward specializing in one dimension of leadership. Only a few individuals have the
highest degree of agreement among nominators, receiving the most nominations across
dimensions.

These analyses provide additional insights into how the aspects of leadership that are
currently described in the broader literature are related with one another. The results from the
analysis on breadth of nomination suggest that leaders often carry out multiple leadership
roles. EFA and cluster analysis support a uni-dimensional perspective on leadership.
However, ample theory argues that different types of leadership are supported by different
factors. Further, dispersion analysis suggests that roles may differ with certain roles being
carried out by a greater breadth of actors. The question of which members tend to be known

for fulfilling these leadership roles remains.

Research Question 2

The second research question investigates which members of a multiorganizational
collaborative are most likely to be viewed as leaders in this context. As a result of the
ambiguous results from the first research question, namely EFA findings supporting a uni-
dimensional approach, but correlation findings, supported by theory, indicating these
dimensions are related but not entirely the same, analysis is done in two phases. The first
phase looks at leadership as a uni-dimensional construct. A second study phase models each
leadership type separately to confirm whether the combined model replicates when
considering specific types of leadership. The two-phase approach includes five regressions
using a generalized linear negative binomial model. I investigate this question by examining
the personal and organizational factors that may be associated with whether an individual is
looked to for certain leadership behaviors. Research question 2 and related sub-questions are
listed below in Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7: Research Question 2 and Sub-questions

RQ Which members of a collaborative are more likely to be known for enacting
leadership roles?

RQ2a What are the personal psychological factors that are associated with being known for
enacting leadership?

RQ2b What are the organizational factors that are associated with being known for
enacting leadership?

RQ2c How are these personal and organizational factors related to one another?

A GZLM negative binomial regression analysis is used to assess the relationship
between the predictor variables and enactment of leadership in collaboratives. This
regression analysis uses a log link function to transform the dependent variable as close as
possible into a linear relationship with the predictors. The log link function is the default.
Analysis included five models, one for each outcome variable, with three regressions per
model. Dependent variables include, thought leader, champion, process guardian, recruiter,
and an overall leader nomination variable. The three runs per model add predictor variables
in a step-wise fashion. The first run includes only personal factors, the second includes only
organizational factors, and the third run includes both personal and organizational predictor
variables. Prior to running the regression models, a correlation analysis was conducted
among all the predictor and dependent variables. These correlation coefficients are shown in
Table 4.8 below. Because there are many variables, some names were abbreviated. A key is

shown in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.8: Correlations Among All Variables

TL CH PG R All Frml Mtg# [SOC |SOCR |PE R Exp [Pwr Miss. |Pop. Oage |Osize |[Rage
TL
CH 791%* |1
PG 713** |.700** |1
R 661** |.676** |.761** |1
All 877** |.865** |.893** |.900** |1

Frml 400** |.451** | .512** | 513** |.541** |1

Mtg #  |.468** |.524** |.632** | .414** | .565** |.434** |1

SOC 0.087 [0.071 |0.066 |0.061 |0.085 |-0.057 |0.14 |1

SOCR |0.033 |0.042 |-0.034 |0.048 |0.032 |-0.107 ]0.024 |.572** |1

PE 0.088 |0.067 |0.053 |0.101 |0.097 |0.009 |0.036 |.327** |.334** |1

RExp [0.07 0.009 |0.082 |0.127 |0.085 |-0.038 |[0.053 |0.06 |0.021 |.184* |1

Power |.629** |.646** |.496** |.512** |.633** |.240** |.283** |0.121 |0.12 |.200** |0.11 |1

Miss. 0.083 [0.102 |-0.03 |0.007 |0.05 0.091 |-0.007 [0.05 [0.062 |-0.076 |-0.104 |0.025 |1

Pop. 161* |.181* [0.017 |-0.009 |0.087 |0.118 |0.136 |-0.003 [0.104 |-0.054 |-0.062 |0.029 |.503** |1

Oage |-0.043 |-0.094 |0.014 ]0.083 |0.007 |-0.025 |-0.101 |0.005 |-0.043 |-0.019 |0.025 |0.085 |-0.007 |-.285** |1

Osize |-0.044 |-0.058 |0.088 |0.085 |0.035 |-0.022 |-0.03 |0.072 |0.039 |-0.081 |0.098 |0.037 |0.073 |-.191* |.657** |1

Rage |0.066 [0.148 [0.073 |0.011 |0.075 |.310** |0.062 |-.164* |-.187* |-0.078 |0.123 |0.141 |-0.013 |0.065 |-0.007 |-0.084 |1

Redu ]0.074 |-0.019 [-0.007 |-0.006 [0.007 |-.160* |-0.048 |0.083 |0.013 |0.073 |.188* |.195* |0.012 |-0.023 |0.079 |0.099 |[-0.02

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4.9: Abbreviated Variable Names

Abbreviation

Description

Abbreviation

Description

TL

Thought Leader Nominations

PE

Psychological Empowerment Index

CH Champion Nominations R Exp Respondent past experience in collaboratives
PG Process Guardian Nominations Power Respondent power in broader system
Extent of mission alignment between respondent’s home
R Recruiter Nominations Miss. organization and collaborative
Extent to which respondent’s home organization and collaborative
All All Nominations Pop. serve similar population
Respondent is in formal leader position as chair or co-
Formal chair O age Respondent’s home organization age
Number of meetings respondent attended in 12 months
Mtg # preceding data collection O size Respondent’s home organization size
SOC Sense of Community Index R age Respondent’s age
SOCR Sense of Community-Responsibility Index R edu Respondent’s highest education level
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As shown in the correlations table above, the predictors tend to be positively
associated with one another with a few exceptions related to respondent age. The highest
correlation coefficients are among the overall leadership DV and the other DVs, which
makes sense because that is a summative variable as described in the previous chapter. With
the exception of the correlations among DVs, no variables were correlated at greater than .8,
which Garson (2013) suggests as an acceptable threshold for identifying multicollinearity.
The ‘power in the broader system’ variable is significantly positively correlated with all other
variables except respondent past experience in collaboratives. Along with respondent’s
power in the broader community, formal leadership position is the only other predictor that is
significantly correlated with each dimension of leadership or dependent variable.

The next five tables show the findings from each of the five GZLM regressions.
Within each table, the step-wise analysis is shown beginning with the first run of personal
factors. The second run includes the organizational factors and the final run includes all
variables. Coefficients from GZLM negative binomial regression analyses are interpreted as
the difference expected in the expected nomination counts with each unit increase in the
predictor variables. However, because | used a log link function to transform the DV in the
analysis, interpretation of the b coefficients are the amount of change in the logs of the
expected counts of the nominations (DVs) with every one-unit change in the predictor,
controlling for other variables. Goodness of Fit measures and Omnibus Tests (Likelihood
ratio Chi-Square) reflect how likely it is that the model would result in the observed patterns
in the actual data. The larger the likelihood value, the better the fit of the model to the data. If
the likelihood ratio is significant, the researcher concludes that at least some coefficients in
the model are different from 0. In other words, in this situation the researcher rejects the null
hypothesis that the coefficients are not different from 0. The following five tables show

findings for each DV.
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Table 4.10: Model 1 DV: Leadership Overall

Predictor Model Run 1: Model Run 2: Model Run 3:

Personal Org Both

B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error)
Sense of Community .255 NA 464
Sense of Community-Responsibility -.222 NA -.275
Psychological Empowerment .250 NA .259
Prior Experience .001 NA -.021
Power in System 150%** NA 160***
Similar Mission NA -.151 -.064
Similar Target Population NA .006 .0087
Organizational Age NA -.063 -.060
Organizational Size NA A71 074
Formal Leader .948* 2.178*** .845
# Meetings attended in prior year .045** .044*** .032*
Respondent Age -.010 -.009 -.012
Respondent Education -.152 221 -.060
g(;]';'rg;’s Test (Likelihood Ratio Chi- 149.000(9df)*** | 110.427(8dfy*** | 142.728(13dfy***
Model Goodness of Fit (AIC) 372.660 355.089 317.572
Goodness of Fit (BIC) 403.286 381.434 358.037
tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001

In the model that uses an overall leadership enactment as the DV some predictors are
consistent across runs, whereas others emerge as significant only when all factors are
accounted for in the final run. Meeting attendance has a positive and significant relationship
to the outcome variable in the first run, and remains significant when both personal and
organizational factors are included in the model. Power in the broader system is significant in
run 1 and remains so when organizational factors are included. Being in a formal leadership
position is a significant control when personal factors are considered, as well as when
organizational factors are considered. However, when personal and organizational factors are
included in the model the significance is completely gone because formal leadership is
sharing variance with power in the system. Although not significant, an inverse relationship
appears between sense of community-responsibility and reputation of leadership overall. This
negative relationship was not observed in the correlation analysis. Similarity in population

served between the respondent’s home organization and the collaborative trends toward
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significance in the model with both personal and organizational predictors, maintaining a

similar magnitude between runs 2 and 3.

Table 4.11: Model 2 DV: Thought Leader

Predictor

Model Run 1:

Personal
B(Std. Error)

Model Run 2:

Org
B(Std. Error)

Model Run 3:
Both
B(Std. Error)

Sense of Community

.008

NA

225

Sense of Community-Responsibility -.206 NA -.290
Psychological Empowerment .286 NA .299
Prior Experience -.008 NA .070
Power in System 162*** NA 192***
Similar Mission NA -.191 -.138
Similar Target Population NA .006 011*
Organizational Age NA -.031 -.018
Organizational Size NA .022 -.124
Formal Leader 270 1.938*** 126

# Meetings attended in prior year 051*** 042%** 027+
Respondent Age -.007 -.008 -.020
Respondent Education .009 ABTH** 179
(S)(;E';'rg;“ Test (Likelihood Ratio Chi- | 5 703 qqfyexs | 87.193(8dfy*** | 130.427(13dfy**
Goodness of Fit (AIC) 468.458 439.389 389.633
Goodness of Fit (BIC) 499.084 465.734 430.098

tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001

In the model that includes the Thought Leader dimension as the DV, a somewhat

similar story emerges. Shown above in table 4.11, meeting attendance remains significant

from the analysis that includes only personal factors to the regression that includes both

personal and organizational, although is less pronounced in the full model. The control

variables of respondent education and formal leadership appear significant only in run 2, the

model with organizational predictors. Once personal factors are incorporated into the

regression, the significance of education and being in a formal leadership position for

recognition as a thought leader disappears. Again, although not significant, the negative

relationship between sense of community-responsibility and reputation for leadership is




present but did not emerge in the correlation analysis. Like in the overall model, serving a

similar target population was not significant in run 2 but is in the third model with all

predictors.

Table 4.12: Model 3 DV: Champion

Predictor Model Run 1: Model Run 2: Model Run 3:

Personal Org Both

B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error)
Sense of Community .087 NA 184
Sense of Community-Responsibility -.029 NA -.029
Psychological Empowerment 261 NA 321
Prior Experience -.185+ NA -.139
Power in System 126%** NA 133%**
Similar Mission NA -.081 -.003
Similar Target Population NA .003 .004
Organizational Age NA -.153** -.162**
Organizational Size NA .183 .156
Formal Leader .376 1.736*** .588
# Meetings attended in prior year .052%** 043*** .035*
Respondent Age .019 .005 .013
Respondent Education -.167 .168 -.057
Omnibus Test (Likelihood Ratio Chi- | 119.176(9df)*** | 87.222(8df)*** | 121.205(13df)***
Square)
Goodness of Fit (AIC) 424.220 396.176 356.889
Goodness of Fit (BIC) 454.845 422521 397.354

tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001

Findings related to the Champion DV are shown in table 4.12 above. Again, meeting

attendance is consistently a significant predictor for enacting this dimension of leadership

across runs. Formal leadership was a significant control in the second run, but its significance

disappeared in the fully specified model in run 3. Power in the broader system was

significant in the first run as well as the third. With this dimension of leadership, prior

experience trended toward significance in the first run but was not significant when

organizational factors were controlled for in the model. Organizational age remained

significant when including personal factors in the final run.

91



Table 4.13: Model 4 DV: Process Guardian

Predictor Model Run 1: Model Run 2: Model Run 3:

Personal Org Both

B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error)
Sense of Community 1.086** NA .999*
Sense of Community-Responsibility -1.071*** NA -.963**
Psychological Empowerment .051 NA -.103
Prior Experience 141 NA 101
Power in System 168*** NA AT74%**
Similar Mission NA -427* -.440*
Similar Target Population NA .008 .0107
Organizational Age NA -.079 -.061
Organizational Size NA 311* 120
Formal Leader .870F 2.388*** .286
# Meetings attended in prior year 051** 055%** 041+
Respondent Age -.056** -.011 -.056**
Respondent Education -.037 .025 .014
Omnibus Test (Likelihood Ratio Chi- 186.820(9df)*** | 131.764(8df)*** | 171.740(13df)***
Square)
Goodness of Fit (AIC) 290.063 309.884 256.296
Goodness of Fit (BIC) 320.688 336.229 296.761

tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001

The process guardian dimension of leadership is similar to the others in some aspects

but different in others. Meeting attendance, again, is a significant predictor in the first run

and remains so when both personal and organizational factors are included. However, in

addition to that factor, SOC, SOC-R, and power in the broader system, formal leadership,

and respondent age are all significant predictors in the first run. With the exception of formal

leadership, these personal factors remain significant when including organization factors in

the model. As observed with the thought leader dimension of leadership, similarity in

population served was not a significant predictor for enacting the process guardian leadership

role in the organizational-factors-only model, but is when all predictors were included.

Finally, similarity in mission emerges as a significant predictor for this dimension of

leadership in both run 2 with organizational predictors, and run 3 when personal factors are

accounted for in the model.
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One unexpected finding was the differences in the directions of the relationships
between target population (which was positively related) and reputation as a process
guardian, and mission alignment (which was negative) and reputation as a process guardian. |
expected similarity in findings related to similar mission and similar target population. A
crosstabulation of these variables, shown in table 4.14 below, reveals close to 70% of
respondents indicated the work of the collaborative was either quite or highly central to the
mission of their home organization. However, over one-fifth of those who reported this
strong degree of mission alignment indicated the percentage of clients served by their
organization was 20% or less. There is not a clear linear relationship between mission
alignment and similarity in target population. These items have a significant positive

relationship but are correlated only at .517**,

Table 4.14: Crosstabulation Between Similarity in Population Served and Organizational Mission

% _ E_xtent To Which Work Of Collaborative Is Central To

. Org Mission #(%)
Similar Not At ) ) ) Total
Pop All A Little Somewhat | Quite Highly
1-20% |52 |13(67) |35(152) |15(65) |33(14.3) (12; 0
21-40% 1(.4) 3(1.3) 10 (4.3) 21 (9.1) 8 (3.5) 43 (18.7)
41-60% | 0 (0) 0 (0) 3(1.3) 3(1.3) 20 (8.7) 26 (11.3)
61-80% | 0(0) 0 (0) 1(.4) 3(1.3) 9(3.9) 13 (5.7)
81-100% | 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(.9) 45 (19.6) 47 (20.4)
Total 6 (2.6) 16 (7) 49 (21.3) 44 (19.1) | 115 (50) 230 (100)
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Table 4.15: Model 5 DV 5: Recruiter Nominations

Predictor Model Run 1: Model Run 2: Model Run 3:

Personal Org Both

B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error) B(Std. Error)
Sense of Community 243 NA 460
Sense of Community-Responsibility | .050 NA -.084
Psychological Empowerment -.031 NA -.063
Prior Experience .352** NA .309*
Power in System 132%** NA A17%**
Similar Mission NA -.280 -.184
Similar Target Population NA 011+ .012*
Organizational Age NA .030 .010
Organizational Size NA 197 .094
Formal Leader 1.889*** 3.100*** 1.835**
# Meetings attended in prior year .019 .026* .019
Respondent Age -.027+ -.042** -.032+
Respondent Education -470* .061 -.343
Omnibus Test (Likelihood Ratio Chi- | 211.291(9df)*** 162.653(8df)*** | 179.131(13df)***
Square)
Goodness of Fit (AIC) 306.972 282.538 267.831
Goodness of Fit (BIC) 337.598 308.883 308.296

tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001

Finally, similar trends appear with the recruiter dimension of leadership but some
interesting differences. In this regression, formal leadership is a significant predictor across
analyses, but meeting attendance is only significant in run 2 the model with no personal
predictors. Respondent age has an inverse significant relationship with recognition as a
recruiter across models. Respondent education was significant in run 1 but not in either of the
other two. Prior experience and power in the broader system are significant factors in both
run 1 as well as the full model. Similar target population trends toward significance when
considering organizational factors alone, and becomes significant at the .05 level when
included in the final model.

In GZLM regression analyses, goodness of fit indicators are most useful for
comparing models. Of the two indicators, AIC and BIC, BIC has a harsher penalty for
additional variables (Garson, 2012a). This project is one of the first to quantitatively

investigate and identify which variables might have predictive usefulness. Models in this
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study intentionally include as many variables as are theoretically relevant, so penalizing for
lack of parsimony does not make sense. Both AIC and BIC are shown in the findings tables
to demonstrate the consistent trend across indicators and show model 3, the least
parsimonious, is of course the best fit. For ease of comparison table 4.16 shows findings for
each of the DVs from the full model that includes both personal and organizational factors
(run 3).
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Table 4.16: Regression Output for Full Models

Predictor All Thought Leader Champion Process Guardian | Recruiter
B (Std. Error) B (Std. Error) B (Std. Error) B (Std. Error) B (Std. Error)

Sense of Community 464 225 184 .999* 460

Sense of Community- | _ 75 290 029 -.963%* -.084

Responsibility

Psychological 259 299 321 -103 063

Empowerment

Prior Experience -.021 .070 -.139 101 .309*

Power in System 160*** 192%x** 133%** A 74%F* A17FF*

Similar Mission -.064 -.138 -.003 -.440* -.184

St rarget 0087 011 004 0107 012+
opulation

Organizational Age -.060 -.018 -.162** -.061 .010

Organizational Size 074 -.124 156 120 .094

Formal Leader .845 726 588 .286 1.835**

# Meetings attended in | ), 027+ 035* 041% 019

prior year

Respondent Age -.012 -.020 013 -.056** -.032%

Respondent Education -.060 179 -.057 .014 -.343

Omnibus Test 121.205(13df)*** | 171.740(13df)*** | 179.131(13df)***

(Likelihood Ratio Chi- | 142.728(13df)*** | 130.427(13df)***

Square)

Goodness of Fit (AIC) 317.572 389.633 356.889 256.296 267.831

Goodness of Fit (BIC) 358.037 430.098 397.354 296.761 308.296

tsig at .1; *sig at .05; ** sig at .01; *** sig at .001
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As described previously, a step-wise GZLM using negative binomial model reveals
that across all four types of leadership, the model that includes both the personal and
organizational factors was the best fit. This is not surprising because in general the more
predictors that are included, the better the model fit. Findings displayed in table 4.16 are not
new information from the individual findings tables shown previously, however this table
allows for a comparative view of importance of predictors across dimensions.

In looking across the five models, different patterns emerge with respect to significant
predictors. Power in the broader system has a positive significant relationship across DVs.
Similar target population was significant across four of the five DVs, with the champion role
being the anomaly. Table 4.16 shows that with the exception of the recruiter role, meeting
attendance frequency is a significant predictor of enacting leadership. Interestingly the
opposite occurs for another control variable, where occupying a formal leadership role is not
significant in the fully specified models of the other four DVs but is significant for the
recruiter dimension of leadership. This suggests that having power in the broader system is a
key indicator for understanding who members look to for leadership in collaboratives.
However, depending on the dimension of leadership, who shows up most frequently and
representing an organization that serves a similar population are likely important factors.

The remaining personal and organizational factors shown in table 4.16 continue the
trend of varied importance depending on dimension of leadership. Psychological
empowerment does not appear to be a factor at all in predicting enactment of leadership in
collaboratives. Both sense of community and sense of community responsibility appear as
significant predictors for process guardian role but no other. Interestingly these factors are
similar in magnitude but in opposite direction where sense of community has a positive
relationship and sense of community-responsibility has an inverse relationship. Prior
experience and formal leadership are both significant with a positive relationship for the
recruiter dimension and no others. Similarity in the mission of the respondent’s home
organization and the collaborative has a negative relationship with the process guardian DV

but no others. Organizational age appears as a significant predictor only with the champion
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DV. Finally, Organizational size and respondent education are not significant for any of the
five DVs.

Summary

The research questions that guide this dissertation ask how the dimensions of
leadership in collaboratives are related, and which members are most likely to fulfill these
roles. Analysis finds the champion and thought leader dimensions of leadership are more
prevalent than others, individuals are only slightly more likely to engage in a multiple types
of leadership than a single dimension, and exploratory analyses suggest the dimensions
appear to reflect one overarching concept. In terms of understanding the profile of who is
likely to be seen as a leader, regression analyses indicate factors common to most dimensions
of leadership examined in this study are frequently attending collaborative-sponsored events,
being recognized as powerful in the broader system, and representing an organization that
serves a similar population. However, there was variation observed in terms of which

predictor variables are significant among the dimensions of leadership.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Introduction

This focus of this dissertation is on leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives.
The questions that guided this study ask about the relationship among different dimensions of
leadership in collaboratives, and factors that are associated with whether collaborative
members recognize a peer member as a leader. The kinds of leadership investigated in this
project are derived from the literature and reflect an overall/generalized leadership role, as
well as the following four dimensions: thought leader, champion, process guardian, and
recruiter. This study makes several significant contributions to the literature. First, this
research uses a nomination technique to understand which members others look to as leaders
and the extent to which they look to the same person in different areas. Exploring leadership
from a reputational perspective in community collaboratives is a relatively new approach to
understanding this relational leadership dynamic. Understanding the extent to which
individuals are recognized as different kinds of leaders is not a strong focus for this literature,
but is important to understanding how leadership emerges in this context. Second, this
research provides one of the first quantitative investigations of the factors that are associated
with leadership nominations, allowing for the reconciliation of structural versus personal
attribute explanations prominent in the current literature. These contributions are discussed in
this chapter, followed by a discussion of limitations of these findings and directions for

future research.

Research Question 1

The first research question was, “How are the dimensions of leadership within
collaboratives related to one another?” Investigation into this question contributes to the
literature in the following ways. This study advances the existing rich, case study-based
literature by parsing the way leadership is discussed into different dimensions and examining
how these dimensions are related to one another. There is clear growing interest in leadership

in community-led multiorganizational collaboratives in the literature, and scholars
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acknowledge leadership in this context is different (Alexander, Comfort, Weiner, & Bogue,
2001; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). However, much of the research in this area focuses on
characterizations of leadership (Miller-Seitz, 2012). For example, the encompassing
descriptions of leadership in collaboratives seen in theory development work, like integrative
leadership theory for example (Crosby & Bryson, 2010), essentially tells us that members
emerge as leaders who engage in a wide variety of roles, and what the different leadership
roles are that appear to be important across collaboratives. This study deconstructs the broad
theoretical descriptions of leadership in the literature into subgroups, by purpose. Building
largely on Mandell and Keast (2009) and Nowell and Harrison (2010), this study adds to the
conversation in the literature on ways to think about leadership in collaboratives. | propose
four dimensions of leadership in this context that appear to emerge from this broader
literature. , and investigate them from a relational versus position or traits based perspective
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Uhl-Bien, 2006).

Another way this study advances the largely case-study approach to leadership in
multiorganizational community collaboratives is this study uses a nomination technique to
understand who is looked to as a leader by and among collaborative members. While there is
demonstrated interest in leadership in public and nonprofit research domains, this literature
relies heavily on the assumption of the importance of positional/legal-rational authority to
lead. Because collaboratives, by definition, do not operate through legal rational authority,
leadership in this context is different (Alexander et al., 2001; Bryson et al., 2006; Chrislip &
Larson, 1994; Getha-Taylor et al., 2011; Kellerman & Webster, 2002; Morse, 2010; Wart,
2003). Operationalizing leadership objectively in a community collaborative is difficult
because the lack of formal authority in this context. There is no organizational chart that
identifies who is supposed to be in which leadership role that can be used to assess whether
the specified individual is fulfilling a set of tasks. By operationalizing leadership from a
relational perspective, the nomination approach used in this study leverages the subjective
perspectives and lived experiences of members within the collaborative. This relational
perspective is important in an environment where no individual is granted positional

authority over others like in these collaboratives, where participation by the multiple

100



organizations involved is typically voluntary. To my knowledge Nowell et al. (2016) is one
of the first studies to explore who people look to as leaders and the extent they look to the
same people across roles in the literature on community collaboratives. This study adds
additional leadership characteristics and examines the relationships between dimensions,
which has not been done to my knowledge.

A key question in the literature is whether leadership should be viewed from a
multidimensional or unidimensional perspective. The analysis into this research question
reveals some interesting findings about the relationships among the dimensions scholars
discuss as leadership. The correlation analysis indicates these dimensions are positively
associated at roughly .6 to .7, which suggests that when someone is nominated for any one
role, they are more likely to be nominated for another role as well. These correlation
coefficients suggest a strong, but not perfect association. The EFA findings suggested these
dimensions all converge on one component, providing justification for viewing leadership is
a unidimensional concept. However, descriptive analysis reveal variation with respect to how
concentrated the different roles appear across the collaboratives in this study and how
frequently individuals are identified into these roles by their peers. For example, close to half
of those nominated into leadership roles were nominated into only one role, suggesting that
individuals viewed as leaders in one capacity are often not viewed as leaders in any other
capacity. The concentration and diversity indices indicate moderate concentration of
nominations across leadership dimensions. Additionally, the frequency analysis reveals
collaborative members can more easily nominate individuals into the champion and thought
leader roles. Collectively these findings provide support for the idea that these roles are not
one and the same.

In assessing the extent to which members of a collaborative look to the same
individuals in different areas, findings indicate there may be a small group of super-leaders,
but the large majority of those who are identified as leaders being recognized in a much more
dyadic, relational sense. A majority of individuals are looked to as leaders in multiple areas,
demonstrated by the approximately 60/40 split in nominees’ breadth of nomination types.

While the majority of nominees are viewed in multiple roles, approximately 40% of those
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nominated were identified as a single kind of leader. This is partly why the results seem
ambiguous. If the concept of leadership were as unidimensional as suggested by the EFA,
then one would expect fewer individuals identified in the single nomination type category.
The cluster analysis adds to the ambiguity. At first blush, the findings suggest there are three
clusters and those nominated as high in one category are nominated as high in the others.
However, in examining the centroids of the each input to the cluster it was clear there were
outliers in the data that influenced that analysis. For example, in the high nomination profile
cluster — the one that included individuals for whom there was ample agreement about their
leadership among nominators — the centroid or mean nomination for the recruiter role was
45.5. That value was surprising compared to the means for the other inputs within that
cluster, which were in the low to mid-20s. A crosstabulation analysis revealed the individuals
in the high category were either the coordinators or co-chairs of the collaboratives. While the
cluster analysis supports the idea of leadership as a unidimensional concept, those findings
may be a reflection of a few individuals who have extreme outlying data. In the cluster
analysis, the far majority of nominees were in the low nomination profile category. A low
mean nomination profile suggests only a few other collaborative members look to these
individuals as leaders. This might mean that for these nominees, leadership is more dyadic
than globally recognized within the collaborative. Those peers with whom the nominees have
relationships may look them to as a leader, but not everyone in the collaborative sees them in
that capacity.

In summary, the first research question was an investigation into the relationship
between the aspects of leadership discussed in the literature. The analysis for this question
makes several contributions to the literature. First, this study parses the broader
characterizations of leadership in community collaboratives in the literature into dimensions.
This study also uses a relational operationalization of leadership to compare the dimensions
derived from the literature, which is a relatively new approach to understanding leadership in
this context. Finally, this analysis examines the extent to which members of a collaborative
look to the same individuals for different areas of leadership. Findings indicate there is a

tendency for individuals to be seen in multiple leadership roles, but it is also likely that
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individuals may be looked to for just one kind of leadership. This suggests leadership may be
more dimensional and relationship based than was expected at first review of the EFA and
cluster analysis findings. Collectively, these findings are interesting because they do not
provide a clear answer to whether leadership should be viewed from a unidimensional or
multidimensional perspective. Nonetheless, it is still important to understand which members
are likely to be looked to by others as leaders. These findings suggest the question of who is
likely to be recognized as a leader should be approached from both the unidimensional and

multidimensional perspective.

Research Question 2

The second research question that guided this dissertation asked, “Who are
collaborative members most likely to look to as leaders within the collaborative?” This
analysis makes a significant contribution to the literature by examining factors related to
generalized leadership, as well as those related to the specific aspects of leadership identified
by scholars of community collaboratives. This allows us to gain insight into one of the key
questions in public administration, are leaders a function of who they are, or who and what
they represent? Findings do not support any of my hypotheses. | hypothesized that the
personal and organizational factors included in the model would be significantly associated
with an individual being seen as a leader in their collaborative, and that personal attributes
would be more strongly associated with being looked to as a leader compared to
organizational attributes. Interestingly, findings suggest that across both the generalized
leadership and the four dimensions of leadership examined here, an individual’s structural
position within the broader community system is the primary predictor for whether that
individual is looked to as a leader among collaborative members.

Initially, | presented factors that | hypothesized as related to an individual being
looked to as a leader among collaborative members. These factors were presented from both
a personal and organizational perspective in terms of capacity, motivation, and relational
capacity. | suspected the results would be significant and have a positive relationship with the
generalized leadership outcome variable. Additionally, | anticipated the factors would be
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positively related to the dimensions, although the significance of each factor would likely
vary across dimensions. However, the results reveal that rather than a suite of personal or
organizational characteristics, the significant factors are dominated by structural factors
about the individuals. Generally, it seems to be what the leaders represent in the system, and
the power and resources they control that matters most. Even more specifically, individuals
with greater power in the system are significantly more likely to be seen as leaders, compared
to those with lesser power.

In some ways, these findings harken to the long-standing part of the conversation in
the broader leadership literature about whether leaders are born or made (for example,
Johnson et al., 1998; Marques, 2010; Muller & Page, 2016). Results indicate leaders are less
about personal characteristics, but the role they represent within the broader system. Clearly,
these findings support the general idea in the literature that leaders are made not born — but in
this case the ‘made’ is with respect to the existing, broader system within which these
collaboratives function and seek to bring about change. From a practical perspective, these
findings have a counter-intuitive implication. Leadership development is a typical component
of a collaborative’s agenda. However, findings from these analyses suggest it is who
individuals are in a broader arena that is important. Thus, in light of limited time and
resources, the greater return for the collaborative in terms of leadership may be from targeted
recruitment of powerful individuals from the broader system rather than from leadership
development initiatives from within the collaborative. This does not suggest that
collaboratives are not a mechanism for developing community leaders. These data and
analysis suggest that in a situation in which the goal of the collaborative is to develop
leadership capacity within the collaborative in the short-term then strategic recruitment of
power brokers from the broader community may provide a greater return on investment of
time and resources. This practical implication may be significant for public administrators
and managers who are charged with coordinating these community collaboratives, because
these individuals are likely the people who are identifying and recruiting new members. The
formal leadership role was significant only in the regression using recruiter dimension of

leadership as the outcome variable. With respect to the question of whether leadership is
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personal or structural within the context of community collaboratives, these analyses suggest
it is structural with an emphasis on the individual’s position within the broader system. This
study underscores the Nowell and Harrison’s (2010) findings and provides additional
evidence of the importance for collaborative’s to include a strong focus on recruitment in
their capacity-building efforts.

Another take on these findings is they may reflect the stage of lifecycle in which
these community collaboratives are currently. The collaboratives in this study are fairly
newly established. With the exception of one which was in year six, all the collaboratives in
this study were established within the preceding three years. The stage of life cycle is
important for organizations as well as collaboratives (Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998; Quinn &
Cameron, 1983). Organizationally, it is well accepted that the stage of lifecycle the
organization is in matters for assessing effectiveness, understanding the broader environment
and competition, as well as for management priorities (Dodge, Fullerton, & Robbins, 1994;
Quinn & Cameron, 1983; Smith, Mitchell, & Summer, 1985). Like in organizations, stage of
lifecycle is an important factor in understanding multiorganizational collaboratives (Lowndes
& Skelcher, 1998; Mitchell, Florin, & Stevenson, 2002; Mitchell, Stone-Wiggins, Stevenson,
& Florin, 2004; Wandersman et al., 1996). It may also be that in the context of
collaboratives, the kind of leadership necessary in early stages of a collaborative’s lifecycle
differs from that which is most important to collaboratives in later stages. For example,
practical authority tells us members informally negotiate with one another using their actions
and interactions (Abers & Keck, 2013). The negotiation process that members go through
with one another to identify who enacts the different roles occurs over time because these
social structures require repeated interactions to develop and become established. In a
collaborative’s early stages, this informal negotiation may be currently underway for all
leadership roles. As collaboratives are around for longer time, their capacity for self-
governance is increased, part of which is identification of who the leaders are among the
members. In the early stages activities that work to build a common problem frame and
language for the issue are important. However, over time it is possible these tasks become

less of a focus because the collaborative may develop a stronger or more solid identity, with
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consensus among most members about the issue or problem. Once members have a strong
sense of what the issue is, what the collaborative is, and what its strategies are, tasks like
advocating for the collaborative to external stakeholders may be more important. At later
stages of the lifecycle, the champion role may be more salient than it was when the
collaborative initially formed and the identity and plans were not yet developed. However,
this study does not assess leadership from a longitudinal perspective.

Limitations

No study is without limitations and these findings are interpreted in light of the
limitations that apply to this study. First, causality is not established in the relationships.
While the nomination approach used in this study addresses common method bias, it still
suffers from the same limitation of leaving the causal direction between the predictor and
outcome variables statistically ambiguous. These findings only indicate what variables
appear to be associated with the outcome variables. Additionally, the cross-sectional design
used in this study limits the ability to assess and understand how leadership needs might
change over the course of a collaborative’s lifecycle. If the stage of lifecycle that a
collaborative is in is important for leadership, clearly a cross-sectional study cannot inform
how leadership needs and emergence changes over time.

Another limitation in this study was inclusion of outliers that were identified in the
data for key variables. For example, two individuals received over 40 nominations in the
recruiter category. Investigation into who these individuals were revealed both occupied
formal leader roles. Some of the analyses used in this study are sensitive to outliers, like the
cluster analysis. As discussed, one of the three clusters had only 2 individuals (those who
drove the mean recruiter input to 45.5 in that cluster). That cluster was strongly driven by
those outliers. One of the control variables was whether the individual was in a formal
leadership position, but having that control does not alleviate the influence of extreme data
values.

Ambiguous findings with respect to a generalized versus multi-dimensional

leadership construct is another limitation. Issues that may have influenced those conflicting
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results could be a function of how the dimensions were conceptualized, the sample itself, or
the study’s design. Respondent fatigue or how the dimensions were worded may have
influenced how respondent’s understood the dimension descriptions. In this study,
individuals were included if they reported attending at least one meeting in the preceding 12
months. A higher threshold for involvement may have resulted in a group of respondents
who were better equipped to nominate peers for different leader roles. The participation
threshold of at least one meeting or event over the 12 months preceding the survey and that
may have been too low a cutoff.

Another factor to influence these findings may have been the question structure for
the recruiter leader role. As discussed, the nominations for the recruiter role used a narrative
response style as opposed to a number list like the other three roles. This question asked
respondents to tell how they became involved in the collaborative and who recruited them.
With each of the other three roles, the survey item asked respondents to list up to five other
people who are known for that role. By using a different question structure and not asking for
up to five others who are known as recruiters this role may be under-reported.

Lastly, the Public Service Motivation predictor variable was dropped, which is
unfortunate as it is an important concept in the public administration literature. The global
measure used in this study had severe range restriction issues, with over 80% of responses in
the top two categories on the scale. A possible reason may be the items that made up this
scale were included with the other scale items (SOC, SOC-R, and PE). Those other scales did
not have similar issues with response range restriction, so it may be that respondents
answered items with a strong desirability bias that lessened as they continued through the
survey. In other words, they may have answered positively to a set of global public service
questions, which were presented first, and then felt less obligated to respond positively once
they got through the first few items. Alternatively, it may be that the global PSM scale used
here, validated by Wright et al. (2013), is well suited for intraorganizational studies but less

suitable for research with community-based collaboratives.
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Future Research

Going forward, research on leadership in community collaboratives should include a
primary focus on clarifying the way scholars conceptualize the different aspects of leadership
in collaboratives. The conflicting findings about whether leadership as a construct was
unidimensional versus multidimensional were unexpected. In light of the strong theoretical
argument that different kinds of leader roles require individual capacities, these findings may
be a function of how these dimensions are conceptualized. Future research should reconcile
these findings and clarify these roles and relationships. Another important focus for future
research includes understanding how leadership needs and emergence changes over a
collaborative’s lifecycle. Longitudinal studies could inform what those needs are based on
stage of lifecycle, which is demonstrated as important in understanding other aspects of
multiorganizational community collaboratives.

Examining additional questions that arose during the present analyses but were
outside the scope of this study is another direction for future research. Specifically, learning
more about those individuals who are in formal positions and understanding how the
inclusion of those individuals influenced the outcomes. For example, whether those with the
greatest power in the broader system are also those who are in formal leader roles within the
collaborative. Another possibility is to remove all outliers and reanalyze the data to see
whether those outliers are driving findings across analyses. Finally, re-assessing the
assumption that individuals who attend one meeting in the prior 12 months could attest to
which other members are leaders, much less specific types of leaders. To do this, a different
threshold could be set and a filter variable calculated before re-running analyses. This would
show if there are differences in the data using data from respondents with a higher

participation threshold.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

It is well established that leadership is critical for the outcomes and successes
multiorganizational collaboratives (for example, Alexander et al., 2001; Emerson et al., 2012;
Getha-Taylor & Morse, 2013; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Nowell & Harrison, 2010). Much of
the research agenda in this area has focused on describing what leadership means in groups
like collaboratives, in which there are few (if any) individuals ‘in charge’ of others (Mller-
Seitz, 2012). This dissertation aims to contribute to that vein of literature on collaboratives by
empirically examining the dimensionality of leadership in collaboratives and factors that are
associated with whether any individual member is looked to as a leader in this context.

Two primary research questions guided this study. The first question asked: In what
ways are the dimensions of leadership discussed in the literature related? This question
addresses seemingly contradictory conceptualizations in the literature regarding what
leadership means in this context. Leadership is described as both a unidimensional and
multidimensional concept, encompassing everything from recruiting members and building
consensus among members about strategies, to scanning the sociopolitical environment (for
example, Bryson et al., 2006; Crosby & Bryson, 2010; Mandell & Keast, 2009; Nowell &
Harrison, 2010). In addition, leadership is discussed as occurring in both centralized and
distributed ways (Currie et al., 2011; Emerson et al., 2012). By asking how the dimensions of
leadership that appear in the literature are related, this study advances the conversations
about what leadership means in this context. The second question asked: What factors are
associated with an individual being looked to as a leader among collaborative members?
Identifying factors that are associated with an individual being looked to as a leader is a
relatively new direction for research on leadership in multiorganizational collaboratives.
Nowell et al. (2016) reveal the positive and significant relationship between and individual’s
personal feelings of responsibility toward a collaborative and that individual being
recognized by peers as leaders in this context. This study builds on their work by asking what
other personal and organizational variables are important to being looked to as a leader in a
community collaborative. In addition, the present study models additional dimensions of
leadership that are described in the literature as outcome variables. The dimensions
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introduced by Nowell and Harrison (2010) and included in the Nowell et al. (2016) study
include thought leader and champion leadership roles. Additional roles included in this study
are process guardians and recruiters.

Exploring the relationships among the dimensions of leadership in collaboratives
described in the literature is a primary goal of this study. Three sub-questions guided that
exploration. These are (1) what is the pattern of nominations across leader dimensions; (2) do
leaders tend to be nominated across all categories or within one; and (3) is there complete
independence amongst the four types of leadership examined in this study? Investigating the
pattern of nominations across leader types reveals diversity of nominations across
dimensions and whether one type of leader observed across a greater number of members.
Diversity indices suggest there is some concentration of nominations in these collaboratives,
and frequency analysis reveal collaborative members nominate their peers more frequently
into the champion and thought leader categories relative to the process guardian and recruiter
roles. Leaders have a tendency to be nominated in multiple categories but not by a large
margin. Cluster analysis suggests most individuals tend to be nominated by just a few others
and only a few individuals had very high agreement across collaborative members with
respect to their reputation as a leader. An exploratory factor analysis suggests the dimensions
converge on one component. However, correlation analysis suggests these dimensions are
not perfectly correlated. These findings do not entirely support either a generalized or
multidimensional perspective of leadership in collaboratives. The ambiguity of these findings
indicate that leadership is more complex in this setting than perhaps in other contexts, for
example in a bureaucracy where individuals who are looked to as leaders largely draw upon
positional authority in their interactions with others. These ambiguous findings also support
investigation of factors associated with both a generalized operationalization of leadership
and dimensional aspects of leadership.

The critical relationship between leadership and a collaborative’s outcomes
underscores the importance of understanding factors associated with being looked to as a
leader. This study hypothesized that an individual’s personal characteristics and the

characteristics of the organization an individual represents will be positively associated with
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that individual being looked to as a leader. Additionally, | hypothesized that personal
attributes will be more strongly associated with being seen as a leader among peers than
organizational factors. Regression analyses using a generalized linear negative binomial
model reveal that an individual’s position in the broader system is the primary predictor
variable across both a generalized leadership outcome variable as well as the four dimensions
of leadership investigated, including thought leader, champion, process guardian, and
recruiter. This suggests it is possible that the leader development practices, common to many
collaboratives that aim to develop leaders from their membership, is less fruitful than may be
expected. Findings indicate it is what members represent in the broader system is more
important to whether the individual is looked to as a leader. Across the dimensions of
leadership, power was the only common significant factor associated with each outcome
variable. However, each dimension had a unique profile of significant predictors, further
lending empirical support to the idea that these dimensions are likely unique aspects of
leadership in this setting.

In summary, the dimensions of leadership are positively related, but it is not clear the
extent to which we should consider leadership as a generalized or multidimensional concept.
In considering both perspectives, the primary factor that is positively and significantly
associated with all conceptualizations of leadership is an individual’s power in the broader
system. From a practical perspective these understanding can help identify potential leaders
in community collaboratives, suggesting efforts to develop leaders from within may be less
beneficial than recruiting individuals who are known as powerful in the broader system.
Theoretically, this study advances our understanding of what leadership means in this context
by parsing the descriptions in the literature and empirically examining their relationship. The
use of nominations to identify leaders eliminates the common method bias often seen in
social science research. Findings present new opportunities for future research in the areas of
leadership and community collaboratives. Further exploring the dimensionality (or lack
thereof) of leadership is a key area for future research, as well as understanding leadership
over the lifecycle of a collaborative. These are important to better understanding its

emergence in this setting where no individual has positional authority over others.
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NCSU IA Evaluation Yr 2 Survey - MASTER

Q1 Welcome! Thank you for your time today and contributions to the Innovative
Approaches Initiative evaluation. A main goal of the evaluation is to understand the changes
that are happening in your community as a result of the Innovative Approaches (1A)
Initiative. Even if you haven’t been heavily involved in the IA Initiative, you represent an
important stakeholder to this work and your feedback and perspectives are valuable!  To
participate in the survey press the forward arrow button on the lower right part of each

screen.,

Q2 North Carolina State University - Informed Consent Form for Research
Innovative Approaches Initiative Evaluation Spring 2016 Survey Dr. Branda
Nowell

What are some general things you should know about research studies? You are
being asked to take part in a research study. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You
have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate or to stop participating at
any time without penalty. The purpose of research studies is to gain a better understanding of
a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from being in a study.
Research studies also may pose risks to those that participate. In this consent form you will
find specific details about the research in which you are being asked to participate. If you do
not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the researcher for clarification or
more information. You can print a copy of this consent form, or request one and it will be
provided to you. If at any time you have questions about your participation, do not hesitate to
contact the researcher(s) named above. = What is the purpose of this study? The Innovative
Approaches initiative is a systems change program led by the NC Division of Public Health
Children and Youth Branch, and is currently being implemented in nine North Carolina
counties. An overall objective of Innovative Approaches is to improve the lives of children
and youth with special health care needs. The purpose of this study is to understand the

influence of IA on the community system and the children’s lives it aims to improve as well
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as the factors that influence systems change efforts. You are being asked to participate by
completing a survey that will help us understand IA’s influence on your community and how
that has changed during the time your county has been involved in IA. Lessons and insights
from this project will be made available to you and will include state level and county-
specific findings. Findings may also be disseminated through academic

publications.  What will happen if you take part in the study? If you agree to participate in
this study, you will be asked to take part in a survey. You may respond either through an
online questionnaire, over the phone, or in paper/pencil. We estimate it will take
approximately 30 minutes to complete the survey. Risks The risks associated with
participating in this study are minimal. You may decline to answer any question with which
you are uncomfortable and may elect to terminate the survey at any time. Findings generated
from this study will be reported in aggregate to protect the identity of participants. As a
result, the risk of personal identification is very low.  Benefits Individuals in the study will
receive a report at the end of the study informing them of the findings about the influence on
system capacity, network formation and evolution processes, and perceptions of the way IA
impacted those network processes. Understanding these processes may increase the
situational awareness of community IA stakeholders. Findings may also help support and
inform future initiatives aimed at increasing system capacity. Confidentiality The
information in the study records will be kept confidential and protected to the full extent
allowed by law. No publication resulting from this data will identify you by either name or
title. Data will be reported back in aggregate. Data will be stored securely on password
protected NCSU servers, and in locked cabinets in a locked NCSU research office. Only
research team members have access to the research office. ~ What if you have questions
about this study? If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you
may contact the researcher, Dr. Branda Nowell, at branda_nowell@ncsu.edu, or 919-515-
5055.  What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? If you feel
you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a
participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact

Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator at dapaxton@ncsu.edu or by phone at 1-

140



919-515-4514. Consent To Participate | understand proceeding with the survey indicates |
have read and understand the above information. | have received a copy of this form and |
agree to participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate
or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am
otherwise entitled.

O By clicking the “I Consent” button below, you are indicating that you have read the
information above and consent to participating in this study. (1)

Q3 Instructions: On each of the following pages, please answer each question
either by clicking the button next to the response you choose or entering text in the response
box. If there are any questions that you do not wish to answer, or do not have an answer for,
please mark the ‘Don’t Know’ option and move on to the next question. As a community
member and a stakeholder in Innovative Approaches your perspective is important! Even if
you are not heavily involved, your perspective provides valuable insight about the overall
influence of Innovative Approaches on your community. Thank you again for your time!

Q4 Background and Role in Innovative Approaches

Q5 Do you currently live in ${e://Field/county} County?

QO Yes (1)
O No (2)

Answer If Do you currently live in ${e://Field/county} County? No Is Selected
Q6 If not, what county do you currently live in?

Q7 How many years have you lived in this county?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 100

Q8 How many years have you worked in ${e://Field/county} County?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 50
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Q9 In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following best describes you:

QO 1 BOTH currently work for an organization, agency or group that serves children or
families with special health care needs AND am a family member and/or advocate of a
child with special health care needs (1)

O | am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs (2)

O 1 work(ed) for an organization, agency or group that serves children, youth, or families
with special health care needs (3)

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following best describes you: | am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health
care needs Is Not Selected

Q10 Please indicate the stakeholder group you represent in your work with the

Innovative Approaches Initiative (IA)? If more than one category applies, select all that

apply:
Behavioral health care provider (1)

Early intervention agency (2)

Local county health department (3)

Local county department of parks and recreation (4)

Local county department of social services (5)

Managed Care Organization (6)

Medical health care provider (7)

Nonprofit organization (8)

Occupational or physical therapist (9)

School representative (10)

Other local government representative (please describe) (11)
Other (please describe) (12)

(I R I Iy Iy Iy oy Iy Iy Iy Iy

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q11 How many years have you worked with children and youth with special health

care needs and their families?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 50
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Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q12 What organization do you work for?

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q13 Approximately how many full-time employees does your organization employ?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from 0 to 100 more

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q14 Approximately how many years has your organization been in operation?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 100 more

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q15 How many years have you been with this organization?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 50

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... | am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q16 What is your position or title in your organization?
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Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q17 Which of the following best describes your current role in your organization?

O I am currently in a director level role where 1 am responsible for budget decisions as well
as supervising staff. (1)

QO I am currently in a mid-level administrative or coordinator role where | have
responsibility to supervise staff. (2)

Q I am currently responsible for direct services and regularly interact with clients to provide
services. (3)

QO Other (4)

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q18 How many years have you been in that position?

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from <1 to 50

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q19 To what extent is serving children and youth with special health care needs a

central part of your organization's mission?

O Not at all central (1)
O Alittle (2)

Q Somewhat (3)

O Quite (4)

QO Highly central (5)
O Don't know (6)
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Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q20 We understand some organizations exclusively serve children with special health

care needs, while others serve a broader population of which children with special health care
needs are one component. In an average year, approximately what percent of the individuals
served by your organization are children or youth with special health care needs? NOTE: If

your organization does not provide services, please select Not Applicable (N/A)

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from zero to 100, including a
not applicable option.

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q21 Has your organization committed resources to assist 1A workgroups in

accomplishing their goals, like funding, staff time, or meeting space?

O Yes - If yes, what kinds of resources does your organization allocate to support the work
of IA? (1)
O No (2)

Q22 Next, we are interested in learning more about your insights and experiences

with Innovative Approaches in ${e://Field/county} County.

Q23 How familiar are you with the work of the Innovative Approaches initiative and
its activities?

O Not at all familiar (1)
O Alittle (2)

QO Somewhat (3)

QO Quite (4)

Q Entirely familiar (5)
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Q24 Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months?

Q Yes (1)
O No (2)
Q Don't know (3)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q25 Please tell us approximately how many Innovative Approaches meetings or

events you have participated in or attended over the past 12 months.

Response structured as drop down menu with options ranging from 1 to 100 or more

Q26 When did you become involved in Innovative Approaches? Please select the
year first, and then select the month.

Response structured as drop down menu with month/year combinations beginning in January
2009 through time of data collection, including options for not applicable and don’t know

Q27 Are you a member of an Innovative Approaches committee, sub-committee, or
working group?

QO Yes - If yes, please list the names of the committees (1)
O No (2)
O Don't Know (3)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q28 1A is a type of coalition that brings together community stakeholders to problem

solve around a common issue. Your community may have participated in other coalitions like
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IA.How much past experience have you had participating in a community coalition such as
this?

QO None (1)
O Alittle (2)
QO Some (3)
O Quite a bit (4)
O A great deal (5)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q29 Please tell us who approached you or how you came to be involved in Innovative

Approaches. Please list specific names if you recall them. For example, rather than "my

supervisor" please tell us "my supervisor at the health department, Ms. Jones "

Response structured as text field to allow for narrative response.

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? No Is Selected And How familiar are you with the work of the Innovative
Approaches initiative and its activities? Not at all familiar Is Not Selected

Q30 Please tell us how you became aware of Innovative Approaches?Please list

specific names or sources of information if you recall them. For example, rather than "my

supervisor" please tell us "my supervisor at the health department, Ms. Jones "

Response structured as text field to allow for narrative response.
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Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected

Q31 Have you recruited or approached anyone else about becoming involved in
Innovative Approaches?

QO Yes - If yes, please tell us whom you have approached or involved in Innovative
Approaches. (1)

O No (2)

O Don't Know (3)

Q32 In this next section, we'd like to hear about your background with children with

special health care needs.

Q33 How familiar do you feel you are with the issues and challenges facing children
and youth with special health care needs and their families?

Not at all familiar (1)
Slightly (2)
Somewhat (3)
Moderately (4)
Extremely familiar (5)
Don't Know (6)

00000

Q34 To what extent has Innovative Approaches increased your understanding of
these issues?

Not at all (1)
Slightly (2)
Somewhat (3)
Moderately (4)
Greatly (5)
Don't Know (6)

O ONONONONGC,
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Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is Not
Selected

Q35 Through your involvement with Innovative Approaches, have you developed
any new relationships with people or organizations that have helped improve your ability to
serve children and youth with special health care needs and their families?

Q Yes (1)
Q No (2)
Q Don't know (3)

Answer If Through your involvement with Innovative Approaches, have you developed any
new relationships wit... Yes Is Selected

Q36 In the space below please list the names of up to 5 individuals (and if applicable
the organizations they represent) with whom you have developed a new or strengthened
relationship as a result of IA that have helped improve your ability to serve this
population.Please list specific names rather than general categories. For example please
respond, Dr. Smith at Greenview Pediatrics, instead of pediatricians.

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is
Selected

Q37 Through your involvement with Innovative Approaches have you developed any
new relationships with people or organizations that have helped improve your ability to
access services for a child with special health care needs?

Q Yes (1)
O No (2)
O Don't know (3)

Answer If In order to tailor this survey to your specific position, please tell us which of the
following b... I am a family member and/or advocate of a child with special health care needs Is
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Selected And Through your involvement with Innovative Approaches have you developed any new
relationships with... Yes Is Selected

Q38 In the space below please list the names of up to 5 individuals (and if applicable
the organizations they represent) with whom you have developed a new or strengthened
relationship as a result of 1A that have helped improve your ability to access services for
children and youth with special health care needs. Please list specific names rather than
general categories. For example, please respond 'Dr. Smith at Greenview Pediatrics', instead
of 'pediatricians'.

New or Strengthened Relationship ‘

Name (1) Organization (2)
Person 1 (1)
Person 2 (2)
Person 3 (3)
Person 4 (4)
Person 5 (5)
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Q39 Next, we'd like your feedback about how well Innovative Approaches is doing to
support systems change in several key areas. Counties are expected to be in different places
depending on what areas they have prioritized for their efforts and how many years they have
been engaged in the Innovative Approaches initiative. In this section, we want to learn about

where you have seen the greatest amount of change in your community.

151



Answer If How familiar are you with the work of the Innovative Approaches initiative and its
activities? Not at all familiar Is Not Selected
Q40 To what extent have you observed significant changes in ${e://Field/county}

County since 2013 in the following areas as a result of Innovative Approaches.  Note:

Children and youth with special health care needs is abbreviated as CYSHCN.

Question presented as table with response options structured as Likert-type scale for each
item. Options included: No change (1); A little (2); Some (3); Quite a bit (4); A lot of change
(5); and Don't know (6).

New programs and services are available in the community to meet the immediate needs of
CYSHCN (1)

Improvements in early identification and screening practices with CYSHCN clients have been

implemented (2)
Improvements in early referral and follow--up with CYSHCN clients have been implemented (3)

Programs/resources for educating families in how to meet the needs of CYSHCN have improved
(4)
Programs/resources for educating families in how to effectively advocate on behalf of CYSHCN

have improved (5)
Primary health providers have adopted a primary care medical home model (6)

New protocols for improving service coordination among CYSHCN service providers have been

implemented (7)

Service delivery providers are effectively engaging parents of CYSHCN as decision-making

partners (8)

New initiatives aimed at increasing community awareness and support of CYSHCN have been
created (9)

New resources have become available to support CYSHCN transition to adulthood (10)
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Answer If How familiar are you with the work of the Innovative Approaches initiative and its
activities? Not at all familiar Is Not Selected
Q41 For each item below, please indicate the extent to which you have observed

significant changes since 2013 in the following areas as a result of Innovative
Approaches.  Note: Children and youth with special health care needs is abbreviated as
CYSHCN.

Question presented as table with response options structured as Likert-type scale for each
item. Options included: No change (1); A little (2); Some (3); Quite a bit (4); A lot of change
(5); and Don't know (6).

Parents are able to easily get information about available programs and services for CYSHCN in

their community (1)
The community is an accessible and inclusive place where CYSHCN can thrive (2)

Parents/guardians and CYSHCN have more places to go to build community and get social

support (3)
Funding priorities have shifted to more specifically include CYSHCN (4)
Community awareness and support of CYSHCN has increased (5)

Policy makers are more aware of the struggles, capabilities, and needs of CYSHCN and their

families (6)

Medical care providers are better equipped to identify and meet the needs of CYSHCN (7)
Community service providers are better equipped to identify and meet the needs of CYSHCN (8)
Educators are better equipped to identify and meet the needs of CYSHCN (9)

Any other changes (please list the change and rate) (10)

Any other changes (please list the change and rate) (11)
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Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q42 In this section we are going to ask you to nominate individuals in your

community, other than yourself, who in your perspective have the most power to bring about
improvements in the system that serves children and youth with special health care needs and
their families. Please tell us both the name and the organization of up to ten individuals, for
example, 'Dr. Jones at Towneville Pediatrics'.

_ Powerful individuals in your community

Name (1) Organization (2)

Person 1 (1)
Person 2 (2)
Person 3 (3)
Person 4 (4)
Person 5 (5)
Person 6 (6)
Person 7 (7)
Person 8 (8)
Person 9 (9)
Person 10 (10)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q43 Next we are interested in individuals and organizations within your 1A

collaborative that are playing key leadership roles. We are going to ask you to nominate
leaders in the following categories.  You can nominate a person for more than one category
and can nominate up to five. The categories are as follows: A thought leader is someone
who works to facilitate the discussion and guides the thinking of the group. A champion is
someone who works to establish positive external relationships in order to secure resources

or advance the group's efforts. A process guardian is an individual who helps keep the
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group organized, ensuring that everyone has a voice in the decision-making process. They

also make sure the group stays on track in moving from discussion to action.

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q44 A thought leader is someone who works to facilitate the discussion and guides

the thinking of the group.  Please nominate up to five individuals, other than yourself, who
serve as thought leaders in your IA collaborative (and if applicable the organization they
represent).  Please tell us both the name and the organization, for example, 'Dr. Jones at

Towneville Pediatrics'.

Thought Leader

Name (1) Organization (2)
Person 1 (1)
Person 2 (2)
Person 3 (3)
Person 4 (4)
Person 5 (5)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q45 A champion is someone who works to establish positive external relationships in

order to secure resources or advance the group's efforts. Please nominate up to five

individuals, other than yourself, who serve as champions in your IA collaborative (and if
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applicable the organization they represent). Please tell us both the name and the organization,
for example, 'Dr. Jones at Towneville Pediatrics'.

Name (1) Organization (2)
Person 1 (1)
Person 2 (2)
Person 3 (3)
Person 4 (4)
Person 5 (5)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected
Q46 Collaboratives often have individuals who serve as process guardians. These are

individuals who help keep the group organized, ensuring that everyone has a voice in the
decision-making process. They also make sure the group stays on track in moving from
discussion to action.  Please nominate up to five individuals, other than yourself, who serve
as process guardians in your 1A collaborative (and if applicable the organization they
represent).  Please tell us both the name and the organization, for example, 'Dr. Jones at

Towneville Pediatrics'.

Process Guardian

Name (1) Organization (2)
Person 1 (1)
Person 2 (2)
Person 3 (3)
Person 4 (4)
Person 5 (5)

Answer If Have you attended more than one Innovative Approaches meeting or event in the
past 12 months? Yes Is Selected And Please nominate up to five individuals in your community,
other than yourself, who in your perspective have the most power to bring about improvements in the
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system that serves children and youth w... Person 1 - Powerful individuals in your community - Name
Is Not Empty
Q47 To your knowledge, is there anyone in your IA steering committee, including

yourself, who has strong ties to the powerful people you nominated previously? For example,
if that committee member needed something, the person you nominated would go out of their

way to help if they could.

’ Connected people within your

committee
Name (1)
${q://QID46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1/1} (1)
${q://Q1D46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2/1} (2)
${q://QID46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3/1} (3)
${q://Q1D46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4/1} (4)
${q://Q1D46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/5/1} (5)
${q://QID46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/6/1} (6)
${q://Q1D46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/7/1} (7)
${q://QID46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/8/1} (8)
${q://QID46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/9/1} (9)
${q://Q1D46%231/ChoiceTextEntryValue/10/1} (10)
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Q438 In this next section, we'd like to hear about your perspective on assuming
leadership within Innovative Approaches in ${e://Field/county} County.Please indicate your
level of agreement with the following statements.

Question presented as table with response options structured as Likert-type scale for each
item. Options included: Strongly disagree (1); Somewhat disagree (2); Neither agree nor

disagree (3); Somewhat agree (4); Strongly agree (5); and Don't know (6).

Meaningful public service is very important to me. (1)

I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another. (2)

Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements. (3)

I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society. (4)

I am not afraid to go to bat for the rights of others even if it means I will be ridiculed. (5)

I am often a leader in groups. (6)

| would prefer to be a leader rather than a follower. (7)

I can usually organize people to get things done. (8)

I enjoy political participation because | want to have as much say in running government as

possible. (9)

People like me are generally well qualified to participate in the political activity and decision

making in our country. (10)

Q49 There are many different types of communities. In this next section, we'd like to

hear about your feelings of connection with the community of individuals who serve and
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advocate for children and youth with special health care needs in your county. Please indicate
your level of agreement with the following statements about this community of stakeholders.

Question presented as table with response options structured as Likert-type scale for each
item. Options included: Strongly disagree (1); Somewhat disagree (2); Neither agree nor

disagree (3); Somewhat agree (4); Strongly agree (5); and Don't know (6).

This community helps me meet my goals. (1)

| feel like a member of this community. (2)

I belong in this community. (3)

| have a say about what goes on in this community. (4)

People in this community are good at influencing each other. (5)

| feel connected to this community. (6)

| have a good bond with others in this community. (7)

| am always ready to help out people in this community even if it creates hardship for me. (8)

It is easy for me to put aside my own agenda in favor of the greater good of this community. (9)

| feel responsible for the well-being of the people in this community (10)

When volunteers are needed in this community, I feel like I should be one of the first to step up.
(11)

| feel it is my duty to give to this community without needing to receive anything in return. (12)

| often feel an obligation to do things that benefit this community even if my costs outweigh any

personal benefit I may receive. (13)
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Q50 General DemographicsFinally, please complete these demographic questions
before finishing the evaluation questionnaire.

Q51 Please indicate your gender.

QO Male (1)
Q Female (2)

Q52 What is your age?
(Table Truncated to 63 Columns)

Q53 Please check the race you most identify with from the categories below.

American Indian or Alaska Native (1)

Asian (2)

Black (3)

Hispanic or Latino (4)

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (5)
White (6)
Other (7)

C0O0000O0

Q54 Please check the highest level of education you have completed.

Some high school (1)

GED or high school diploma (2)
Associate’s degree (3)
Bachelor’s degree (4)

Master’s degree (5)

PhD, MD, or JD (6)

Other (7)

C0O0000O0
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Scale lItems

Variable Citation Items
Sense of McMillan, D. W., and D. M. 1. This community helps me meet my
Community Chavis. “Sense of Community: goals.

A Definition and Theory.” 2. | feel like a member of this
5-point scale: Journal of Community community.

Strongly Psychology 14, no. 1 (1986): 6— | 3. | belong in this community.
disagree to 23. 4. | have a say about what goes on in
Strong agree this community.

Peterson, N.A, Speer, PW, and |5. People in this community are good

McMillan, SM. “Validation of A at influencing each other.

Brief Sense of Community 6. | feel connected to this community.

Scale: Confirmation of the 7. 1 have a good bond with others in

Principal Theory of Sense of this community.

Community.” Journal of

Community Psychology 36, no. 1

(January 1, 2008): 61-73.

doi:10.1002/jcop.20217.

Sense of Nowell, B, and Boyd, N. 1. Iam always ready to help out
Community — | “Viewing Community as people in this community even if it
Responsibility | Responsibility as Well as creates hardship for me.

Resource: Deconstructing the 2. ltis easy for me to put aside my
5-point scale: Theoretical Roots of own agenda in favor of the greater
Strongly Psychological Sense of good of this community.
disagree to Community.” Journal of 3. | feel responsible for the well-being
Strong agree Community Psychology 38, no. 7 of the people in this community

(2010): 828-41. 4. When volunteers are needed in this

community, | feel like I should be

Nowell, B, and Boyd, N. “Sense one of the first to step up.

of Community Responsibility in | 5. | feel it is my duty to give to this

Community Collaboratives: community without needing to

Advancing a Theory of receive anything in return.

Community as Resource and 6. | often feel an obligation to do

Responsibility.” American
Journal of Community
Psychology 54, no. 3-4 (2014):
229-42.

things that benefit this community
even if my costs outweigh any
personal benefit I may receive.
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Variable

Citation

Items

Public Service
Motivation

5-point scale:
Strongly
disagree to
Strong agree

Wright, B E., Christensen, RK,
and Pandey, SK. “Measuring
Public Service Motivation:
Exploring the Equivalence of
Existing Global Measures.”
International Public
Management Journal 16, no. 2
(2013): 197-223.

1.

2.

Meaningful public service is very
important to me.

| am often reminded by daily
events about how dependent we are
on one another.

Making a difference in society
means more to me than personal
achievements.

| am prepared to make enormous
sacrifices for the good of society.
I am not afraid to go to bat for the
rights of others even if it means |
will be ridiculed.

Psychological
Empowerment
— Sociopolitical
Scale

5-point scale:
Strongly
disagree to
Strong agree

Spreitzer, G M.
“Psychological Empowerment in
the Workplace: Dimensions,
Measurement, and Validation.”
Academy of Management
Journal 38, no. 5 (1995): 1442—
65.

| am often a leader in groups.

I would prefer to be a leader rather
than a follower.

I can usually organize people to get
things done.

I enjoy political participation
because | want to have as much say
in running government as possible.
People like me are generally well
qualified to participate in the
political activity and decision
making in our country.
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