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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is an examination of goal-directed network management, 

leadership, and governance through the lens of a framework based on the work of Chester 

Barnard (1938).  I approach network management, leadership, and governance through 

the three Barnardian executive functions: providing a system of communication, securing 

essential effort, and formulating and providing purpose.  These three functions are 

examined through the empirical examination of the case of the Southern Alberta Child 

and Youth Health Network (SACYHN).  Drawing on both descriptive, qualitative data, 

as well as quantitative and structural network data, I examine which network actors were 

undertaking the Barnardian functions in the case of SACYHN and whether network 

leadership made a difference in overcoming challenges to cooperative action. 

Data were collected on SACYHN and its approximately 50 member organizations 

through an organizational questionnaire and elite interviews.  Multiple methods were 

used for analyzing the data, including standard network analysis, qualitative analysis, 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), and Multiple Regression Quadratic 

Assignment Procedure (MRQAP).   

By examining goal-directed inter-organizational network management, 

leadership, and governance through the lens of a Barnardian framework, I found that the 

essential functions necessary for effective network function are providing a 

communication system, securing essential effort, and formulating and defining purpose.  I 

also contribute to the theory development around network functioning by proposing the 
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role of network management, leadership, and governance in upholding the 

communication system, bolstering the securing of effort, and championing purpose.   

Second, by focusing on the fundamental functions of each, I then propose why and when 

management, leadership, and governance are important to effective network functioning 

and the theoretical and practical implications for relationship building in formal, goal 

directed inter-organizational networks.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

The changing role of government over the past several decades has resulted in 

shifts in what contemporary public management entails.  Many, especially in the United 

States, have made the case that government has become less about jurisdiction and 

bureaucratic capacity (Frederickson, 1999) and more about governance, especially as we 

move toward governance by network (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004).  This governing by 

network trend has been given several additional nomenclatures, as for instance leveraged 

government (Kettl, 2008) or collaborative governance (Ansell and Gash, 2008).  The 

reasons for this trend are as numerous as its names; reasons Goldsmith and Eggers 

summarized into four broad categories: third-party government, joined-up government, 

the digital revolution, and consumer demand.  The need to govern by network, however, 

should come as no surprise as it mirrors the growth of networks in society, leading to 

claims we are living in a “network society” (Castells, 1996).    

The role of networks in governance, though, does not mean our approach to 

government and public management is changing completely and rendering our old tools 

and structures as no longer suitable.  Kettl (2008) argued that government in the 21st 

century does not mean scrapping the traditional hierarchical structures.  He instead 

argued that government can no longer rely solely on traditional bureaucratic structures.  

Instead, what is necessary now is two interconnected systems - traditional structures and 

leveraged government.  This call for two approaches to governance is not all that 

different from the observations about bureaucracy made by Perrow decades ago.  Perrow 

(1986) drew upon Gouldner’s (1954) description of the industrial bureaucratization of a 
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gypsum plant to discuss the bureaucratization of the administrative portion of the gypsum 

mine; but also highlighted why the mine itself could not be bureaucratized.  Perrow used 

this example to relate when a traditional bureaucratic structure works well, with routine 

problems, and when it will not work well, with non-routine problems. Kettl is the most 

recent scholar to bring this discussion to the forefront again and in the setting of 

government, by arguing that the traditional bureaucratic structures work well for routine 

problems, but that another approach is needed for non-routine problems.   

There is yet another dimension to this issue that O’Toole (1997) observed over a 

decade ago and which Kettl again brings to the forefront as well; the realization that 

many complex problems do not fit within organizational boundaries and thus, addressing 

any important problem requires a multi-organizational strategy (Kettl, 2008).  Where 

tasks demand collaboration, as opposed to those more simple tasks where the pieces fit 

nicely inside one organization, something other than traditional structures are necessary. 

Thus, the need for leveraging government.  Leveraged government is the delivery of 

services through inter-organizational networks; networks comprised of organizations, 

many of which are themselves traditional bureaucratic structures.   

Inter-organizational networks have become increasingly more important in the 

delivery of many public services (McGuire and Agranoff, 2011). The prevailing view has 

been that collaboration among organizations will lead to more effective ways of 

addressing community needs; a view that has been especially strong in health and human 

services (Provan & Milward, 2001).  Single-agencies cannot alone meet all the needs of 
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clients and a single-agency or silo approach to serving these clients has added to the 

problem, resulting in fragmentation of services (Keast et al., 2004).   

A few studies have documented the connection between inter-organizational 

networks and client outcomes (see for example Lehman et al. 1994; Provan & Milward, 

1995), and the logic is that by working together, the health and well-being of 

communities can be improved by the pooling of resources and expertise (Provan et al., 

2005).  The impetus behind inter-organizational networks is the collaborative advantage; 

collaboration among organizations creates opportunities to overcome limited resources 

by joining forces (Huxham and Vangen, 2005).  This collaborative advantage makes 

possible tasks that might otherwise be impossible to accomplish by organizations through 

a traditional silo approach. With the recognition for more collaboration among 

organizations, and thus, the devolving of service provision to inter-organizational 

networks, publicly funded, goal-directed networks are the building blocks of many 

government programs in the 21st century.   

However, though early research offered evidence that collaboration and goal-

directed networks have positive effects, such as in the delivery of health and human 

services (Provan and Milward, 1995), it has also been recognized that collaboration 

among organizations is not easy and often results in its own set of problems (Huxham 

and Vangen, 2005).  The public management field has only begun to figure out how a 

multi-organizational approach works and how governmental or other organizational 

leaders can effectively align multiple players across messy boundaries of action (Kettl, 

2008).  Understanding how goal-directed inter-organizational networks function is 
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essential for public management; and it is this need that prompted the call for the study of 

these networks as a whole (Provan, Fish, and Sydow, 2007).   

Though the study of whole networks has become more prevalent in the years 

since Provan and colleagues’ call to action, especially in the public management 

literature, there is still a great deal we do not know about how formal, goal-directed 

networks function.  One key issue is network management.  As Milward and Provan 

(2006) discussed, there is a difference between management in a network and the 

management of a network.  The former relates to leadership and management tasks of 

individuals of organizations operating in a network context, while the latter is concerned 

with leadership and management of the network itself. 

Management of a network is an important area of study, as collaboration is not 

simple.  As Huxham and Vangen (2005) found, collaboration is frustrating and 

collaborative inertia is a major challenge to overcome.  However, because network 

functioning remains a black box (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001), how to make them 

function more effectively also remains a black box.  Yet overcoming the frustrations of 

collaboration among organizations in a formal goal-directed network may not be 

completely different from overcoming challenges to cooperation in organizations.  After 

all, organizations are entities of cooperative action and the role of management is to 

surmount the challenges to cooperation (Barnard, 1938).  Many of the member 

organizations of a formal goal-directed network are traditional hierarchies and the 

individuals working in these organizations are accustomed to certain management tools.  

Though the same mechanisms for the management and governance of an organization are 



21 
 

not typically found in a network, like hierarchy or formal means of accountability, these 

are only tools to achieve an end.  That end is surmounting the challenges to collective 

action.  Overcoming these challenges is a fundamental issue in networks, just as in 

organizations, and both require management, leadership, and governance.  It is clear from 

the literature on networks in the public management field, that scholars and practitioners 

have realized that formal goal-directed networks must be managed, led, and governed.  

However, though the management, leadership, and governance of goal-directed networks 

have received increasing attention in the literature, integration of the research is lacking.  

Treatment of these three topics in regard to networks has been rather insular, leading to 

silos of research much like the service silos that networks are meant to overcome.  The 

end result is ambiguity about what network management, leadership, and governance are 

and how they are distinct from one another. 

Therefore, this dissertation is an examination of goal-directed network 

management, leadership, and governance and will contribute to the study of public goal-

directed network functioning by drawing on both descriptive, qualitative data, as well as 

structural network data.  My approach for examining management, leadership, and 

governance in the public goal-directed network context is to examine the functions that 

are essential to overcome collaborative inertia, making the case that though the standard 

mechanisms in an organizational setting may not be present in a network context, the 

functions are the same.  By using a framework based on the work by Chester Barnard 

(1938), I will approach network management, leadership, and governance through the 

three Barnardian executive functions, in order to determine which network actors were 
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undertaking these functions and whether network leadership made a difference in 

overcoming challenges to cooperative action. Perhaps many of the old organizational 

mechanisms are not applicable in the network context, but the purposes behind the need 

for the mechanisms are the same.  The three Barnardian principles offer a key to unlock 

what network management, leadership, and governance are and the part all three essential 

functions play in effective network functioning. 

 

STUDY FOCUS 

Though there has been recent research examining network management, 

leadership, and governance, there is still a great deal unknown about what management, 

leadership, and governance entails in a network.  Most of the work on network 

management has focused on what tasks a network manager needs to accomplish.  For 

instance, Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) discussed the challenges a network manager must 

master: aligning goals, providing oversight, averting communication meltdowns, 

coordinating multiple partners, managing the tension between collaboration and 

competition, and overcoming capacity shortages.  However, it is unclear whether those 

tasks relate to management of a network or in a network:  Krebs and Holley (2004) made 

the case for the necessity of managing a network in order to prevent the natural 

tendencies of homophily and proximity to cluster the network.  They discussed the 

importance of a network weaver whose task it is to knit the network together. Other than 

a list of the skill set or capital a “network weaver” has, this discussion of what it takes to 

weave the network together is focused mostly on relationship building and facilitating 
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collaboration.  Milward and Provan (2006) described the task of network managers as 

management of accountability, legitimacy, conflict, design, and commitment, and 

discussed the difference between the management of these tasks as network manager and 

as manager in a network.  Along similar lines, Bryson, Crosby, and Stone (2006) 

discussed the need for building legitimacy, building trust, and managing conflict in 

implementing cross-sector collaborations.  Many of the essential management tasks 

outlined in these works align closely with one another, but most of these works draw 

more on experience than from an empirical examination of network management. 

The tasks of the network manager in the studies discussed above correspond 

nicely with one another, but they also closely resemble the work on network leadership.  

The absence of a clear distinction between network management and leadership leads to 

questions about the difference between the two concepts.  Many of the activities 

discussed as the tasks of the network manager are similar to the behaviors of network 

leaders, which has been the focus of much of the network leadership work.   For instance, 

McGuire and Silvia (2009) examined the importance of leadership in the effectiveness of 

emergency management networks.  They focused on the four management behaviors of 

Agranoff and McGuire (2001): activation, framing, mobilization, and synthesizing.  

Silvia and McGuire (2010) examined the difference between network leadership and 

organizational leadership. They classified leadership behavior into three categories 

commonly used in the leadership literature: people, task, and organization-oriented 

behavior.  They found that network leaders focused more on people-oriented behaviors 

and less on task-oriented behaviors, while organization-oriented behaviors were 
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displayed by both types of leaders.  Crosby and Bryson (2005) outlined the necessary 

traits and skills of network leaders, including authority, commitment, vision, integrity, 

and relational and political skills.  They also distinguished between two types of leaders, 

sponsors and champions.  However, it is not clear from the past work on network 

leadership what leadership is and how it may differ from network management. 

The final piece to the triad is network governance.  This is an area that has also 

been the focus of some of the recent network literature.  One influential work on this 

topic is by Provan and Kenis (2008) in which they propose a typology of the three pure 

forms of network governance: shared governance, lead-organization, and network 

administrative organization (NAO).  Recent work on network governance has examined 

the empirical reality of how networks are governed.  For instance, Moynihan (2009) 

examined how a centralized form of network governance operates by examining the 

performance of the Incident Command System and proposes the conditions that are 

necessary even when a centralized form of governance is in place.  Saz-Carranza and 

Ospina (2011) examined the behavior of four NAOs and found three activities the staff 

used to address the network tension between unity and diversity: bridging, framing, and 

capacitating.  From the work on network governance, there is now a better understanding 

of the forms of network governance and the tensions inherent in all.  The distinction, 

though, between governance and management is not always clear, since in all of the work 

described above both governance and management are either explicitly or implicitly 

implied. 
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All of the work described above has contributed to a better understanding of what 

it takes to manage, lead and govern a network and the challenges that must be overcome. 

But the literature on goal-directed networks has failed to offer a unified and parsimonious 

framework for what the essential responsibilities are of network management, leadership, 

and governance.  I propose that by focusing on the ultimate purposes of management, 

leadership, and governance, the basic and essential tasks necessary to meet the challenges 

that arise out of collective action can be pinpointed.  By identifying the end purposes and 

the tasks necessary to achieve those purposes, a deeper understanding of how to minimize 

the tensions in networks that arise out of the challenges to collective action will be is 

possible.  To bring more coherence to the study of network functioning, I propose using 

Barnard (1938) as a framework for the study of formal, goal-directed inter-organizational 

networks.   

It is not necessarily the case that managing, leading, and governing a formal goal-

directed network is wholly different from managing, leading, and governing an 

organization, especially when considering the essence of what formal organization is.  

Barnard (1938) defined formal organization as “a system of consciously coordinated 

activities or forces of two or more persons” (73).    A whole network is defined as “a 

group of three or more organizations connected in ways that facilitate achievement of a 

common goal” (Provan, Fish, and Sydow, 2007).  Because the focus of both Barnard and 

the whole network research is on collective action, the main difference between the two 

is the actors; individuals in organizations versus organizations in a network.  However, 

individuals make up both systems and if the focus is placed instead on the principles 
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behind achieving collective action, then a Barnardian approach to the study of formal, 

goal-directed networks is fitting.  As Barnard argues, “fundamentally the same principles 

that govern simple organizations may be conceived as governing the structure of complex 

organizations, which are composite systems” (94-95).   

The contribution of using a Barnardian approach to the study of network 

management, leadership, and governance is twofold.  First, by focusing on the three 

principles Barnard argues are always necessary to achieve cooperative action, this 

simplifies what essential functions are necessary in any collective action setting.  

Barnard’s three principles are the need for a coordinating and unifying purpose, the need 

for communication, and the need for securing effort.  These three principles relate to the 

numerous needs outlined in the literature on formal goal-directed management, 

leadership, and governance.  Specifically, I will make the case that the role of network 

management is to provide the system of communication, the role of leadership is to 

secure the essential effort, and the role of governance is to formulate and define purpose.  

By defining what the essential purposes of network management, leadership, and 

governance are, the empirical examination of the three across different contexts can 

proceed in a more coherent and consistent way.     

Secondly, understanding the behavior of network leaders indicates very little 

about what it takes to manage, lead and govern a network, especially in the way network 

management or leadership has been approached in the public management literature.  In 

this literature, the network manager or leader is defined a priori as the public manager, 

but it is not always so clear who the network manager is, especially when a network may 
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involve many public agencies.  In addition, looking at the behaviors of one public 

manager in a multi-organizational network undermines the multi-actor aspect of the 

multi-organizational strategy.  We know that the chief executive officer in an 

organization is not the one solely responsible for management and leadership, and is not 

the one responsible for governance; thus, it makes little sense to try to understand what it 

takes to achieve collaborative advantage by examining only one actor, one node, or only 

the structure of the network.  Rather, the effort it takes to achieve collaborative advantage 

is likely a multi-actor and multi-organizational effort, something that cannot be 

recognized if the leader in a network is defined a priori.     

Rather than take the top-down approach to understanding network management, 

leadership, and governance, in this dissertation I take an inductive bottom-up approach.  I 

use the Barnardian functions to determine who the network leaders are in one particular 

network and then examine if and how those roles made a difference in achieving these 

purposes.  Thus, my research is guided by three research questions: 1) Are the three 

Barnardian functions those tasks that are being performed in the goal-directed network 

context and are the functions distinguishable from one another? 2) Who are the network 

actors involved in the performance of those functions? 3) When and how do those leaders 

make a difference in providing a system of communication, securing essential effort, and 

formulating and defining purpose? 
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RESEARCH SITE AND DATA COLLECTION 

This research is a case study examination of The Southern Alberta Child and 

Youth Health Network (SACYHN).  SACYHN was founded in 2001 to facilitate more 

decentralized services for children and youth and to address the problem of fragmentation 

in the delivery of health services for children. The mission of SACYHN had been to use 

the collective resources and expertise of participant organizations to advance high 

quality, coordinated programs and services for children, youth and families.  

At its inception, network leaders decided to define health in the broadest sense; 

not as healthcare, but as health and well-being. Thus, in order to address child and youth 

health and wellness, an inter-sectoral perspective was needed, building respect and 

collaboration across organizations in multiple child-serving sectors.  These included both 

public and nonprofit organizations in physical health, mental health, education, social 

services, community services and justice.  

In addition to the cross-sectoral focus, importance was placed on coordinating 

services across geographical regions.  The founding of the network was announced as 

part of the funding of a children’s hospital in Calgary, with the network seen as 

reinforcing a mandate of the children’s hospital to offer specialized health services to 

children and youth throughout the Southern Alberta region.   

SACYHN’s governance model resembled the NAO model proposed by Provan 

and Kenis (2008).  A steering committee consisting of a subset of network members 

acted as a board of directors and was responsible for the setting of policy and planning 

decisions.  The actual operations of SACYHN were managed and coordinated by the 
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SACYHN facilitators, which consisted of a full-time director and several full-time staff 

members, most of who were officially employed by one government agency, the Calgary 

Health Authority.  One-third of SACYHN’s funding came from the financial resources 

committed by participating organizations, while the remaining two-thirds funding was 

from the Calgary Health Authority. 

Since Southern Alberta is a large region, the SACYHN network was divided into 

four smaller regions consisting of three rural and one urban (Calgary) region.  These 

regions are geographically distant, covering the entire lower half of a province that spans 

over 250,000 square miles. The network members in the four regions were formally 

organized into sub-networks, whose members were to represent the needs of that region 

and to serve primarily in an advisory capacity to the SACYHN Steering Committee. The 

official tasks of the regional network representatives and the Steering Committee were to 

engage partners in the four regions, extend the impact of SACYHN initiatives, and 

contribute to a seamless system of care.  

Thus, SACYHN is an example of leveraged government (Kettl 2008). Most of the 

member organizations were traditional public organizations working to serve the children 

and youth of Southern Alberta.  To better address child and youth health and well-being, 

the need for a multi-organizational strategy was recognized as a better way to approach 

the vast and complex needs necessary to improve child and youth health and well-being. 

  The collection of data on SACYHN occurred between September 2008 and 

March 2009.  Due to announcements of a possible reorganization of the entire province’s 

health system, an effort was made to collect the data before any system-wide changes 
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were implemented.  A complete reorganization of the health system began in January 

2009, which placed SACYHN in limbo until its formal disintegration by summer of 

2010.    

The data were collected by an organizational questionnaire, by conducting 

interviews, and through a focus group.  The data collection effort was bounded by the 

formal structure of SACYHN; any organization with representation on the Steering 

Committee, a regional sub-network, or a working group was asked to respond to the 

questionnaire.  The total number of organizations initially contacted was 53 and the total 

number of respondents surveyed was 137, as multiple individuals were asked to respond 

to the questionnaire for those organizations that were very large.  The actual 

organizational response rate was 88% (42/48 – 5 organizations did not have a respondent 

identified or no longer existed), while the individual response rate was 76%.      

The questionnaire was one adapted from network research by Provan and 

colleagues (cf. Provan and Milward, 1995; Provan, Huang, and Milward, 2009).  There 

were three main components of the questionnaire: organizational demographics, 

questions regarding organizational ties (i.e., network relationships), and perspectives 

regarding the impact of SACYHN.  Data on organizational ties were collected by having 

respondents complete a matrix listing all 53 organizational members of SACHYN in 

which they were asked to identify which of six types of links (if any) their organization 

had with the other 52 organizations “over the past year.”  The six types of links were the 

activities SACYHN members deemed most important to SACYHN: strategic planning, 

shared resources, service delivery, education, research/evaluation, and information 
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sharing.  The matrix also included a column for respondents to rate the quality of the 

relationship for those existing relationships.   

Respondents were also asked questions regarding other organizations in 

SACYHN, such as those organizations they perceived as influential, similar to their 

organization, and those they considered to have an especially good reputation based on 

the work they did.  In addition, respondents were asked a question regarding critical ties.  

Specifically, respondents were asked to list up to 3 relationships from the matrix which 

“have been most critical to your organization” for each of the six types of activities 

included in the relationship matrix.  Finally, respondents were provided with a list of 

questions regarding the impact of SACYHN on the work of their organization, on the 

child and youth health system in general, on the challenges that typically arise from 

working in the SACHYN network, and a question asking them to rate the extent to which 

their organization identified with SACYHN.  

In the last stage of data collection, elite interviews were conducted with 

SACYHN staff and key individuals in the system.  The list of individuals who were 

contacted for an interview was developed using strategic sampling.  That is, individuals 

representing different sectors, different organizational levels, and different levels of 

involvement in the network (i.e. core/periphery) were identified, in order to attain a 

representative sample of opinions across the full network.  The interviews were 

conducted by three different individuals, so a list of questions was used as a guide.  The 

goal of the interviews was to gain a better contextual understanding of the network, its 

operation, and the interviewee organization’s role in the network, so the interview 
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protocol was used only as a guide.   Some of the interviews involved multiple 

interviewees resulting in a total of 25 individuals who were interviewed during 16 

interviews.  Interviews lasted from 30 to 75 minutes. 

A focus group was conducted with parents involved in SACYHN.  The purpose of 

this focus group was to gain information that could be used for the evaluation provided to 

SACYHN in return for data for this dissertation. Therefore, the data collected from the 

focus group is not used in the analysis of this dissertation.     

 

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

Before empirically analyzing the case of SACYHN, I first review the inter-

organizational network literature.  In this chapter (chapter 2), I review in greater depth the 

literature on network management, leadership, and governance.  I also present the 

rationale for using a Barnardian framework for the study of formal, goal-directed 

networks and specifically in regard to the study of network management, leadership, and 

governance.  In chapter 3 I then present the case and my research methodology before 

moving into the empirical analysis. 

The data analysis consists of five chapters. Chapter 4, the first chapter, is purely 

descriptive and provides an overview of the whole network structure based on the data 

collected, as well as descriptive statistics of the data collected on network impact.  The 

analysis of chapter 5 serves as the foundation for the last three data analysis chapters.  

This chapter is a qualitative analysis of the interview data extracting the importance of 

the three Barnardian functions as well as who the network leaders were in the SACYHN 
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network and with which Barnardian functions they were associated.  The transcribed 

interviews were coded using the Barnardian functions in order to link the Barnardian 

functions with those individuals/organizations perceived as working to accomplish those 

functions.  The findings indicate that the SACYHN staff was associated with establishing 

the system of communication, the staff and certain regional organizations were the ones 

perceived as important in securing essential effort, and the Steering Committee leaders 

were the ones acknowledged as key in formulating and defining purpose.  Ultimately in 

Chapter 5 the tasks and activities performed by those leaders for each function were 

extracted and it is these tasks and activities that are then further analyzed in Chapters 6-8.   

After establishing the roles associated with the three Barnardian functions, the 

next three chapters (6, 7 and 8) involve the analysis of the quantitative data in relation to 

the three functions.  Chapter 6 is an examination of Barnard’s function, “providing a 

system of communication” and the method of analysis is fuzzy set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (fsQCA). The analysis is nodal, as member organizations are the 

cases in the fsQCA analysis.  Building from small world theory (Watts, 1999), the 

objective of the analysis was to examine whether cohesive sub-network membership and 

ties to the SACYHN staff provided an alternative path to high network centrality as a 

means of connecting into the whole network system of communication.   Examining the 

combination of ties associated with positive perceptions of the performance of the system 

of communication, the results support my hypothesis regarding the role that network 

managers play in providing the system of communication. This role of network managers 
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is as a trusted broker connecting members of cohesive sub-networks to the whole 

network communication system.   

Chapter 6 is an examination of Barnard’s function of “securing essential efforts.”  

The analysis in this chapter is dyadic, rather than nodal, as I use Multiple Regression 

Quadratic Assignment Procedure (MRQAP).  Securing the essential efforts is defined by 

Barnard as the work necessary to first bring persons into cooperative relationships and 

secondly, to elicit services from that person. The MRQAP analysis consists of four 

models with two different dependent variables, each associated with the two steps of 

securing effort. The first dependent variable is the mulitplexity of ties among 

organizations and the second is the quality of the relationships between member 

organizations.  The objective behind the first two models was to determine if the strength 

of ties to the effort leaders that emerged from Chapter 5 is correlated with the level of 

mulitplexity between organizations and the quality of their relationships.  The results 

provided support that the strength of ties to effort leaders was significant in regard to both 

the level of multiplexity and the quality of the relationships.  In addition, the results also 

indicated that the more organizations were similar to one another, the greater the level of 

multiplexity and the quality of the relationship.  The aim of the second models was, 

therefore, to test whether the strength of ties to effort leaders would be of greater 

importance when member organizations were dissimilar.  The results of the second 

models provided partial support for the hypothesized greater importance of ties to effort 

leaders under conditions of dissimilarity. 
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The final empirical chapter, chapter 8, is an examination of the third Barnardian 

function, “formulating and defining purpose”.  QCA was again used for the analysis of 

this chapter, though in this chapter the analysis is based on crisp sets (csQCA). The 

results of the qualitative analysis in Chapter 5 indicated that Steering Committee leaders 

had been key in formulating and defining purpose, but the leaders acknowledged had 

mostly been leaders of the past.  Examining how and when those leaders made a 

difference in regard to purpose was not possible given the constraints of the data 

collected; therefore instead, the objective of the analysis was in examining the role of the 

structure put in place by those leaders, the Steering Committee.  For this chapter, the 

forms of social capital were drawn on to categorize the types of interactions in the 

network: bonding, bridging, and linking.  Then I examined whether, as hypothesized, that 

linking ties, ties to members of the Steering Committee or bridging ties, ties across 

service domains were associated with agreement of purpose.  Two different outcomes 

were included, one of goal congruence based on a multi-item scale and one based on a 

single item rating the extent of network member’s identification with the network.  The 

results provided support for the notion that linking ties and bridging ties both provide a 

mechanism through which goal congruence occurs.     

In the end, all three Barnardian functions are necessary to achieve cooperative 

action.  The final chapter of the dissertation (Chapter 9) is an integration of the findings 

from the various analysis chapters and a discussion of the implications of this work for 

theory and practice.  The contribution of this work is first in proposing a framework for 

the study of formal, goal-directed network management, leadership, and governance and 
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by empirically demonstrating that network management, leadership, and governance 

entails multiple roles.  This dissertation will also contribute to the literature on goal-

directed inter-organizational networks in advancing theory on how and when network 

management, leadership, and governance impacts the effective functioning of a network.  

In addition, my work is multi-method and demonstrates how Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis (QCA) is an asset in the development of theory about inter-organizational 

networks, especially due to is capability in finding the multiple paths that lead to the 

same outcome.  The equifinality approach of QCA can be greatly beneficial to the study 

of public networks given the various contexts and constraints of these networks.    

The contribution to practice is in identifying the basic, but fundamental tasks of 

network leaders and offers ideas as to when and where their efforts at relationship 

building are best invested.  Building connections among all network members may not 

always be practical or efficient and this work suggests a more strategic approach to 

building relationships in a goal-directed network, by pinpointing the types of 

relationships that are important to facilitate and for what reasons.   

Finally, there are limitations to this work, many of which are limitations common 

to case study research.  The cross-sectional case study design of this research limits the 

generalizability of this work, as well as preventing any determination of causality.  The 

data drawn on is perceptual data and includes only the perspectives of network members.  

The empirical evidence resulting from the various analyses is also not strong enough to 

be conclusive.  In addition, the approach I use in this dissertation is mostly concerned 

with internal management, as Barnard himself was.  To truly have a framework for the 
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study of network management, leadership, and governance, the framework needs to better 

incorporate external management as well.  SACYHN provides an example that no matter 

how well a network may function internally, a change in the external environment may 

be too strong for a network to overcome.  The case of SACYHN will be used to point to 

areas of future research in general and especially in regard to external network 

management, research which would strengthen the framework used in this study of 

network management, leadership, and governance. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW AND BARNARDIAN FRAMEWORK 

With the escalating influence of networks in our society (Castells, 2006; Raab and 

Kenis, 2009), it is difficult to ignore the role of inter-organizational networks in public 

management.  Early works foresaw a principal role for inter-organizational networks in 

modern day governance (Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Milward and Provan, 2000), but 

with the growing volume of research on public networks in the public management 

literature (Isett et al., 2011) there is greater understanding now of when this tool is best 

applied in modern day governance.  Networks are an essential tool in modern day 

governance, especially for addressing ‘wicked’ problems (O’Toole, 1997); however, they 

are not a panacea and are not supplanting traditional government institutions (McGuire 

and Agranoff, 2011) nor rendering them obsolete (Olsen, 2006).  As Kettl (2008) 

proposed as the next government of the United States, modern public management 

consists of an interdependent system based on both traditional bureaucratic structures and 

inter-organizational networks.  This interdependent system is much like that of the 

Gypsum Mine as described by Perrow (1986) in reflecting on the role of Weber’s 

bureaucratic structure in society.  The bureaucratic form was used to manage the 

administrative above-ground portion of the mine, but Perrow noted that the underground 

mine itself could not be bureaucratized given the nature of the tasks being performed.  

Similarly, thirty years later, Kettl (2008) proposed that traditional bureaucratic forms of 

organizing are appropriate for routine, stable tasks and a network “leveraged” approach is 

fitting for tasks requiring more adaptive strategies.  Unlike with the Gypsum mine 

though, is the recognition that many of the complex ‘wicked’ problems that public 
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agencies attempt to address not only require adaptive strategies, but also span the 

boundaries of multiple agencies.  The ‘silo’ or ‘stovepipe’ of the traditional bureaucratic 

approach cannot effectively provide the seamless system of care required to address the 

most complex issues.  At the same time, the network approach is not an efficient form for 

executing stable and routine tasks. 

Thus, modern governance encompasses two interconnected systems. Networks 

have not supplanted bureaucratic structures but managers in traditional bureaucratic 

structures are required to work within networks in which they no longer have complete 

control over programs and services (McGuire and Agranoff, 2011).  This shift 

necessitates the need for research that leads to a better understanding of how public 

managers work within networks.  In addition, even though networks have not replaced 

traditional bureaucratic structures, networks are an important modern public management 

tool that must be understood.  Thus, the shift also necessitates research that shifts the unit 

of analysis away from the public agency, broadening it to examine the network of 

organizations on which traditional government actors increasingly depend to address 

complex public problems (Salamon, 2002).  Shifting analysis to the network of 

organizations is essential as the functioning of public networks is still a “black box” 

(Agranoff and McGuire, 2001) even after twenty plus years of research.  Despite the fact 

that there has been an increased focus on inter-organizational networks in the literature 

(Isett et al., 2011), the literature is still much like the general inter-organizational 

literature in 1997 when Ebers wrote: “The literature is quite substantial yet fragmented 

and disjointed.  It is fragmented among disciplines, theoretical bases, levels of analysis, 
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and substantive foci of research.  Though they contribute to the richness of the field, 

these differences not uncommonly also create communication barriers among scholars 

studying networks and network phenomena” (1997: 14).  One particular area of research 

where there is not only the need for more research, but also the synthesis of research 

within the public management discipline and across other disciplines is in the research on 

“whole networks” (Provan et al., 2007).  

 

INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL NETWORKS 

In their review of the topic, Provan et al. (2007:482) defined whole networks as “a 

group of three or more organizations connected in ways that facilitate achievement of a 

common goal.”  Inherent in this definition is the notion of three or more organizations 

(i.e. not dyadic partnerships), the connections among the full set of organizations, rather 

than an ego-centric approach, and the idea of collective action where the network 

organizations are working together toward a common goal and not solely for the self-

interest of the organization.  This goal-directed form of network is the form that is 

especially important to the field of public management as it is these goal-directed 

networks that are formed to address wicked problems such as serious mental illness 

(Provan and Milward, 1995), unemployment and workforce development (Herranz, 

2008), and disaster preparedness and emergency response (Moynihan, 2009). 

As a particular form of inter-organizational network, whole goal-directed 

networks stem from the recognition of the importance of social relationships, which 

underlies the study of social networks and inter-organizational relationships.  Just as 
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individuals can benefit from the social capital derived from their social relations 

(Coleman, 1988), organizations can also benefit from the relationships they have with 

other organizations (Galaskiewicz, 1985).  What separates the research on inter-

organizational relations from the research on inter-organizational networks is the idea 

that not only can organizations benefit from working with other organizations, but that 

the network of relations among organizations can also provide an alternative form of 

organizing.  Ebbers (1997) juxtaposed the research perspective of networks as “one 

institutional form of coordinating, or governing, economic exchange relations among 

actors”, to that of the research on inter-organizational relations “that examines how 

properties of internal and external networks influence organizations” (16).  Stemming 

from the theorizing by Powell (1990), the research on inter-organizational networks as an 

organizational form is based on the view that the network as a form of organization 

constitutes a form of organizing distinct from markets or bureaucracies and thus, is 

worthy of study.  Attempting to define the distinct organizational form, Jones, Hesterly 

and Borgatti (1997: 914) proposed a theory of network governance, defining network 

governance as involving “a select, persistent, and structured set of autonomous firms (as 

well as nonprofit agencies) engaged in creating products or services based on implicit and 

open-ended contracts [socially, not legally, binding] to adapt to environmental 

contingencies and to coordinate and safeguard exchanges.”   It is this type of system that 

has been found to be the source of regional advantage (Saxenian, 1994), industry 

innovation (Powell et al., 1996; Powell et al., 2005), and the type of form that can 
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effectively address public services targeting especially ‘wicked’ problems (O’Toole, 

1997).   

A further distinction that can be made between inter-organizational networks 

common in the for-profit sector versus the type commonly found in the public sector is 

whether the goal of the network is greater than the network member’s own goals.  For 

instance, the outcomes of the inter-organizational collaborations in the biotechonology 

industry where Powell and colleagues (Powell et al., 1996; Powell et al., 2005) argued lay 

the locus of biotech innovation were in innovations that no single organization could 

manage on its own because of the widely dispersed sources of expertise needed.  The 

resulting innovations, though, were properties of certain collaborative arrangements and 

not the networks of learning.  In contrast, many of the inter-organizational networks 

established in the public sector are formed to achieve an aim greater than that to which 

any one organization or collaborative arrangement could lay claim.  Though the 

individual network member organizations do and should benefit from the network, there 

is in addition a community level outcome (Provan and Milward, 2001).  These 

community level outcomes such as disaster relief (Moynihan, 2005; 2009), immigrant 

rights (Saz-Carranza and Ospina, 2011), or Serious Mental Illness service delivery 

systems (Provan et al., 2009; Provan and Milward, 1995), are not only greater than any 

one organization could  achieve on their own, but also greater than the collaborative 

partnerships making up the whole network could alone achieve.  The community level 

goal is only attainable if the network functions as a whole, rendering the community level 

goal dependent on the functioning of the whole network.      
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The prevalence of collaborative arrangements to achieve a greater community 

level outcome in the public sector has resulted in several areas of research in the public 

management literature relating to the same basic ideas, but labeled differently.  The 

definition of network as a form of organizing or governance is not only similar to the 

definition of whole networks according to Provan et al. (2007), but also to the idea of 

collaboration in the public management literature.  As one of the foundational definitions 

of collaboration, Wood and Gray (1991: 146) defined collaboration as occurring “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.”  One distinction between the concept of collaboration as defined by Wood and 

Gray (1991), whole networks as defined by Provan et al. (2007), and the other related 

concept of collaborative governance is the importance of the involvement of public 

agencies.  For instance, in their definition of collaborative governance Ansell and Gash 

(2008: 544) emphasize the role of public agencies as “a governing arrangement where 

one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective 

decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that 

aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets.”  Thus, 

the concept of whole goal-directed networks is more general than collaborative 

governance; it includes actors from any sector and it does not a priori determine a role 

for public agencies, especially a role in setting the direction of the network.   

Ultimately, whether the term network, collaboration, or collaborative governance 

is used, the idea of governing through inter-organizational collaboration has had an 
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impact on public management.  Many reasons have been proposed to account for the 

prevalence of inter-organizational collaboration in modern day governance.  One primary 

reason is because of the devolution of public services to private organizations, leading to 

what some have called the Hollow State (Milward and Provan, 2000) or Third-Party 

Government (Salamon, 2002).  Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) extended the reasons 

beyond third-party government alone and proposed three additional reasons for the rise of 

government by network: joined-up government, the digital revolution, and consumer 

demand.  Another primary reason for the growth is because of the prevailing assumption 

among researchers, service professionals, and policy-makers that networks will lead to 

more effective systems and thus, greater public outcomes (Turrini et al., 2010).    What 

has arisen with the growth in research on networks and with the implementation of 

networks in practice is the recognition that along with benefits comes many challenges.  

These challenges have led to some doubts about the effectiveness of networks (Turrini et 

al., 2010) and for some to caution against using networks unless no other strategy is 

viable (Huxham and Vangen, 2005).     

Benefits and Challenges 

 The support for the assumption that goal-directed networks can lead to 

considerable advantages in addressing complex problems is mostly anecdotal.  As 

documentation of the drawbacks and barriers to networks accumulates in the literature 

but the evidence to support the benefits of networks does not, the assumption has become 

more tenuous ((Turrini et al., 2010).  The lack of empirical research offering support for 

the benefits of goal-directed networks is not necessarily due to the ineffectiveness of 



45 
 

networks, but undoubtedly partially due to the difficulty of assessing network 

effectiveness (Provan and Milward, 2001). 

 From the early literature on networks as a form of organizing, networks were 

proposed as more flexible than hierarchies, but with greater stakeholder commitment than 

markets (Powell, 1990).  It was also proposed that the health and well-being of 

communities could be improved by community organizations working together in 

network fashion to draw on the broad array of organizational resources and expertise in 

communities (Chisholm, 1998), and thus improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 

community services (Alter and Hage, 1993).   Therefore, the advantages of networks are 

typically thought to be greater flexibility than bureaucratic structures, increasing 

community capacity and responsiveness, leveraging resources, enhancing learning, and 

better coordination of services.  These outcomes are consistent with those outcomes of 

inter-organizational networks as found in a review of the business literature by Brass and 

colleagues (2004), of which included transmitting information, knowledge spillover and 

innovation, and better organizational performance.   

 The idea that inter-organizational networks can lead to many of these benefits, 

over other modes of organizing, has not been directly tested in the public management 

literature.  Rather, most of our understanding of how inter-organizational networks can 

lead to these assumed benefits has been in comparing different inter-organizational 

networks and the characteristics of those networks that have achieved certain outcomes.  

One of the foundational works in this regard was the comparison of four mental health 

networks by Provan and Milward (1995). Provan and Milward offered a model of 
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network effectiveness based on network structural conditions moderated by network 

contexts.  Since this foundational work, examining the characteristics of network 

effectiveness has been pursued in a rather fragmentary way.  Plus, proposing an overall 

theory of network effectiveness is further complicated by the many dimensions of 

network effectiveness (Turrini et al., 2010; Provan and Milward, 2001).  Turrini and 

colleagues (2010) have recently reviewed the public management and public health 

literatures and proposed a theory of the determinants of network effectiveness.  They 

used the Provan and Milward (1995) model as a base, adding more components to 

network structural conditions and network context as well as adding in the importance of 

network functioning.  This new model highlights the growing trend in the literature to 

examine the structural, behavioral, and contextual conditions necessary to achieve the 

purported advantages of inter-organizational networks, especially by overcoming the 

numerous challenges and barriers.  

 In contrast to the literature on the benefits and effectiveness of inter-

organizational networks, the discussion of the challenges and barriers to networks is well 

documented.  From their research on many different forms of collaboration, Huxham and 

Vangen (2005) found collaborative inertia to be so prevalent, that they recommend to 

practitioners not to collaborate unless necessary.  The reasons they found for 

collaborative inertia are disagreement on aims, power asymmetry, suspicion, ambiguity 

and collaboration fatigue, continuous change, external influences, and securing effort 

from members.  These are similar to the challenges proposed by Milward and Provan 

(2006) that must be managed: accountability, conflict, legitimacy, and commitment.  In 
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discussing health partnerships, Weiner and Alexander (1998) describe the challenges 

faced by many health partnerships because of turf conflict and community accountability.    

Many of the sub-issues that arise from turf conflict and community accountability in 

Weiner and Alexander’s findings are problems because of the tensions in networks, many 

of which have been discussed by others.  These tensions are inherent in networks and as 

proposed by Provan and Kenis (2008), include the tensions between internal and external 

legitimacy, between administrative efficiency and decision-making inclusiveness, and 

between flexibility and stability.  Another tension newly added to the list by Saz-

Carranza and Ospina (2011) is the tension between unity and diversity.   Recently, 

McGuire and Agranoff (2011) compiled the many limitations to networks and 

categorized them under three categories: operational limitations, network performance 

limitations, and limitations due to working within the bureaucratic state.  Operational 

limitations arise from power asymmetries, overprocessing, and the scope of networks.  

Network performance limitations derive from the difference between process and 

outcome measures and the multidimensionality of performance measures.  Limitations 

from working within the bureaucratic state stem from the fact that the members of a 

network which is a non-bureaucratic form are often large bureaucracies.   

 Consistent in the public management literature are the numerous challenges faced 

by inter-organizational networks.  Many of the challenges, limitations, or tensions are 

repeated in the various discussions of network experiences.  Consistently discussed in 

these works as well is the need to overcome these challenges, but the way to overcome 

these challenges is sometimes discussed as governance, sometimes as management, and 
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sometimes as leadership.  What is not clear from the literature on inter-organizational 

networks as a form of organizing is the difference between network governance, network 

management, and network leadership and how these concepts help in overcoming 

challenges, improve effectiveness, and lead to the benefits of the network form as 

assumed in the literature. 

 

THE COORDINATING TRINITY 

 One aspect of the “black box” of network functioning is how network 

coordination is achieved.  Though inter-organizational networks consist of autonomous 

organizations voluntary working with one another, public management scholars are 

beyond the notion that management, leadership and governance have no role to play in 

networks as horizontal structures (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001).  However, though 

scholars recognize that governance, management, and leadership are important to goal-

directed networks just as they are to organizations, what is unclear is what each of these 

coordinating functions entail and how they are distinct from one another.  One of the 

major contributors to this lack of clarity is that either the terms are used interchangeably, 

mostly in the case of governance and management, or there is no rationale provided for 

why one term is used in lieu of another, as in the use of management versus leadership.  

Also, though the discussion of how to achieve these coordinating functions in a network 

context is often juxtaposed to how these functions are accomplished in a traditional 

organizational setting, what is not clear is whether the aims of the functions are different 

in these two different contexts.   
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These issues lead to two questions driving this dissertation.  First, what is 

governance, management, and leadership in the context of networks and are these three 

coordinating functions distinct from one another?  And secondly, are the purpose and 

aims of these coordinating functions in the network context different than in traditional 

organizational structures?   

The distinction between management, leadership and governance is not clear in 

general.  For instance, in the management literature Zaleznik (1977) attempted to 

distinguish between managers and leaders, but the distinction between the two is blurry 

and there is still scholarly debate in the leadership literature as to whether the two 

constructs are distinct or overlapping (McGuire and Silvia, 2009).  Management is 

typically associated with position in an organization and is generally thought of as being 

consistent with transactional leadership (Bass, 1990).  Leadership as a construct is more 

obscure and not necessarily based on occupying a top position within an organization.  It 

is also more closely associated with transformational leadership, with an emphasis on 

building support, creating a vision, and sometimes relying on charisma (Burns, 1978; 

Bass, 1990).   

The distinction between governance and management refers back to the 

separation of ownership and control.  The foundational work in this regard is by Berle 

and Means (1932) who argued that the separation of ownership and control, per corporate 

law in the United States, results in managers having greater control over corporate 

resources due to the diffusion of corporate ownership.  This poses a classic principle-

agent problem in which stakeholders and managers have diverging interests, but how to 
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ensure managers conform with owner’s interests is an issue (Eisendhardt, 1989).  Up 

until the early 2000s, the distinction between governance and management for 

corporations was rather straightforward and the duties of management were to act to 

protect the rights of the stakeholders who govern the corporation.  The corporate scandals 

of the early 21st century called into question this paradigm and prompted calls for 

rethinking management and governance and to search for alternative governance 

paradigms (Huse, 2003).  The distinction between public management and governance 

also began to be questioned around the same time.  Governance had been defined as the 

regime of laws constraining and enabling the provision of public goods and services (Hill 

and Lynn, 2005) and separate from the administration of those goods and services.  

However, governance has become a term widely used and without clear reference to 

whether it is the rule of law or managerial judgment and administrative processes (Lynn, 

Heinrich, and Hill, 2000).  Therefore, though the distinction between management and 

governance may be sharper than the distinction between management and leadership 

because of its foundation in the separation of those with decision authority and those 

charged with the administration of those decisions, the distinction has become more 

ambiguous with the shift from hierarchical government to horizontal and associational 

forms of governance (Hill and Lynn, 2005).   

I do not propose that management, leadership, and governance should be entirely 

distinct constructs from one another.  Instead, I acknowledge that these three constructs 

will always overlap to a certain extent, both in theory and in practice.  However, I 

propose envisioning the coordinating trinity along the lines of a Venn diagram, as 
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overlapping circles.  Instead of focusing on the overlap irresolvable, I propose 

concentrating on finding the basic distinguishing features of each, uncovering what 

fundamental purpose is associated with each of the three constructs.  Discovering the 

fundamental purpose underlying each of the three components of the trinity would result 

in greater clarity and consistency in regard to the use of the three constructs in the 

literature.  Plus, with the greater clarity and consistency, theory could be advanced about 

the distinctive features of each as well as where the overlap amongst the constructs is 

greatest.   

In addition, by focusing on the fundamental functions of management, leadership, 

and governance, better comparisons could be developed of how the features of each 

differs across settings, such as in comparing the context of organizations versus networks.  

For example, Silvia and McGuire (2010) examined the difference between network 

leadership and organizational leadership. They classified leadership behavior into three 

categories commonly used in the leadership literature: people, task, and organization-

oriented behavior.  They found that network leaders focused more on people-oriented 

behaviors and less on task-oriented behaviors, while organization-oriented behaviors 

were displayed by both types of leaders.  Classifying leadership behavior into three 

categories commonly used allowed these authors to differentiate between the behaviors 

across the two settings.  Unless the same occurs with the use of leadership versus 

management versus governance, then differentiating among the three within the same 

setting and across the organizational versus network settings is difficult to achieve and 

the end result will be in even less connected silos of research than currently exists in the 
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research on goal-directed networks currently (Isett et al., 2011).  Plus, greater consistency 

in the use of the three terms would also make it easier to draw on the broader 

management literature (Kelman, 2007).  Finally, consistency in how the three constructs 

are conceptualized, and potentially even operationalized, would make possible isolating 

the effects of network context on management, leadership, and governance.  Therefore, 

not only would establishing the fundamental function of each of the three coordinating 

tools allow for better comparisons across the organizational and network settings, but 

also across the various contextual conditions of networks that make comparing different 

networks difficult.    

Akin to these arguments, Ostrom (2005) advocated for the use of frameworks as a 

means of organizing inquiry.  She defined frameworks as the general set of variables of 

interest and the purpose of the framework is to specify the classes of variables and how 

they relate to one another.  With a framework, various theories can then be integrated and 

which variables are relevant for which research questions can be easily identified.   I, 

therefore, propose a framework for clarifying the discussion of the coordinating trinity in 

the context of goal-directed networks. This framework is based on the classic work of 

Chester Barnard (1938) and therefore, can not only help to clarify the use of the different 

terms in the goal-directed network research, but also provide a means for linking 

discussion back to the study of all organizational forms.   
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A BARNARDIAN FRAMEWORK 

Setting aside the standard tools used to coordinate an organization and getting to 

the essence of what formal organization is, it is not necessarily known that managing, 

leading, and governing a formal goal-directed network is distinctly different from 

managing, leading, and governing an organization.  Barnard (1938) perceived formal 

organization as cooperation, as “that kind of cooperation among men that is conscious, 

deliberate, purposeful” (4).  He defined formal organization as “a system of consciously 

coordinated activities or forces of two or more persons” (73); whereas Provan, Fish, and 

Sydow (2007: 42) defined a whole network as “a group of three or more organizations 

connected in ways that facilitate achievement of a common goal”.  Because the focus of 

both Barnard and Provan and colleagues is on collective action, the main difference 

between the two is that the actors in Barnard’s definition are individuals and the actors in 

Provan and colleagues’ definition are organizations.  However, organizations are not 

living entities on their own and are made up of individuals.  Therefore, the participants in 

a network are not organizations, but rather, the individuals representing organizations.  

Though there are differences between organizations and networks, both are systems 

“composed of the activities of human beings” (Barnard, 1938:77).  What makes both 

systems are that “the efforts of different persons are here coordinated” (Barnard, 

1938:77.)   If the focus is instead placed on the principles behind achieving collective 

action in systems, whether among individuals within an organization or among 

individuals representing autonomous organizations, then a Barnardian approach to the 

study of formal, goal-directed networks is apt.  As Barnard (1938: 94-95) argues, 
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“fundamentally the same principles that govern simple organizations may be conceived 

as governing the structure of complex organizations, which are composite systems”.   

The contribution of using a Barnardian framework to the study of network 

management, leadership, and governance is twofold.  First, by focusing on the three 

principles Barnard argues are always necessary to achieve cooperative action, this allows 

for a simplification of what the essential tasks are in a collective action setting.  The fact 

that Barnard focuses on the executive functions may at first seem to contradict the 

principles of networks, but executive work as Barnard saw it was “the specialized work 

of maintaining the organization in operation” (215).  And in fact, Barnard did not see 

executive functions as managing the system, for the executive organization is a part of 

the whole system.  Cooperation is not achieved through leadership, but rather, through 

the functioning of the whole system.  To achieve effective system functioning, Barnard 

argued that there is always purpose as the coordinating and unifying principle, the ability 

to communicate, the necessity for personal willingness, and for maintaining the integrity 

of purpose and the continuity of contribution.  Though he notes that the complexity of a 

system may modify the quality or form of these essential elements, these same principles 

govern simple as well as complex systems.  Therefore, the essential executive functions 

according to Barnard are first, to provide the system of communication; second, to 

promote the securing of essential effort; and third, to formulate and define purpose.   I 

argue that these three basic Barnardian principles and functions relate to the underlying 

principles and functions of management, leadership, and governance respectively, as 

discussed in the goal-directed inter-organizational network literature.  Then by defining 
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what the essential purposes are of the coordinating trinity, the empirical examination of 

network management, leadership, and governance can occur through a more coherent and 

consistent approach.     

Second, by using a Barnardian framework to examine the purpose of 

management, leadership, and governance in the context of networks without any regard 

for how these are different or similar to their purpose in a traditional organizational 

structure, needlessly disconnects the network literature from the organization behavior 

and theory literatures.  Since most constituents of inter-organizational networks are 

traditional organization structures, the idea that traditional approaches to coordinating 

will not permeate network structures is unrealistic (Agranoff, 2006).  If instead it is the 

case that the purposes of the coordinating trinity are the same for both organizations and 

inter-organizational networks, and it is the tools to achieve the aims that are different, this 

allows for better theory development about the tools available for use in the network 

context which substitute for those available for use in traditional organizational settings. 

To make the case for a framework and the appropriateness of the Barnardian 

framework, the literature on network management, leadership, and governance will be 

discussed below.  The discussion is organized around these three concepts and one of the 

objectives is to review the way in which each of these terms has been conceptualized in 

the literature.  However, another objective of the discussion is to also point out the 

similarity among the conceptualizations of the three different terms.   In addition, in each 

section the link between the discussions in the literature and the discussion by Barnard of 

the related principle executive function will be made.    
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Management 

 There are two main approaches to the study of management of goal-directed 

networks in the public management literature.  Agranoff (2007) distinguished these two 

poles, exemplified by his work with Mike McGuire (2001) and the work by Kickert, 

Klijn, and Koppenjan (1997).  As Agranoff describes it, the Kickert, Klijn, and 

Koppenjan framework takes the approach of finding the distinctive set of nonhierarchical 

management activities; whereas Agranoff and McGuire take the approach of examining 

whether the POSDCORB tasks exist in networks, but perhaps unfold differently given the 

absence of hierarchy.  The Kickert et al. (1997) framework proposes two main forms of 

network management: game management and structuring.  Game management is the 

management of interactions and structuring is the management of the institutional 

arrangements within the network.  More specifically, game management involves 

network activation, arranging interaction, brokerage or matching problems, facilitating 

interaction, and mediation and arbitration.  These game management functions all revolve 

around the idea of facilitating interaction, the sharing of ideas, creating the conditions for 

strategic consensus, and for preventing and dealing with conflict.  Network structuring, 

on the other hand, involves addressing the relations, norms, values and perceptions of 

actors within the network.      

 In contrast, the Agranoff and McGuire approach is to examine what replaces 

hierarchy in the network context.  Agranoff (2007) acknowledges that it is difficult to 

compare and contrast network management with hierarchical management as the 

traditional organizations of today are becoming less and less like the classic bureaucratic 
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structures as described by Max Weber.  However, what Agranoff finds as replacing 

hierarchy are trust, common purpose, mutual dependency, and leadership and that the 

principles of “soft guidance” function as replacements for command and control.  

Classifying the different behaviors of network managers as discussed in the literature and 

based on their own work, Agranoff and McGuire (2001) propose four activities of 

network managers: activating, framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing.  Activating 

involves identifying network participants and tapping the resources those participants can 

bring to the network.  Framing is the process of establishing and influencing the rules, 

norms, and values of the network and is much like network structuring as proposed by 

Kickert et al. (1997).  Mobilizing is about securing commitment and synthesizing is 

working to make favorable conditions to increase and improve the productivity of 

interactions among network participants, such as many of the functions of game 

management as proposed by Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan. 

The tasks of network managers as outlined by other scholars typically aligns with 

those proposed, either under the Kickert et al. framework or the Agranoff and McGuire 

activities.  For instance, Goldsmith and Eggers (2004) discussed the challenges a network 

manager must master: aligning goals, providing oversight, averting communication 

meltdowns, coordinating multiple partners, managing the tension between collaboration 

and competition, and overcoming capacity shortages.  Milward and Provan (2006) 

described the task of network managers as management of accountability, of legitimacy, 

of conflict, of design, and of commitment, and discussed the difference between the 

management of these tasks as network manager and as a manager in a network.  Along 
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similar lines, Bryson, Crosby, and Stone (2006) discussed the need for building 

legitimacy, building trust, and managing conflict in implementing cross-sector 

collaborations.  Krebs and Holley (2004) made the case for the necessity of managing a 

network in order to prevent the natural tendencies of homophily and proximity to cluster 

the network.  They discussed the importance of a network weaver whose task it is to knit 

the network together; but other than a list of the skill set or capital a network weaver has, 

this discussion of what it takes to weave the network together is focused mostly on 

relationship building and facilitating collaboration.     

Interestingly, many of these management tasks are the same as those proposed by 

other scholars when discussing network governance, though why under the umbrella of 

governance rather than management is not clear.  For instance, though not discussing 

network management explicitly, in examining the Incident Command System (ICS) 

Moynihan (2009) suggested the need for coordinating network diversity, for mobilizing, 

and for fostering trust among network participants even with a centralized network 

governance form in place.  Provan and Kenis (2008) in categorizing the three main 

network governance forms discussed the need for network managers to address three 

inherent tensions that occur under any governance form: managing the tension between 

efficiency and inclusion, the tension between flexibility and stability, and the tension 

between internal and external legitimacy.  Adding the tension between unity and diversity 

to this discussion of network governance, Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011) discussed the 

behavioral dimension of network governance and offer three types of network staff work 

activities: bridging, framing, and capacitating.  Bridging work entails facilitating 
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interaction among network participants, framing work is about created a shared 

understanding of appropriate network behavior, and capacitating work is recruiting 

network members and building network capacity.  These network staff activities are 

similar to the category of activities proposed by Agranoff and McGuire (2001) and by 

Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan (1997).  In fact, Saz-Carranza and Ospina discussed the 

similarity between the idea of bridging work specifically and its similarity with other 

management activities documented in the literature, “The bridging work reported in this 

study is similar to management activities documented in the collaborative governance 

and network management literatures at the organizational level: synthesizing (Agranoff 

and McGuire, 2001), facilitating (Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan, 1997), brokering 

(Lorenzoni and Baden_Fuller 1995), and involving (Huxham and Vangen, 2000)” (p. 

350). 

As pointed out by Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011), bridging work is quite similar 

to facilitating (Kickert et al., 1997) and synthesizing (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001).   In 

addition, all three terms are quite similar to Barnard’s first executive function.  According 

to Barnard (1938), the foremost executive function is to provide for a communication 

system.  He defined the first step in providing the system of communication in a formal 

sense, in establishing the schema of the organization and the selection of personnel.  The 

second step in providing a communication system was the informal system of 

communication, as the informal system is the means of broadening the system of 

communication.  Though many goal-directed networks typically do deal with establishing 

a schema and the selection of personnel, establishing the informal system of 



60 
 

communication is the more relevant step as it relates more to the relationship building 

among organizations that has been the focus of much of the work on networks.  Also, 

according to Barnard one of the primary functions of informal organization is as a means 

to avoid formal orders.  Because of the non-hierarchal nature of networks, focusing on 

the informal system of communication is more relevant in a network context.   The main 

functions of the informal system are expanding the means of communication, the 

minimization of undesirable influences, and the promotion of desirable influences. 

 Bridging work, according to Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011) is performed on an 

on-going basis by network staff and the purpose is to promote the interaction among 

network members.  Network staff disseminates information through members that 

comprise the network and provide a mediating role in order to help overcome differences 

among members.  Agranoff (2007) also discusses the bridging needs of networks, 

especially across organizational boundaries, and bridging requires more effort because 

the “natural internal channels are not always there” (106).  As discussed by Agranoff and 

McGuire (2001) this is the activity of synthesizing, which involves facilitating and 

furthering interaction, promoting information exchange as a way of reducing complexity 

and uncertainty, and providing for effective communication among network participants.  

The point of synthesizing, according to Agranoff and McGuire, is “to lower the costs of 

interaction, which can be substantial in network settings” (2001: 301).  The point of game 

management, according to Kickert et al. (1997) is also about lowering the costs of 

interaction and facilitating better interaction.  The different activities of game 

management (i.e. activation, brokerage, facilitating, mediation, etc…) involve increasing 



61 
 

communication and minimizing conflict.  These particular network management 

activities are all quite similar and all come down to the main functions of the informal 

communication system as proposed by Barnard: expanding the means of communication, 

the minimization of undesirable influences, and the promotion of desirable influences.  

And as noted by Barnard, the communication function increases in proportion to the 

increase in relationships.  Thus, the ability for individuals and groups to coordinate 

without leadership is quickly outpaced by increases in the size of groups.  This is what 

necessitates the need for network management; once a network grows in size, there needs 

to be leadership in charge of facilitating the communication and interaction among the 

numerous participants and opening the channels of communication to minimize conflict 

and enable favorable conditions for improving collaboration. 

Leadership 

As early as 1991, Wood and Gray noted that the presence of a convener is not a 

necessary condition, but certainly a condition that facilitates collaboration.  Fifteen years 

later, Agranoff (2007) also acknowledged the importance of a dedicated leader for 

network success, writing that “Behind most long-term networks lies the energy and work 

of a network champion” (p. 93).  In addition, Agranoff noted the need for multiple 

leaders to support a network and proposed that essential to the success of the network is 

not only the dedicated and visible leaders, but also many promoters.  Based on his 

research, he concluded that networks need three to six promoters representing different 

interests to support the network champion.   The four different power sources of leaders 

in a network are champions, political leadership, staff, and technical expertise.  Bryson, 
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Crosby, and Stone (2006) noted as well the multiple leadership roles in successful 

collaborations.  In their review of the literature, they found both formal and informal 

leadership positions are often necessary for effective cross-sector collaborations.  They 

proposed that formal leaders, such as steering committee co-chairs or collaborative 

coordinators, need authority, vision, long-term commitment, relational skills, and 

political skills to be effective.  Bryson, Crosby, and Stone categorized the key leadership 

roles into two categories: sponsors and champions.  Sponsors are not necessarily closely 

involved in the collaborative work, but they have access to resources that can be used on 

behalf of the collaboration.  Champions are those closely involved in the day-to-day work 

of the collaboration and work to keep the collaboration going and achieve its goals.  

In addition to the multiple leadership roles in a network, the activities of these 

leaders are also quite numerous.  Huxham and Vangen (2000) identified 204 leadership 

tasks and 241 leadership processes.  Many of the leadership activities involve “people-

oriented behaviors” (Silvia and McGuire, 2010) and come down to getting buy-in from 

members and thus, their contribution.  Crosby and Bryson (2005) characterized 

leadership in shared power contexts as eight capabilities, which include many of those 

activities and processes identified by Huxham and Vangen, such as understanding, 

communicating, having a vision.  In reviewing the leadership literature in collaborative 

governance, Ansell and Gash (2008) discovered most of the discussion of leadership to 

revolve around promoting stakeholder participation and protecting the collaborative 

process. McGuire and Silvia (2009) found that leadership does matter in attaining 

effectiveness of emergency management networks.  They focused on the four leadership 
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behaviors of Agranoff and McGuire (2001) and found all but activation to be statistically 

significant predictors of perceived network effectiveness.  Though activation was the one 

behavior not found to be a statistically significant predictor of network effectiveness, 

activation was the leadership behavior engaged in the most often.  Activation was defined 

as the identification and incorporation of resources and personnel necessary to achieve 

the network’s goals.  McGuire and Silvia proposed that activation is a necessary but not 

sufficient condition for network effectiveness.  Though the list of leadership activities can 

be quite long, the necessary activities of leaders amount to getting buy-in and protecting 

the collaborative process.   

If leadership does matter, the question then remains whether this transformative 

type of leadership is different from the leadership behaviors within traditional 

organizations.  This is the question tested by Silvia and McGuire (2010) and though they 

did find evidence to support the assumption that leadership in a network is different from 

leadership in organizations, they concluded that the two are not completely distinctive.  

Silvia and McGuire did not find that the behaviors are different, but rather, that network 

leadership activities are significantly more focused on people-oriented behaviors, rather 

than the task-oriented or organization-oriented behaviors that consists of much of the 

within organization leadership focus.   

This type of integrative leadership, with its focus on people-oriented behaviors 

and protecting the collaborative process, is consistent with Barnard’s conception of 

leadership.  Barnard distinguished between authority of position and authority of 

leadership and discussed the importance of leadership, especially in adhering to and 
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creating a moral code.  His discussion of leadership is about the behavioral skills and 

attributes of a leader, much like the discussion in the collaborative leadership literature.  

However, the outcome of such leadership is the creation and maintenance of moral which 

leads to commitment and contribution by organizational members, which is the executive 

function of securing effort.    Barnard defined securing the essential effort as the securing 

of the personal services that constitute the material of organizations.  He divides this task 

into two main divisions: the work necessary to first bring persons into cooperative 

relationships with the organization and secondly, to elicit services from that person.  The 

definition of leadership as used by McGuire and Silvia (2009) in their study of network 

leadership, based on previous work by Yukl (2002) “is the process of influencing others 

to understand and agree about what needs to be done and how it can be done effectively, 

and the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish the shared 

objectives” (p. 7). ).  This definition of leadership hits at the two facets of Barnard’s 

definition of securing essential effort, first in convincing people participate in the 

collective effort and then to actually contribute effort.  

This idea of the need to secure effort is especially relevant in a network context 

because as Agranoff (2007) noted, since networks are not organizations but rather 

composed of organizational representatives, they depend on donated effort.  The first task 

of bringing persons into the cooperative relationship is the recruiting of members as 

discussed in the network literature reviewed above.  The second task is similar to the 

protection of the collaborative process or the people-oriented behaviors also discussed 

above.  The focus of much of the network leadership literature has been more on the 
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second task than the first.  Barnard also noted that the more regular routine work would 

be in getting individuals to identify with the organization and thus, willing to contribute 

to it.  The way to secure contribution, according to Barnard, is similar to many of the 

leadership processes and numerous activities identified in the network literature. As 

acknowledged by Barnard: “The effort to induce specific persons who by the general 

appeal are brought into contact with an organization actually to become identified with it 

constitutes the more regular and routine work of securing contributors.  This involves in 

its general aspects the method of persuasion which has already been described, the 

establishment of inducements and incentives, and direction negotiation.  The methods 

required are indefinitely large in number and of very wide variety” (229). 

Not only is Barnard’s description of the tasks involved in securing the essential 

effort similar to those activities described in the network leadership literature, but it is 

also similar to some of the tasks categorized as network management.  Recruiting 

members and getting them to contribute to the network is what activating and mobilizing 

is about in the Agranoff and McGuire framework, activities which McGuire and Silvia 

(2009) referred to as leadership behaviors.  Again, activating involves identifying 

network participants and tapping the resources those participants can bring to the network 

and mobilizing is about securing commitment (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001).  Securing 

effort is also similar to the network management activity of capacitating work as 

discussed by Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011).  Saz-Carranza and Ospina defined 

capacity work as strategic recruitment and building member capacity.  They also 

discussed the dual aims of capacitating work when considered from the perspective of the 
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network as a whole in ensuring that all organizations joining the network share the 

network’s vision and by strengthening member organizations’ commitment to the 

network by giving back to members’ specific returns.  The similarity between Barnard’s 

discussion of securing effort and Saz-Carranza and Ospina’s discussion of capacitating is 

especially clear.  Because Saz-Carranza and Ospina focused on whole-network 

management, they considered capacitating to be the most illustrative of whole-network 

management because:  “First, participants are selected according to network-level criteria 

rather than according to network member’s independent preferences.  Second, the work is 

about having the network give back to members, rather than about each organizational 

member gaining unilateral advantages from the network…” (p. 358).  The importance of 

these two tasks to whole network management are the same critical components of 

securing effort according to Barnard, in recruiting members based on network needs and 

in securing effort from this organizations that contribute to the collective effort, rather 

than effort based on only their own needs. 

Whether the term management or leadership is used, recognized in the network 

literature is the need for leadership in the network context focused not only on recruiting 

members and building the capacity of the network, but also on protecting the 

collaborative process so recruited members willingly contribute to the collective effort of 

the network.  Because voluntary effort is the material of networks and because network 

leaders, whether in formal or informal roles, have little authority over members, authority 

of leadership rather than authority of position is the means by which collective effort is 

secured.  
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Governance 

 The term governance is often used in the network literature and as noted by Lynn, 

Heinrich and Hill (2000), precise definitions are seldom given because the term does 

have an intuitive appeal.  However, as Lynn and colleagues go on to note, because of this 

it is not always clear what authors are referring to when using the term.  In general, 

according to Lynn, Heinrich and Hill, governance “generally refers to the means for 

achieving direction, control, and coordination of wholly or partially autonomous 

individuals or organizations on behalf of interests to which they jointly contribute” (pgs. 

234-5).   

 One of the most influential works on network governance is the article by Provan 

and Kenis (2008).  Provan and Kenis proposed three basic forms of network governance: 

shared authority, lead-agency, and network administrative authority (NAO).  They 

discuss these forms, the conditions under which each is likely to be most effective, and 

the evolution of governance from one form to another over time.  Provan and Kenis do 

not define governance but they do discuss why some form of governance is necessary for 

goal-directed networks.  They note that governance is necessary “ to ensure that 

participants engage in collective and mutually supportive action, that conflict is 

addressed, and that network resources are acquired and utilized efficiently and 

effectively” (p. 231).  This definition of governance is not all that distinct from many of 

the purposes of network management and leadership as discussed above.  However, an 

important point is that Provan and Kenis note that governance is not about the dyadic 

interactions among members necessary for the operational component of the network, but 
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rather, about the institutions and structures at the more macro level for coordinating joint 

action across the network as a whole.  They also acknowledge that choosing the 

appropriate governance form does not alone ensure success and that the network still 

needs to be managed, especially to manage the inherent tensions in networks.   

 Since the work by Provan and Kenis (2008) was published, governance has been 

examined more frequently in the literature, but still not a great deal.  Moynihan (2009) 

used the network administrative form to demonstrate the network aspect of the Incident 

Command System (ICS).  He then extended the discussion of network governance by 

using the ICS form to demonstrate that even with a centralized governance form, trust, 

common norms and values, and coordination are still necessary.  Though Saz-Carranza 

and Ospina (2011) framed their article around network governance, their focus was on 

what they call “the behavioral dimension of network governance” and examined the need 

of the NAO staff to manage the tension between unity and diversity.  Therefore, though 

network governance has been getting recent attention in the literature, there is still a great 

deal not understood about network governance. 

 One key difference between network governance and network management as 

alluded to by Provan and Kenis (2008) is the distinction between the dyadic nature of 

management and the collective nature of governance.  Consistent with the definition of 

governance by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2000) and the typical way governance is defined 

in the business, non-profit, and public management literature, the focus has been on 

oversight authorities, such as boards, and the setting of strategic direction and allocation 

of resources to support the decided upon strategic initiatives.  This conception of 
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governance is consistent with Barnards’ discussion of the third executive function, 

formulating and defining purpose. 

 According to Barnard, the executive function of formulating of purpose is “to 

formulate and define the purposes, objectives, ends, of the organization” (p. 231).  

Purpose is essential because for formal cooperation to exist there must be an aim to the 

cooperative relationship.  Formulating and defining purpose is therefore important 

because it is about aligning decisions on the ground with decisions at the top.  Because 

purpose is defined by Barnard as the aggregate of acts rather than the formal setting of 

goals, he saw the acceptance of purpose by all contributors to the system as essential.  He 

discussed this function as flows between the top and bottom, with “indoctrinating those at 

the lower levels with general purpose” and for the lower level, “the ‘ultimate’ 

contributors”, to inform the top of the actual conditions to which the top is insulated 

(233).  Therefore, the formulation and definition of purpose is actually a widely 

distributed function and one that is not dyadic in nature but rather more macro, like 

governance is according to Provan and Kenis (2008).   

 How purpose is formulated and defined varies by the context of the network.  As 

Agranoff (2006) noted, the particular structures for individual networks result from the 

self-organizing process where members bring issues to the group and the group decides 

which specific issues to focus on and how to organize in order to address those issues.  

When the network is small, these decisions are likely to be made by the whole group, like 

in the shared governance model described by Provan and Kenis (2008).  But when the 

network is large, deciding upon purpose by the entire group becomes less manageable 
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and a network is more likely to choose a brokered governance form, where authority to 

decide purpose is granted either to a lead agency or to a separate entity created to 

represent the network, called a network administrative organization (Provan and Kenis, 

2008).  Whichever form is chosen, the function of the governance form is to decide upon 

purpose, to set the strategic direction, and to allocate the resources to support those 

decisions.   

This setting of purpose is the framing aspect of networks that is discussed a great 

deal in the network literature.  As Barnard noted, purpose is not just the formal decisions 

regarding goals, but the aggregate of all acts.  One way of ensuring that members’ actions 

are consistent with the network goal is through common norms and values.  This means 

of control discussed by Barnard is one of the distinguishing features of the network form 

of organizing as outlined by Powell (1990).  Because network members are autonomous, 

the “currency” of networks is norms and values.  Thus, ensuring common norms and 

values are essential for networks in order to ensure members’ contributions to the 

network are consistent with the network’s purpose.  Given this need to assure alignment 

of contribution and effort, it is not surprising that this aspect of governance was included 

in the Agranoff and McGuire (2001) network management framework, as the behavior of 

framing.  Framing is the process of establishing and influencing the rules, norms, and 

values of the network.  Kickert, Klijn, and Koppenjan (1997) also discussed the need for 

reframing as part of network structuring.  Network structuring is about modifying the 

network and changing the relations, resources and rules, values, norms and perceptions of 

actors.  Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011) included framing as one of their NAO staff 
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activities and define it similarly to Agranoff and McGuire’s framing and Kickert, Klijn, 

and Koppenjan’s network structuring, but note that at the whole network level this 

framing is about “generating common vision, values, and identity among members” 

(358).   

Formulating purpose, at the top and throughout the network through common 

norms and values alone is not sufficient for achieving network effectiveness, as Provan 

and Kenis point out in regard to choosing an appropriate governance form.  The network 

still needs to be managed.  Or as Moynihan (2009) theorized even with a centralized 

network governance form in place, the need to coordinate, build trust, and ensure 

common norms and value are all still necessary. To ensure network purpose is achieved, 

deciding on purpose is not enough.  That purpose must be communicated and accepted 

and the needed effort must be secured and coordinated.  This acknowledgement that 

governance alone is not a sufficient condition for effective network functioning also 

conforms with Barnard’s conceptualization of the three executive functions as 

interdependent and as simultaneously necessary.   

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 As a means of organizing the literature and providing for a more consistent way 

of thinking about management, leadership, and governance in the network context, I have 

proposed that these coordinating functions are consistent with the three Barnardian 

functions of providing a system of communication, securing essential effort, and 

formulating and defining purpose.  Accepting this Barnardian framework allows for a 
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more unifying means of examining and theorizing about the role of these functions in the 

initiating, building, and sustaining of effective networks and also in how they overlap and 

interact.  However, illuminating the unifying concepts underlying these coordinating 

functions still leaves numerous questions unanswered.  For instance, if these are the 

functions performed in networks, who are the ones performing the functions?  In the 

organizational setting, these functions are usually thought to be based on formal roles; but 

in a network context, formal roles do not necessarily exist.  Even if a network does have 

formal roles, is it safe to assume those individuals occupying these formal positions are 

the only ones involved in network management, leadership, and governance?  This is not 

necessarily the case, as O’Toole (1997: 45) noted, “In networks, administrators cannot be 

expected to exercise decisive leverage by virtue of their formal position. Influence in 

larger networks is more difficult to document, predict, and model than it is in relatively 

simple two- or three party relationships.”  Rethemeyer and Hatmaker (2008) rightly 

criticized the network management literature for assuming that there is only one network 

manager and that that one network manager is from the public sector.  They found more 

than one manager in the networks they studied, though this finding was determined by 

the relative size of managers’ influence and reputation and the managers they found 

competed with one another rather than cooperated.  Networks, though, are horizontal 

structures and comprised of numerous autonomous organizations voluntarily 

collaborating together.  Therefore, it goes against the essence of networks to expect the 

management, leadership, and governance of a network to come down to one manager or 

even competing managers.  With the complexity inherent in networks, examining the 
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activities or influence of externally defined leaders may mislead our understanding of 

who the leaders in a network are and why what they do makes a difference for the 

effectiveness of networks.  Therefore, using the Barnardian tasks for defining network 

management, leadership, and governance, the first research question to be addressed in 

this dissertation is: 

Research Question 1: 

Are the three Barnardian functions those tasks that are being performed in the goal-

directed network context and are the functions distinguishable from one another? 

 

If there is support for the use of the three Barnardian functions as those functions 

essential to effective network function and the three are distinguishable from one another, 

then the next research question to be addressed is 

Research Question 2: 

Who are the network actors involved in the performance of the three Barnardian 

functions? 

 By determining those performing the Barnardian functions, I can then examine 

whether these functions do make a difference in network functioning.  If these functions 

underlie the activities seen as necessary for the effectiveness of a network, then how does 

the performance of these functions make a difference and when do they matter most?  By 

focusing on the underlying functions of management, leadership, and governance 

activities, theory can be developed about why these functions matter in the network 

context and when they matter most.  This leads to the last research question:  
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Research Question 3 

When and how do those leaders make a difference in providing a system of 

communication, securing essential effort, and formulating and defining purpose? 

  

By building theory about when and how the three Barnardian functions matter in 

the context of goal-directed inter-organizational networks, this dissertation will contribute 

to a deeper understanding of the ways in which network management, leadership, and 

governance makes a difference for networks and under what conditions these functions 

may be most essential.   
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This dissertation is a case study of a network, the Southern Alberta Child and 

Youth Health Network (SACYHN) at one point in time. Though the empirical leverage 

of a cross-sectional case study is limited, this case provides for an interesting study 

because the network was mature, large, and heterogeneous.  The formal network survived 

for nine years, but is no longer in existence.  A restructuring of the health system in the 

Alberta province that began in 2009 put the network in flux.  In May of 2010, the 

provincial health system officially withdrew its support of the network and the formal 

entity dissolved.  Data on SACYHN for this dissertation was collected in the fall of 2008 

and winter of 2009, at the peak of the network’s maturity and just preceding the 

disbanding of the formal entity.   Below is a description of SACYHN’s background, its 

governance form, and its structure before the restructuring of the health system 

transpired. 

 

RESEARCH SETTING 

The Southern Alberta Child and Youth Health Network (SACYHN) was founded 

in 2001 to facilitate more decentralized services for children and youth and address the 

fragmentation in the delivery of health services for children. The mission was to use their 

collective resources and expertise to advance high quality, coordinated programs and 

services for children, youth and families. The assumption underlying the formation of the 

network was that stronger connections among the providers serving children and youth 

would improve the experience of care for families, and subsequently impact child health 
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outcomes.  Therefore, the purpose of SACYHN was not to provide services or create a 

new service system, but rather, to strengthen the existing connections between service 

organizations and to create new linkages.  The work of the network was to look for 

opportunities to facilitate linkages and connections through which best practices could 

flow as well as ideas on how to better coordinate services. To accomplish its mission, 

SACYHN had developed the following guiding principles: 

• SACYHN is child friendly and youth focused and family centered   
• Considers all phases of children's development  
• Values diversity  
• Recognizes the unique health needs of Aboriginal families and ethno-cultural 

populations  
• Engages all sectors and service providers relevant to children, youth and families   
• Supports services that are accessible and as close to home as possible  
• Promotes successful transitions between services  
• Strengthens community responsiveness to the needs of families  
• Acknowledges the range of factors that determine health and well being  
• Uses research and education to guide planning 
 

As recognized in these guiding principles, a range of factors determine the health 

and well-being of children and youth. Thus, at the inception of the network, the 

leadership decided to define health in the broadest sense; not as healthcare but as health 

and well-being.  In order to address child and youth health and wellness an inter-sectoral 

perspective was fundamental, and importance was placed on building respect and 

collaboration across organizations in multiple child-serving sectors.  These included both 

public and nonprofit organizations in physical health, mental health, education, social 

services, and justice. 

In addition to the cross-sectoral focus, importance was also placed on 

coordinating services across the geographical regions.  According to a report prepared on 
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behalf of SACYHN on the evolution of the network (Rose, 2004), much of the support 

for the founding of the network was based on the belief that there were efficiencies and 

transaction cost reductions to be gained from better coordination of services across the 

geographical regions. The announcement of a new children’s hospital to be based in 

Calgary was nested within the announcement of the initiation of a network as well.  The 

initiation of the network was a means to reinforce the mandate of the children’s hospital 

to offer specialized health services to children and youth throughout the Southern Alberta 

region.  

Following the guiding principles and the importance placed on building 

relationships across service sectors and across geographical regions to better address 

child and youth health and wellness broadly, the five goals delineated for SACYHN by 

the network founders were to: 

• Develop and adopt a shared vision and purpose  
• Identify and create opportunities for positive change in service delivery  
• Involve families and service providers in significant ways in planning and service 

delivery  
• Build and sustain inter-regional, cross-sector, and clinical connections  
• Develop, improve, and utilize electronic linkages  
 

Governance 

Drawing on the typology of Provan and Kenis (2008), SACYHN was governed 

through a Network Administrative Organization (NAO) model.  The governance of the 

network most closely resembled an NAO because a separate entity was established to 

govern the network.  The separate entity consisted of a Steering Committee and a 

management staff.  All policy and planning decisions were made by the SACYHN 
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Steering Committee, which served as a board of directors for the NAO. The actual 

operations of SACYHN were then managed and coordinated by a full-time director and 

several full-time staff members, whose job is was to work to facilitate the development of 

the network and work to support network initiatives. 

The Steering Committee comprised a subset of 29 network members who 

voluntarily agreed to an Affiliation Agreement.  This Affiliation Agreement required 

members to commit a small sum of resources to the network, whether financial or in-

kind.  The Steering Committee mostly consisted of representatives of child-serving 

organizations, both at the provincial level and at the regional level.  In addition, there 

were 8 seats reserved for parent representatives as a means of including the voice of 

parents in decision-making.  To be a parent representative required no commitment of 

resources, only the willingness to voice the needs and concerns of parents in the region in 

regard to child and youth health and wellness.    

The management staff consisted of a full-time executive director and four staff 

members, three full time staff and one part-time.  In addition to this staff, a network 

coordinator for each regional sub-network was also a part of the SACYHN staff, but to be 

financially supported by the regional sub-network.  At the time of data collection, of the 

four network coordinator positions two were filled, one was in transition, and one 

position was being voluntarily fulfilled by a regional member because the regional 

network had not provided the resources to hire a coordinator.     

Though the goal of SACYHN was inter-sectoral and inter-regional involvement 

and support of the network, the main financial support behind the SACYHN NAO was 
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the regional health authority in Calgary, where the network was based.  The commitment 

of support required by the Affiliation Agreement for a seat on the Steering Committee 

was kept minimal as not to deter smaller regional organizations from serving on the 

committee. As a result of this minimal requirement of support, one-third of SACYHN’s 

funding came from the committed resources of participating organizations spanning 

sectors and regions and the remaining two-thirds of SACYHN’s funding was covered by 

the Calgary Health Regional Authority (CHR).  Due to this reliance on CHR for most of 

the support sustaining the network, the network possessed some characteristics of a Lead-

Agency Model (Provan and Kenis, 2008).  For instance, the network management staff 

worked for the network, but was officially employed by the Calgary Health Regional 

Authority.  Ultimately, though, the models as proposed by Provan and Kenis are ideal-

form models and because all policy and planning decisions were made by the SACYHN 

Steering Committee and the operations of SACYHN were managed by a director and 

several full-time staff members, the governance form most closely resembled the NAO 

model.   

Structure 

As the goal of the network was geographically broad, covering the entire 

Southern Alberta province, SACYHN itself acted as an umbrella network relying on 

regional sub-networks.  The regions within the Southern Alberta province are 

geographically distant, covering the entire lower half of a province that spans over 

250,000 square miles. Therefore, to facilitate the work of the network, SACYHN 

encompassed regional networks that either preceded SACYHN or were established 
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alongside SACYHN.  There were four regional networks, one urban region (Calgary and 

Area) and three rural regions (Central Alberta, Southeast Alberta, and Southwest 

Alberta).  Members of the regional sub-networks were representatives of the local 

agencies serving children and youth in the region and these representatives were formally 

organized into committees serving as the regional sub-network of SACYHN.  In addition 

to the agency representatives, each regional committee also had parent representatives 

serve on the committee.  The members of these regional sub-networks were to represent 

the needs of that region and to serve in an advisory capacity to the SACYHN Steering 

Committee. The network coordinator for each regional committee was responsible for 

coordinating the regional sub-network and serving as the bridge between SACYHN and 

the regional sub-network.   

The official tasks of the regional network representatives were to engage partners 

in the four regions, extend the impact of SACYHN initiatives, and contribute to a 

seamless system of care. Though the Steering Committee set the strategic direction of the 

network, the regional committees were not subordinate to the Steering Committee, but 

served more in an advisory role.  Regional committees set their own priorities; however, 

the purpose of the relationship between the regional committees and the Steering 

Committee was to create a means for better integration of the priorities of the regions and 

the province.   While the regional committees provided a mechanism for extending the 

SACYHN initiatives into the regions, their intended purpose was also to provide a 

mechanism for the Steering Committee to learn about the needs and concerns in the 

regions in order to align provincial and regional priorities. 
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In addition to the Steering Committee and the regional committees, working 

groups served as another venue for agency participation.  Working groups were groups 

formed to undertake specific SACYHN projects/strategies and any organization or 

individual could participate in the working group.  At the time of data collection, there 

were nine working groups: Communication, Child & Youth Advisory Council (CAYAC), 

Education, Evaluation, Interregional Children’s Mental Health, Obesity, Family Youth 

Participation, Outreach Telehealth Advisory Committee; and Aboriginal, Family Support 

for Children with Disabilities (FSCD). 

Between the Steering Committee, the regional committees, and the working 

groups the network consisted of over 50 members and represented various perspectives: 

parents, ministries, organizations, regional authorities, First Nations (indigenous 

populations), and universities.  These members also represented all public sectors serving 

children and youth (health, education, children’s services, and justice) and all of these 

agencies and individuals voluntarily participated in the network with the goal of focusing 

on optimizing the health and well-being of children and youth in Southern Alberta.  

Research Support 

Funding for this research was provided by SACYHN. SACYHN provided the 

resources to support an evaluation of the network and in return for the evaluation, 

permission was granted for use of the data collected for this dissertation.  One of the 

priorities set by the SACYHN Steering Committee early on was the evaluation of the 

network’s performance to guide the direction of the network.  One of the first working 

groups established was the evaluation working group.  The evaluation working group 
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consisted of researchers from the local universities, as well as others with evaluation 

expertise, and was organized with the purpose of creating opportunities for evaluation, 

guiding, advising, and supporting evaluations, and assisting in the dissemination of the 

information generated by these activities.  This working group provided oversight and 

support for the project.  In-kind support was also provided by the network management 

staff throughout the data collection process.   In addition, this project was considered to 

be a pilot project for a possible larger research project that would examine and compare 

multiple child and youth health networks across Canada.  This larger project was never 

undertaken. 

 

RESEARCH METHODS 

The data that were used both for the SACYHN evaluation and for this dissertation 

were collected between September 2008 and March 2009, with most data collected in 

2008.  In addition to the oversight provided by the SACYHN working group, I also 

received guidance and support from Dr. Keith Provan and Dr. Brint Milward throughout 

the data collection process.  The data collection involved an organizational questionnaire, 

elite interviews, and a focus group with the parents serving on the various SACYHN 

committees.  Due to announcements of a possible reorganization of the entire health 

system in Alberta, the goal was to collect the data before any system-wide change was 

implemented.  In fact, a total reorganization of the system was begun in January 2009, 

which ultimately led to the elimination of the SACYHN NAO in May of 2010.   The 

questionnaire data and the focus group data were collected before the restructuring of the 
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system.  The interviews were conducted in January of 2009, just at the restructuring 

began occurring and completed by the end of March 2009 before any restructuring had 

officially impacted SACYHN.   

Before beginning the data collection, I conducted a review of documents to gain a 

contextual understanding of SACYHN and its associated projects.  This document review 

was not done in a systematic manner since its prime purpose was to gain a better overall 

understanding of SACYHN and its operations prior to conducting interviews and 

developing the survey instrument.  The documents reviewed included previous evaluation 

reports, documents regarding the service frameworks established, director reports, 

regional updates, and other miscellaneous documents created by SACYHN.  I worked 

closely with the SACHYN staff ensuring that the content of the data instruments were 

relevant to the particular context of the network.   Once the basic premise of the project 

was established, I presented an overview of the project to the Steering Committee.   

After gaining a better understanding of SACYHN through the document review and from 

working with the SACYHN staff, the details of the project were finalized and ethics 

approval was sought.  Ethics approval was obtained from both the Institutional Review 

Board at the University of Arizona and from the Conjoint Health Research Ethics Board 

in Calgary.  Consent from participants was obtained and the confidentiality of the 

responses was preserved.  Responses are masked and/or reported in the aggregate.  The 

data have been stored in a manner that upholds the requirements set by both ethics 

institutions.   Appendix A includes required ethics documentation.    

Bounding of the Network and Sampling 
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Before a network study is conducted, how to bound a network for purposes of 

data collection is a primary issue.  The bounding of SACYHN was accomplished by 

using the formal schema of the network, meaning that any organization that had 

representation on the Steering Committee, a regional committee, or a working group was 

considered part of the network population.  SACYHN staff identified the specific 

individuals who should respond on behalf of each member organization, choosing 

individuals most knowledgeable about the member organization’s involvement in the 

network.  I, along with another member of the research team, attended a Steering 

Committee meeting and several regional committee meetings and administered the 

questionnaire in person at those SACYHN meetings.  Network members were notified in 

advance that the questionnaire would be distributed at these meetings and that their 

participation was not obligatory if they attended the meeting. Respondents who were not 

able to attend the meetings where the questionnaires were distributed were mailed 

questionnaires.  Completed questionnaires were returned directly to me in person at the 

meetings or mailed to me in envelopes sealed with respondent’s signature.  

Concurrently with the collection of the organizational questionnaires, a focus 

group was held with parents involved in the network.  The goal of the focus group was to 

gather the parents’ perspectives of SACYHN’s impact, as well as their perceptions of the 

impact of parent involvement in the network.   A total of 7 parents participated in the 

focus group.  A list of questions was used as a guide for the focus group (see Appendix 

B5), which included perceptions of network impact as well as suggestions for how parent 

involvement could be more beneficial.  At the end of the session, the parents were given a 
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sheet to answer additional questions and provide any additional comments.  Also, the 

parents were asked to respond to the same question matrix as the one in the 

organizational questionnaire regarding the impact of SACYHN on the child and youth 

health system.  

The last stage of data collection involved elite interviews which were conducted 

with SACYHN staff and key individual members of the network.  The list of individuals 

contacted for an interview was compiled through strategic sampling.  Individuals 

representing different sectors, different management levels, and different levels of 

involvement in the network (i.e. core/periphery) were identified.   The sampling matrix 

can be found in Appendix B3.   The interviews were conducted by three different 

individuals, including myself; therefore, a list of questions was used as a general guide to 

maintain consistency (see Appendix B4).  Since the goal of the interviews was to gain a 

better understanding of the broader context of the network, the guide was not strictly 

followed and the interviews often followed the path of knowledge of the interviewee.   

The data drawn on for this dissertation consists of the organizational 

questionnaire and the elite interviews.   Data from the focus group with parent members 

was not used, but rather, was used for internal purposes for SACYHN’s own evaluation.  

Response Rates  

The majority of the questionnaires were completed in person at different 

SACYHN meetings.  Either a member of the research team or I provided an introduction 

to the study and then was available for any questions that arose during the completion of 

the questionnaires.  Completed questionnaires were then handed directly to me or another 
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member of the research team.  For those respondents that were not able to attend one of 

the in-person sessions, questionnaires were mailed to them with a pre-paid addressed 

envelope.  Respondents were asked to complete the instrument and mail it back in the 

envelope with their signature across the seal.   

The follow-up procedure was accomplished through emails and phone calls. The 

purpose of these emails was to ensure the questionnaires were received and to answer any 

questions.  Follow-up calls and emails were made every 2 weeks until the questionnaires 

were completed or until it was clear that the respondent had no intention of completing it.   

The follow-up process was rigorous in order to assure the high response rate which is 

necessary for this type of whole network research since missing responses greatly affect 

the structure of the overall network (Scott, 2000).  The initial population for the project 

was 54 organizations; however, during the data collection process I realized, with the 

help of the SACYHN staff, that included in the questionnaire was one organization that 

no longer existed as a separate entity and five organizations for whom no individual 

could be identified to respond to the questionnaire and thus, no attempt to collect data 

from these organizations was made.   Three of the five organizations excluded were First 

Nations tribes.  All seven of the First Nations tribes in the area (the Treaty 7) were 

included as separate organizations in order to attain information on the ties other 

organizations have with the individual tribal councils; however, not all seven tribal 

councils participated in the network. Non-participation in the network was the reason that 

individuals could not be identified to take part in the data collection.  The other two 

organizations for which no respondent was identified were two public regional 
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organizations in one of the regions.  These two organizations were initially included 

because it was thought they participated in the network, but no individual had been 

involved with the network.  Excluding these six organizations (the 5 with no respondent 

identified and the 1 no longer in existence) from the target list left a final total of 48 

organizations and 137 individuals.   The final organizational response rate was 88% 

(42/48), while the individual response rate was 76%. 

Of the 48 organizations to which a questionnaire was sent, no response was 

acquired from six of the organizations.  The missing responses do suggest some bias in 

the sample.  Three of the missing organizational responses were from tribal councils.  

With the three missing tribal council responses and the three excluded from the final 

organizational list, only one of the seven tribal councils is represented in the data.  

However, from one of the Tribal Councils for which no questionnaire was obtained, an 

interview with a representative of that council was obtained (see discussion below). Thus, 

the data does include the perspective of the First Nations, though the representation of the 

First Nations is rather limited.  This lack of involvement in the data collection was 

consistent with the network overall in that one area where the network had struggled was 

in attaining consistent Treaty 7 involvement (Lemaire, Provan, & Milward report).   Plus, 

the seven tribal councils together form Treaty 7, which could be considered one entity 

and because we did collect one questionnaire from one of the councils, Treaty 7 is 

represented in the data, thought the extent of the representation is limited.   

The other response bias relates to the representation of each of the regions.  Two 

of the organizational non-respondents were from one of the rural regions.  Though data 
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was collected from four of the other organizations in the region, not having two of the six 

organizations included suggests this regional sub-network is not as well represented in 

the data as are the other regions. In addition, for another of the rural regions, the sub-

network consisted mostly of individuals representing the same organization.  While there 

was a high individual response rate for that region, once the individual responses were 

aggregated to the organizational level, this sub-network consisted of only two 

organizations.  Though the region is represented in the data, because of the aggregation 

process, this region is represented by only a very small number of the total organizations.  

However, all of the rural regional sub-networks were small and thus, the final sample of 

regional organizations is consistent with the overall population.                   

The organizational perspectives included in the data represent the organizations 

involved in the network.  While the data would be improved by including the 

perspectives of those organizations not involved in the network, doing so was beyond the 

capacity of this project.  In the examination of how a network can be managed, governed, 

and led successfully, the examination is biased towards the perspectives of those pleased 

with the network and thus, those organizations which choose to be involved.  However, 

this bias is similar to the bias common in cross-sectional organizational research since 

most research studies usually only include organizations that survive and not the full 

range of organizations that may have existed.  To attempt to minimize the biased 

perspective, though, a great deal of effort was made during the data collection process to 

collect questionnaires from different perspectives, such as from those 

individuals/organizations more peripheral to the network.                                                                             
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A strategic sample was used for the interview sample.  I created a matrix based on 

the different perspectives the research team thought it would be important to capture and 

this matrix was used to develop the strategic sample (see Appendix B3).  The different 

perspectives included different management levels (i.e. executive, middle manager, 

involved in day-to-day service delivery), different network involvement levels (core, 

periphery, steering committee, regional perspective), and the different service sectors 

(health, education, etc…).  Once this matrix was created, SACYHN staff worked with me 

to identify individuals to represent the different perspectives and often, the individuals 

selected were those who represented multiple perspectives (i.e. health and regional, or 

social service and steering committee).  The roster of possible interviewees was not 

exclusive to those who had responded to the questionnaire; in fact, effort was made to 

interview some individuals who had not responded to the questionnaire, as for instance 

another Treaty 7 perspective.  In addition, the list of those to be interviewed also included 

most of the network staff. 

Once the list of potential interviewees was compiled, the individuals were 

contacted, sent an introductory letter and also a consent form required for the audio-

recording of the interview.  A total of 16 interviews were conducted with 25 individuals.   

Due to the travel demands that these interviews placed on the research team, the number 

of interviews that could be conducted was limited.  Therefore, to include as many 

perspectives as possible, many of the interviews included two interviewees and one 

interview included three individuals.  Interviewees were grouped according to comfort 

level with one another and this grouping was only done if the interviewees agreed to the 
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arrangement.  Not all interviews consisted of more than one interviewee, especially for 

those perspectives especially important, such as the Treaty 7 representative and the 

SACYHN director.   

The format of the interviews was semi-structured.  Those interviewing included 

me and two senior faculty members.  Three interviews involved two of the researchers; 

me and one of the senior researchers conducting the interview together.   Since there were 

multiple interviewers conducting the interviews, all three interviewers used the questions 

as a basic guide for the interviews.   

Interviews lasted between 45 minutes and 1 ½ hours.  The interviews were 

recorded and then transcribed word-for-word.  However, the actual wording was cleaned 

for clarity for use as quotes.  One interview was not audio-recorded due to a device 

malfunction.  Though notes were taken on the interview, the interview was excluded 

from the qualitative analysis since the actual interview was not transcribed.    

Organizational Questionnaire 

The primary data collection tool was the organizational questionnaire.  The 

questionnaire used was adapted from one used previously by Provan and Milward (1995) 

and Provan, Huang, and Milward (2009).  The final draft questionnaire was piloted to 

three former network members and the final questionnaire incorporated the feedback 

from the piloting in order to improve the clarity of the questions. There were four main 

components of the questionnaire: general information about the respondent, general 

information about the respondent’s organization, questions regarding organizational ties 
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(i.e., network relationships), and perspectives of the impact of SACYHN on 

organizational and overall network performance.  

The first section was comprised of five questions about the individual 

respondent’s position, tenure in their organization, and how long in years this 

organization and they themselves had been involved in SACYHN.  The second section 

involved specific questions about the organization, such as its general staff and budget 

size and the proportion of its resources that were generally devoted specifically to 

children and youth services.  In addition, respondents were asked to break down the 

percent of their resources that were spent on specific children and youth areas (i.e. mental 

health, physical health, education, recreational services, etc…) totaling to 100%.  Only 

one individual from each organization was asked to respond to the organizational 

demographic questions due to the demands of the questions.  These individuals were 

chosen by SACYHN staff as those individuals with the broadest organizational 

knowledge and were emailed a copy of this section of the questionnaire in advance.  They 

were emailed the section in advance so that they could consult their files and determine in 

advance the answers requested by the question if they were completing the questionnaire 

in person at a SACYHN meeting. 

The third section of the questionnaire consisted of the network relationship 

questions.  In order to determine the whole network structure, respondents were provided 

with a matrix listing all 53 organizational members of SACYHN plus one “organization” 

added in to represent the NAO staff.  Respondents were asked to identify which of six 

types of activity links (if any) their organization had with the other 53 organizations over 
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the past year.  More specifically, respondents were asked to “Please go through the list 

and indicate which ones your organization has been involved with for the provision of 

services, programs, or activities related to C&Y clients over the past 12 months for each 

of the types of relationships listed.  Please only consider those relationships that have 

value to your organization and are more than incidental and infrequent (i.e., not just 

emails, large meetings, occasional phone calls, etc.).” The types of activity links were 

derived from those that were deemed by network staff, with input from the Steering 

Committee, as the most important activities to accomplishing the work of SACYHN: 

strategic planning, shared resources, service delivery, education, research/evaluation, and 

information sharing.  Definitions were provided for each type of activity on the 

questionnaire.  In addition, in the last column of the matrix, for each existing relationship 

respondents were also asked to rate the overall quality of the relationship.  Quality of the 

relationship was defined as confidence, which is one dimension of trust (Nooteboom, 

Berger, and Noorderhaven, 1997; Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995).  More 

specifically, respondents were asked “Please base the rating of the quality of the 

relationship on how confident you are that the organization will do what they say they 

will do in its dealings with your organization, based on your expectations, and not just 

focus on the needs of their own organization.”  A 5 point Likert scale was provided for 

rating relationship quality with scores ranging from 1= poor relationship to 5 = excellent 

relationship, with the mid-point of 3 = good relationship.  

A similar matrix then followed the relationship matrix that included the names of 

the network member organizations, but the second matrix consisted of blank rows.  
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Respondents were asked to list up to 10 organizations that were not included in the first 

matrix but which they believed to be “key providers of services to children and youth.”  

In addition to filling in the names of these additional organizations, if the respondent’s 

organization had a relationship with these additional organizations, then respondents 

were asked to indicate the type of activity or activities (of the 6 included in the first 

matrix) that was the basis of the relationship.  

In addition to the network matrices surveying respondents about the 

organizations’ relationship with one another, there were four additional network 

relationship questions.  Respondents were first asked about the organizational 

relationships they believed were most critical.  For each type of relationship activity, they 

were asked to name up to three organizations with which they believed their relationship 

was most critical for that type particular activity.  Then respondents were asked in 

general, not specific to the different types of activities, which five organizations they 

believed were most influential, five they believed to be most similar to their own 

organization, and five they most admired for their work related to children and youth.  

Influential was defined as those organizations whose “needs, goals, decisions, and/or 

expectations are generally taken into consideration” by their own organization in making 

decisions regarding children and youth.  Similarity was defined as those organizations 

with the same norms, values, or ways of working as their own organization. 

The final section of the questionnaire targeted performance.   Network 

performance or effectiveness, is a difficult construct to operationalize and there are few 

studies that attempt to do so.  Collecting meaningful and comparable objective data on 
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effectiveness was beyond the means of this project; therefore, subjective indicators were 

utilized instead.  Consistent with the stakeholder perspective on network effectiveness 

outlined by Provan and Milward (2001), the focus was on effectiveness for the 

organizations that comprised the network and effectiveness for the system as a whole, or 

what Provan and Milward refer to as the “community level.”    

The main performance indicators consisted of two multi-item questions.  Both 

questions included items targeting various dimensions of performance, such as quantity 

of services, quality of services, and capacity of organizations and the system.  The items 

in the questions were selected based on use in previous studies (Provan and Milward, 

1995; Provan, Huang, and Milward, 2009) as well as discussions with the SACYHN staff 

about which items would be most appropriate to the case of SACYHN.  The first multi-

item question asked about the impact of the network on the respondents’ organization and 

included 18 items and an “other” item as well.  Respondents rated each item based on a 5 

point Likert scale ranging from 1= “SACYHN has had a significant negative impact on 

my organization” to 5= “SACYHN has had a significant positive impact on my 

organization”, with the mid-point 3= neutral impact.  The second multi-item performance 

question required respondents to rate the impact of the network on the overall child and 

youth system.  This question included 20 items and an “other” item as well and was rated 

on a 5 point Likert scale similar to the previous question.  This second performance 

question, about the impact on the overall child and youth system,  included two columns 

for rating the impact, one rating the impact in the past 12 months and the other rating the 

impact since inception.  Participants were asked to only answer the second column if they 
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had been involved in the child and youth system since the inception of SACYHN.  This 

second column, rating the impact since inception, was primarily included for purposes of 

the SACYHN evaluation and was not drawn on for the analysis in this dissertation.     

Following the multi-item questions targeting performance was a question about 

the challenges of working within the network which included 9 items and an “other” 

item.  These items were also derived from a previous study by Provan and colleagues 

(Provan, Nakama, Veazie, Teufal-Shone, and Huddleston, 2003).  Respondents rated 

these challenges on a three point scale of “occurs rarely or not at all, occurs sometimes, 

or occurs often.” The challenges asked about in these questions are the challenges 

commonly discussed in the literature, as reviewed in the previous chapter.   The final 

performance question requested respondents to indicate the extent to which their 

organization identified with SACYHN.  Respondents were asked to respond to this item 

using a five point Likert scale with 1= “My organization does not identify at all with 

SACYHN” to 5= “My organization identifies itself as an integral part of SACYHN”.   

The very last question on the questionnaire was an open-ended item for respondents to 

provide any additional thoughts or comments they wanted to express.  A copy of the 

questionnaire is included in Appendix B2. 
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Elite Interviews 

The responses to the open-ended questions at the end of the questionnaire were 

compiled, reviewed, and used to help determine areas where more background 

information would improve my understanding of the network and how it functioned.  The 

purpose of the interviews was to gather a better understanding of larger concepts and 

contextual understanding of the network.  Broad questions were used in the interview 

rather than the type of specific questions included in the questionnaire.  The questions 

were open-ended in design and explored contextual information difficult to capture in a 

questionnaire.   However, because the interviewees varied in their roles and involvement 

in the network, not all the questions were fitting for each interview.  The questions were 

adapted to the knowledge level of the interviewees and follow-up questions conformed to 

the direction of the discussion.    

In addition to these broader questions, questions were also asked about the 

restructuring of the health system and perspectives on how this restructuring might 

impact the network.  Since the restructuring had just begun during the time period in 

which the interviews were being conducted, this restructuring pervaded most discussions 

and rather than ignore it, perspectives were gathered on what this restructuring might 

mean for the network.  

 

DATA CODING  

All questionnaire data were coded and entered into Microsoft Excel sheets. The 

interviews were transcribed into Microsoft Word files.  Responses were coded by 
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individual ID numbers which were also linked to organization ID numbers.  Each section 

of the questionnaire was compiled into a different Excel workbook.  The descriptive data 

(questions 1-7) and the performance data (questions 14-17) used standard coding 

schemes such as categorical, continuous, and dichotomous scales.    The network data 

was coded using a standard NxN matrix and a separate matrix was created in a separate 

Excel worksheet for each type of raw link reported by the organizations.  Therefore, there 

was a separate Excel worksheet for each type of tie activity and also one for relationship 

quality.   

Missing data were handled mostly using an aggregation process (see below).  The 

one area where the aggregation process was not used was the descriptive data on the 

organizations, such as size and budget.  Effort was made to obtain as much of the missing 

data from respondents as possible, but this was not always possible.  These missing data 

were omitted from the study because estimations did not seem appropriate due to the 

varying characteristics of the organizations.   

The network data were coded by generating one matrix for each type of tie 

activity (strategic planning, shared resources, service delivery, education, 

research/evaluation, and information sharing) and one matrix for relationship quality.  

The raw matrices were not square because of the multiple respondents for some 

organizations.  There was a column for each of the 54 organizations and the individual 

responses were included in the rows and the rows were grouped by organization.  All of 

the original 54 organizations were included in this matrix because in-coming ties to the 

organizations that were eliminated during the data collection process had been included 
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in the questionnaire matrix.  These organizations were included in the raw data matrices 

and then were naturally dropped from the data with the confirmation process (see below).  

The original data were also directional and thus the matrices were not symmetrical.  If an 

individual respondent indicated a relationship between their organization and one of the 

other 53 organizations, a “1” was entered in the appropriate cell of the matrix.  If no 

relationship was indicated, a “0” was recorded in the cell. The coding for the relationship 

data was on a scale from 0-5, with 0=no relationship and 1-5 relating to the scale used in 

the questionnaire.  The additional network data (questions 9-13) were coded in the same 

way as the network data; that is, in matrices in order to preserve the direction of 

nominations.    

After the coding process, all of the raw data were kept in its original format and 

any manipulations performed on the data were done so by creating a new file.  All 

manipulations were performed using Excel.  The major manipulation performed on the 

data was the aggregation to the organizational level, the confirmation of network ties, and 

factor analysis on the performance data.  

Aggregation 

As the unit of analysis for this study is at the organizational level, the individual 

responses to the questionnaire on behalf of organizations were aggregated for each 

organization.  Of the 42 total organizational responses, there were multiple respondents 

for 20 of the organizations.  There were two respondents for twelve organizations, three 

respondents for one organization, four for another and, five for one other. Then for all 

four health authorities and for the SACYHN staff, there were between eight and eleven 
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respondents for each.  All of the organizations for which there were multiple respondents 

were large public organizations.  Acquiring multiple responses for these large 

organizations was considered to be important as no one individual would be aware of all 

of the organizations’ network ties and having multiple responses allowed for more 

perspectives to be taken into account in regard to SACYHN’s performance.  Aggregation 

was necessary for the network data and for the performance data, but not for the 

descriptive data on the organizations since only one respondent for each organization was 

selected to respond to the descriptive questions.   Different processes were used for 

aggregating the different sets of data and these processes are described below. 

For the network tie activity data, if there was more than one respondent for an 

organization, relationships with other organizations were recorded as long as one 

respondent indicated a relationship.  For instance, if respondents 1 and 2 represented 

organization A, but respondent 1 indicated a tie with organization B and respondent 2 did 

not, it would still be recorded that organization A indicated it had a tie with organization 

B. The rationale for using this approach is that not all individuals would have been aware 

of the working relationships their organization had with all other organizations.  The 

various respondents represented different program areas, management levels, or network 

involvement and thus, may have maintained relationships with different organizations. 

The process used for this process was the “sum” function in Excel and then the “if” 

function to dichotomize (if the sum was greater than 0, a “1” was recorded otherwise a 

“0”).   After this process, new matrices in a new Excel file were created collapsing the 

respondents by organization and using the dichotomized sums as the indicator of whether 
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there were relationships or not between each dyad.  These 54x54 matrices were the full 

non-symmetrized organizational matrices.  Also in this process, the diagonals of the 

matrices were forced to be “0” because the focus of the study is on relationships between 

organizations and not the relationships within organizations. 

Once the full non-symmetrized organizational matrices were created, an “Any 

Tie” matrix was also created.  The purpose of this matrix was to create a network based 

on any type of tie activity.  The process used to create this matrix was again the Excel 

“if” function.  If there was any type of relationship recorded in the separate tie activity 

files (thus a “1” in the corresponding cell of any of the tie activity matrices), then a “1” 

was recorded in the corresponding “Any Tie” file, otherwise a “0” was recorded.  This 

matrix allowed an examination of the relationships connecting organizations within the 

network regardless of the specific type of activity upon which the relationship was based.   

In addition to the creation of the “Any Tie” matrix, a matrix was also created for 

the multiplexity of the relationship.  Whereas the “Any Tie” matrix is dichotomized, the 

“Multiplex” matrix indicates the total number of activities upon which the relationship is 

based.  Therefore, the range for this matrix was between 0=no relationship and 6=all six 

activity ties recorded.  The function used for this process was the “sum” function in 

Excel, summing the values in the corresponding cells of all six activity matrices.  This 

matrix allowed for the examination of the depth of the relationships in the network. 

A different process was used for the aggregation of the relationship quality data.  

Rather than summing the individual responses as with the relationship data, the 

individual responses for the quality of the relationship was averaged across the 
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organizational respondents.  These averages were then taken as the relationship quality 

values for the 54x54 organizational matrix. For instance, if respondent 1 and respondent 

2 both represented organization A and respondent 1  indicated a 3 for the quality of the 

relationship with organization B, but respondent 2 indicated a 5, then the quality of the 

relationship organization A had with organization B was recorded as equal to 4.  The 

function used for this process was the “average” function in Excel. 

The aggregation of the additional network data consisted of two processes as 

these data were aggregated in two different ways.  The first way was just like the process 

used for the tie activity data.  If any individual nominated an organization as a critical tie, 

similar, highly reputable, or influential, then a “1” was recorded in the corresponding cell 

of that particular organizational matrix (one for each of the critical tie activities, one for 

similar, one for reputation, and one for influence).  The second process was used to 

account for the different number of respondents for organizations.  For the second 

process, individual responses were weighted so that no one organization would receive 

multiple nominations from the same organization.  In this process, each organization was 

given one point for the nomination process.  If the respondents from one organization 

nominated ten organizations, then “.1” was allocated to each of the organizations 

nominated.  If only one organization was nominated by the respondents of an 

organization, then that organization received a “1”.  Having the matrices from both 

aggregation processes allowed for mapping these network data, but also provided a way 

to calculate which organizations were most reputable or influential without allowing the 

multiple respondents to bias the calculation. 
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The final aggregation process involved the performance data (questions 14-17).  

Individual responses were averaged by organization, excluding missing data.  Though 

there were missing data for some items, because of the multiple respondents missing data 

was not an issue and the other respondents’ rating was used for the organizational 

average for those particular items.  Though this may bias the data some, there was only a 

small amount of missing data and the bias is offset due to the number of respondents and 

the number of items. 

Confirmation 

Once the data were aggregated from the individual level to the network level, the 

tie activity relationships were then confirmed.  The confirmation process for network data 

is used to improve the reliability of the reported data, due to the demands on respondent’s 

memory these type of questions demand (Marsden, 1990).  The minimization 

confirmation process (Wasserman and Faust, 1994) was used for this study.  The 

minimization process takes the lower of the values indicated by both organizations in a 

dyad for each specific type of tie.  For instance, if organization A indicated a planning tie 

with organization B, but organization B did not indicate a planning tie with organization 

A, then no tie was recorded between the dyad.  Therefore, relationships were recorded as 

confirmed as long as both organizations indicated there was a relationship for a particular 

activity.  This process was again performed in Excel and since the activity ties are 

dichotomized, the process for confirming involved multiplying the original matrix by its 

transpose.  By multiplying the matrix and its transpose, if both organizations indicated a 
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“1”, then a “1” was recorded in the confirmed matrix; but if either organization indicated 

a “0”, then the confirmed value would be “0”.     

The confirmation process does result in a loss of data.  By confirming the 

relationships, the densities of each of the networks of activity were reduced, the change in 

density ranging from 14% to 46%.  This is fairly typical; but is important in improving 

reliability since the data is based on perceptions of network ties.  In addition, what is also 

lost is the reciprocity or lack of reciprocity of relationships, which can indicate where 

there may be unequal relationships.  However, the focus of this study is on the overall 

structure of the network and a more conservative approach to the data was worth the 

trade-off.  The confirmation process using the minimization process underestimates 

where there are links and increases the reliability that the confirmed relationships do in 

fact exist.  For this study, reliably assessing the overall structure is of primary 

importance. 

To examine whether there was a considerable difference in the overall structure of 

the network based on confirmed versus unconfirmed ties, Concor (Breiger, Boorman and 

Arabie, 1975) was used to roughly examine the blockmodeling pattern.  Concor 

blockmodeling partitions network actors into blocks based on their tie patterns, both the 

presence and absence of ties.  A comparison of the blockmodels based on the confirmed 

ties and the blockmodels based on the unconfirmed ties was done to investigate the 

difference in confirmed and unconfirmed relationships and what patterns emerged in 

order to roughly examine whether confirming the ties changes the overall structure of the 

network.   However, there was no consistent difference between the confirmed and 
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unconfirmed blocks, except for Treaty 7 responses.  Since I was able to collect only one 

Treaty 7 questionnaire response, many of the relationships with Treaty 7 organizations 

indicated could not be confirmed.  Therefore, the major structural difference between the 

unconfirmed and confirmed network is that many organizations indicated they had ties 

with the Treaty 7 organizations, but these are not reflected in the confirmed ties.   

After confirming the activity ties, new matrices were also created for confirmed 

Any Tie, confirmed Multiplexity and confirmed Relationship Quality.  The process for 

confirmed Any Tie and confirmed Multiplexity was the same as the process before using 

the unconfirmed ties, with the only difference being the use of the confirmed matrices 

rather than the unconfirmed.  The confirmation process for Relationship Quality was 

based on the minimization process.  The “min” function in Excel was used to take the 

minimum of both relationship quality ratings from the two actors in a dyad.  For instance, 

if organization A rated its relationship with organization B as equal to 2 and organization 

B rated its relationship with organization A as equal to 4, then the confirmed quality of 

the relationship between the two would be equal to 2, the lesser of the two ratings.  If one 

organization did not rate the quality of a relationship because it did not record a tie with 

that particular organization, then the rating of the relationship would be equal to 0, or a 

non-existent relationship. 

A description of the overall whole network structure based on the individual 

activity ties, Any Tie, Multiplexity, and Relationship Quality will be discussed in the next 

chapter.  In addition to this overview of the structure, a description of the other network 

variables (Reputation, Influence, and Critical Ties) is also included in the next chapter.   
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Factor Analysis 

The final major manipulation performed on the data was a factor analysis of the 

performance data.   Using factor analysis, the items from the two performance questions 

were collapsed into dimensions for each category.  The value of the factor analysis is that 

it creates factors with items highly correlated with each other, based on responses, 

reducing the number of variables and classifying the different dimensions of a construct 

such as “performance”.  The factors categorize the many items into dimensions of 

performance and thus, lead to reliable performance scales (Child, 1973).    

TABLE 3.1: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR IMPACT ON ORGANIZATIONS 

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

Factor 1 7.35206 6.06643 0.7376 0.7376 

Factor 2 1.28563 0.67962 0.129 0.8666 

Factor 3 0.60601 0.13977 0.0608 0.9274 

Factor 4 0.46624 0.05311 0.0468 0.9741 

Factor 5 0.41313 0.10795 0.0414 1.0156 

Factor 6 0.30518 0.01879 0.0306 1.0462 

Factor 7 0.28638 0.05557 0.0287 1.0749 

Factor 8 0.23081 0.16785 0.0232 1.0981 

Factor 9 0.06297 0.04225 0.0063 1.1044 

Factor 10 0.02072 0.0306 0.0021 1.1065 

Factor 11 -0.00988 0.01904 -0.001 1.1055 

Factor 12 -0.02891 0.06879 -0.0029 1.1026 

Factor 13 -0.0977 0.02996 -0.0098 1.0928 

Factor 14 -0.12767 0.02527 -0.0128 1.0800 

Factor 15 -0.15294 0.00876 -0.0153 1.0646 

Factor 16 -0.1617 0.02413 -0.0162 1.0484 

Factor 17 -0.18583 0.11083 -0.0186 1.0298 

Factor 18 -0.29665 . -0.0298 1.0000 

 

To develop the performance scales, exploratory factor analysis (orthogonal, varimax 

rotation) was performed on the full set of items from each of the two questions.  For 
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impact on respondents’ organizations, two factors were identified using the Kaiser 

criterion; two factors had an eigenvalue equal to 1 or higher (Kaiser, 1960).   

The factor loadings are provided in Table 3.2 and the items that loaded on the two 

factors are indicated by bold font.  Using the factor loadings, the two dimensions/factors 

were labeled as improving services (7 items) and enhancing capacity (3 items).  Because 

these two dimensions are themselves highly correlated (mean r = .84), the two factors can 

be combined into a single scale of organizational performance (12 items, reliability = 

.81).    

TABLE 3.2: FACTOR LOADINGS FOR IMPACT ON ORGANIZATIONS 

Variable  Improving 

Services 

(Factor 1) 

Enhancing 

Capacity 

(Factor2) 

Number of C&Y services and/or activities .8264 .1095 

Number of C&Y clients we can serve .7801 .1132 

Reach of our C&Y services/activities .7517 .2741 

Quality of our C&Y services/activities .7737 .1591 

Coordinating C&Y care/activities with other organizations .5602 .0776 

Stabilizing provision of care to C&Y clients .6564 .2397 

Ease of client access to our services/activities .5496 .2806 

Planning new services/initiatives .3324 .5551 

Transfer of knowledge/use of evidence .1319 .1378 

Advocacy .1634 .2535 

Reputation of my organization or unit .4112 .4294 

Acquisition of additional funding or other resources .3445 .6709 

Opportunities to participate in or benefit from research .124 .3025 

Able to get tasks done more quickly/efficiently .3609 .2843 

Opportunities to connect with other partners .3013 .0478 

Access to knowledge in other areas other than my own 
(spillover) 

.2837 .2165 

Development of new tools, methods, and approaches .2996 .3209 

Knowledge of business practices and issues of other 
partners 

.0874 .1187 

*Bold font indicates the factor on which the item loaded, if any 
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For impact on the child and youth system two factors were identified that had an 

eigenvalue equal to 1 or higher; the two dimensions/factors were labeled as improving 

services (4 items) and enhancing integration (6 items).  The results of the factor analysis 

are provided in Table 3.3 and the loadings for each factor in Table 3.4.  

TABLE 3.3: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR IMPACT ON CHILD AND YOUTH SYSTEM 

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

Factor1 8.70900 7.44777 0.6961 0.6961 

Factor2 1.26123 0.36827 0.1008 0.7969 

Factor3 0.89297 0.17974 0.0714 0.8682 

Factor4 0.71323 0.18624 0.057 0.9253 

Factor5 0.52699 0.06504 0.0421 0.9674 

Factor6 0.46194 0.15697 0.0369 1.0043 

Factor7 0.30498 0.05925 0.0244 1.0287 

Factor8 0.24573 0.07122 0.0196 1.0483 

Factor9 0.17451 0.03091 0.0139 1.0623 

Factor10 0.14360 0.02609 0.0115 1.0737 

Factor11 0.11751 0.07848 0.0094 1.0831 

Factor12 0.03903 0.06923 0.0031 1.0862 

Factor13 -0.03019 0.02257 -0.0024 1.0838 

Factor14 -0.05276 0.06471 -0.0042 1.0796 

Factor15 -0.11748 0.01608 -0.0094 1.0702 

Factor16 -0.13356 0.01494 -0.0107 1.0596 

Factor17 -0.14850 0.02903 -0.0119 1.0477 

Factor18 -0.17753 0.01886 -0.0142 1.0335 

Factor19 -0.19639 0.02629 -0.0157 1.0178 

Factor20 -0.22268 . -0.0178 1.0000 

 

These two dimensions of system impact were themselves also highly correlated (r 

=.81) and so these two factors were combined into a single scale of system impact (10 

items, reliability = .81).  The two performance scales, organizational impact and system 

impact, were themselves moderately correlated (r = .66), indicating similarity in 

assessments but being sufficiently different to warrant separate examination.  
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TABLE 3.4: FACTOR LOADINGS FOR IMPACT ON CHILD AND YOUTH SYSTEM 

Variable Improving 

Services 

(Factor 1) 

Enhancing 

Integration 

(Factor 2) 

Development of a shared vision .3139 .4466* 

Development of shared policies, protocols or ways of 
working 

.2464 .2148 

Minimizing/managing politics in the system .2073 .3823 

Enhanced funding for C & Y services .4604 .2302 

Communication among C&Y organizations .1807 .0567 

Raising awareness & value of child and youth issues .1251 .2442 

Enhanced uptake of new technologies & approaches to 
improve delivery of C & Y related services or activities 

.3162 .2046 

Coordinating the system of care .3736 .7241 

Cooperation among providers .3310 .5005 

Increased availability of C&Y services  .7997 .2151 

Improved accessibility of needed services .7116 .2504 

Improved quality of services offered .6110 .4271 

Improved continuity of care .2046 .7417 

Increased responsiveness to emergent problems and/or 
opportunities 

.1873 .4433 

Improved community capacity to address C&Y health 
issues 

.2970 .3460 

Increased opportunities for families, children and youth 
to have a voice in service/system planning 

.1442 .2473 

Increased access for families to education and 
information on  

.1900 .0940 

C & Y health issues .3857 .0914 

Enhanced professional / staff development opportunities .2509 .2173 

Enhanced Inter-sectoral linkages and relationships .1152 .2452 

*Bold font indicates the factor on which the item loaded, if any 

 

In addition to the factor analysis on the performance questions, factor analysis 

was also performed on the question in the questionnaire about the challenges of working 

in a network (question 16).  However, the results of this factor analysis indicated that 
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factors could not be derived from the data.  Therefore, discussion and analysis of the 

challenges can only be based on each single item.   

A description of the performance data and the challenge data is provided in the 

next chapter, including tables providing the descriptive statistics.  Before proceeding to 

the analysis of management, leadership, and governance of the network, this next chapter 

provides a description of the whole network and a descriptive overview of the data. Since 

different measures are used for the description of the whole network and for the different 

analyses performed in the four separate analyses chapters and because these measures are 

derived differently from the data, discussion of the measures used in each chapter will be 

discussed in that particular chapter.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: WHOLE NETWORK DESCRIPTION 

Before analyzing in detail the SACYHN network in terms of management, 

leadership, and governance, this chapter will provide a descriptive overview of the data 

collected and of the whole network structure.  In the first section, I will provide the 

descriptive statistics of the organizational demographics.  The second section will be an 

overview of the whole network structure, an examination of the general overall structure, 

the cross-sectoral and cross-regional relationships, trust, multiplexity, influence and 

reputation, the structure of the network based on the different types of activity ties, and 

finally those ties perceived as most critical by network respondents.  In the final section, I 

will provide an overview of the performance data.       

 

ORGANIZATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS 

 Basic demographic data were collected about individual respondents and about 

the organizations represented by those individuals in the organizational questionnaire. 

Responses to questions aimed at individuals were collected from each respondent, but 

responses to the organizational demographic questions were collected only from one 

individual from each organization (see Methodology chapter for a more detailed 

explanation).  Table 4.1 below provides the descriptive statistics for the demographic data 

and was compiled by excluding missing data.  Missing data was mostly a problem for 

questions asking respondents to estimate the amount of resources directed specifically 
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toward children and youth program and services, as these figures had to be estimated and 

were not necessarily figures that were available from organizational budgets.   

 There was a great deal of variance across the type of organizations and the 

individuals responding on behalf of those organizations.  On average, most individual 

respondents had been in their current position for 5.81 years, though the range was less 

than one year to 28 years.  The length of individuals’ personal involvement with 

SACYHN varied along the same lines, with on average individuals having been involved 

4.66 years, though the range was less than one year to since the inception of the network. 

 Most of the organizations represented in the data were public organizations.  Of 

the 42 organizational responses, only 8 of those organizations were non-profit.  None of 

the organizational non-respondents were non-profit organizations; the over-representation 

of public agencies was not a result of the data collection process, but rather a 

characteristic of the network.  The majority of the organizations involved in SACYHN 

were public agencies.       

Though most of the organizations involved in SACYHN were public agencies, the 

characteristics of these organizations still varied a great deal, as 10 of the agencies were 

large provincial agencies and the remaining 23 public agencies (excluding the SACYHN 

staff) were mostly regional agencies, except for one federal agency and one First Nations 

agency.  The size of the organizations was also wide-ranging; mean number of employees 

was 920 with the standard deviation equal to 1,937.  The mean for total operating budget 

approximated $144 million (CAD) with the standard deviation approximating $296 

million.  The size of the organizations had a very wide range, with the smallest 
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organization having a budget of $104,000 (Canadian dollars) and 2 full-time employees 

and the largest having a budget of $1.5 billion with over 10,000 full-time employees.   

TABLE 4.1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Question Mean Median Min Max 
Standard 

Deviation 

Individual respondent’s 
tenure in current 
position (in years) 

5.81 4.25 0.5 28 5.19 

Length of individual 
respondent’s personal 
involvement with 
SACYHN (in years) 

4.66 5 0.5 8 2.17 

Length of respondent’s 
organization’s 
involvement with 
SACYHN (in years) 

6.35 7 0.75 7 1.41 

Number of 
organization’s FTE 
equivalents 

920 125 2 10,726 1,937 

Number of employees 
working at least half 
time on Child and 
Youth programs and 
services 

450 30 0 6,823 1,277 

Total operating budget 
(in thousands) 

$143,772 $26,000 $104 $1,500,000 $296,389 

Percent of operating 
budget for Child and 
Youth programs and 
services 

65.35% 85% 0% 100% 38.88% 

Importance of Child 
and Youth programs 
and services to 
organization’s mission 
(scale of 1-5) 

4.64 5 1 5.00 0.75 

 



113 
 

In addition to the variance in the size of organizations, the organizations also 

varied in regard to how directly involved they were in child and youth programs and 

services.  Some organizations’ mission were entirely about child and youth program and 

services and 100% of their resources, budget and employees, were devoted to children 

and youth.  Other organizations were only minimally involved in children and youth 

program and services and none of their resources were formally directed specifically to 

children and youth. The mean estimated percentage of resources devoted specifically to 

children and youth was 65%, and on a scale of 1-5, the mean importance of children and 

youth to the organizations’ mission was 4.64.       

 Given the descriptive statistics of the organizations represented in the data, the 

SACYHN network conforms to networks as described by Milward and Provan (2006) 

and as depicted in their diagram below.  The network involves a range of organizations 

and is quite heterogeneous. Organizations vary not only by size, but also in how closely 

their mission aligns with the mission of SACYHN.  Overall, children and youth services 

and programs are important to the organizations; but how important these services and 

programs are to their overall mission varies.  As depicted below, some of the 

organizations involved in the network are completely embedded in children and youth 

program and services.  Others, however, are only partially involved in children and youth 

program and services because their overall mission, though encompassing children and 

youth, is much broader.  For instance, the health regional authorities are primary players 

in the SACYHN network, but their mandate is healthcare in general, and resources for 

children and youth make up only a small portion of their budget.   
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FIGURE 4.1: ALIGNMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL MISSIONS AND NETWORK MISSION* 

 

*Taken from Milward, H.B. & Provan, K.G. 2006. “A manager’s guide to choosing and 
using collaborative networks.” IBM Center for The Business of Government. Wash., DC. 
 

 In addition to the heterogeneity of the network due to organizational size and 

involvement with children and youth services and programs, the organizations also 

represented different service sectors.  Table 4.2 below provides the overall percentages of 

organizational resources spent on different categories of services, programs, and activities 

related to children and youth (question 7 on the questionnaire).  The organizational 

resources were spread across the various categories, but the majority of resources were 

spent on public social services, health care, and education.     
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TABLE 4.2: CHILD AND YOUTH ACTIVITIES AND THE PERCENTAGE OF ORGANIZATIONAL 

RESOURCES 

Category of Services, Programs, or 

Activities 

Percent of Total 

Resources 

Health Care Services (Physical) 17% 

Child / Adolescent Mental Health 11% 

Health Promotion / Injury Prevention 6% 

Substance Abuse / Addictions 6% 

Education (K-12) 15% 

Education (Post-Secondary) 3.5% 

Psycho-Social Rehabilitation 2.5% 

Youth Justice 3% 

Public Social Services 21% 

Recreational services 0.6% 

Community Services 8% 

Other Services 7% 

  

 The categories above in Table 4.2 separate various service sectors into smaller 

and more specific categories.  For instance, though physical health care services made up 

only 17% of total organizational resources, the total percent of organizational resources 

representing the health sector is greater when considering all three additional health care 

categories. Therefore, to determine the broader service sectors involved in SACYHN, in 

Table 4.3 below the categories were collapsed by major service sectors.  As indicated in 

Table 4.3 the health service sector, with 40%, was the sector with the highest percentage 

of organizational resources, followed by social services with 32%.   

The service sector categories in Table 4.3 are those that were used to classify the 

various organizational members of SACYHN for the purposes of this study.  Collapsing 

the categories to these 5 major service sectors, organizations were classified into service 
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sectors based on which category the majority of their resources were spent. This was 

straightforward for all organizations and all but two indicated a percentage of 50 or 

higher for one activity. For instance, if an organization spent 35% of its resources on 

education and 65% on health, then the organization was categorized as in the health 

service sector.  It is important to note that the question in the questionnaire required 

respondents to indicate the percentage of their organizational resources devoted to the 

various activities specifically in regard to the child and youth system, which resulted in 

some categorizations differing from what might typically be expected.  For instance, 

though a university is in the education sector, a university department in the medical field 

that devotes considerable resources to children and youth health would be classified as 

being in the health sector rather than the education sector.  Classifying the organizations 

in this way, the 42 organizations responding to the survey consisted of 16 representing 

the health sector, 9 in social service, 8 in education, 5 in community service, and 3 in the 

justice sector (and one organization that is not included in any of the service sectors as it 

represents the network staff).   
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TABLE 4.3: MAJOR SERVICE SECTORS AND THE PERCENTAGES OF ORGANIZATIONAL 

RESOURCES 

Major Service Sector Categories Total Percentage 

Health (Physical Health Care, Mental Health, Health 
Promotion, Substance Abuse) 

40% 

Education (K-12, Post-secondary) 18.5% 

Social Services (Psycho-Social Rehabilitation, Public 

Social Services) 
23.5% 

Community Services (Recreational services, 
Community Services) 

8.6% 

Justice (Youth Justice) 3% 

   

In summation, at the point of data collection, SACYHN was a heterogeneous 

network.  Its heterogeneity stemmed from the diversity of the organizational members 

due to organizational type (non-profit, provincial, regional, federal or First Nations), 

organizational size, level of involvement in child and youth programs and services, and 

the various service sectors represented.  In the next section, the overall structure of the 

network will be examined and whether that structure is impacted by the heterogeneity of 

the organizational members.  

 

WHOLE NETWORK STRUCTURE 

The whole network structure was derived from the connections indicated in the 

relationship matrix of the questionnaire.  All the tie activity relationships in this 

discussion are confirmed; thus, the network structure in this discussion is based on the 

relationships among organizations from which a questionnaire was obtained.   
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The density and centralization values for each of the activity networks and for the 

Any Tie network are provided below in Table 4.4.  Density is a network level term which 

basically measures how interconnected the network is. It is calculated by dividing the 

total number of actual ties by the total number of possible ties (Wasserman and Faust, 

1994).  It is important to have high density for a network like SACYHN, because 

otherwise organizational members are not connected to one another, and thus, improving 

coordination is difficult.  A highly dense network is not ideal either as it may require too 

much time and too many resources to build and maintain, and render decision-making 

more cumbersome.  However, there is no “ideal” number for density, which must be 

compared to an expected value or in relation to the densities of other, similar networks 

(Wasserman and Faust, 1994).   

The density values for both the confirmed and unconfirmed networks are 

presented in the table.  The density decreased about 40% with the confirmation of ties, 

except for the strategic planning network which only decreased by about 15%.  This 

general decrease in density is to be expected with the confirmation process and is the 

trade-off for increasing the reliability of the network data (see Methodology chapter for 

this discussion).  The fact that the change in density is very low for the Strategic Planning 

network suggests strategic planning ties were the most distinctive of the activities for 

respondents to recollect. Considering that strategic planning typically involves a more 

formal relationship with a partner organization and one in which both organizations 

would likely be more cognizant of its occurrence, the small change in density with the 

confirmation of ties is not surprising.   
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Of the 6 confirmed activity networks, the densest network was the Information 

Sharing network with a density value of .2962 and the least dense network was the 

Service Delivery network with a density value of .1591.  As discussed above, a network 

cannot be evaluated based on density values alone.  Since there are no comparison 

networks to evaluate these densities, the values are best evaluated in light of the type of 

activity involved.  In an information sharing network, it is important to have many 

connections among organizations so that the information can flow along various paths 

without bottlenecking (Borgatti, 2005).  The goal in information sharing is for 

organizations to have many ways to access the information; therefore, it is positive that 

the Information Sharing network was the densest network.  The second densest network 

was the Education network and the activity of education is similar to information sharing.  

The more paths through which organizations can access education opportunities, the 

better; therefore, it is also positive that this activity network was one of the densest as 

well.  The Service Delivery network was the least dense network, but it is difficult to 

judge whether this is consistent or contrary to expectations based on the type of activity 

alone.  Even with a goal of integration of services, it is not necessarily the case that all 

organizations need to be directly connected to most other organizations in the delivery of 

services.  However, the goal of the network was to improve the child and youth system 

and whether doing so can happen through sharing information and planning alone, or 

whether more coordination of services is necessary, is questionable.  Because of the 

regional organization of the service delivery system, coordinating service delivery 

directly with organizations in other regions was likely not necessary and this may have 
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had an effect on the density of this activity network.  The high density of the Any Tie 

network, .3461, indicates that overall, many network members were connected to one 

another, through one type of activity or another.  At the very least, many of the 

organizations were sharing information with many other network members, but the 

connections among organizations does decrease with other types of activity.    

TABLE 4.4: DENSITY AND CENTRALIZATION VALUES FOR EACH ACTIVITY NETWORK AND 

FOR THE ANY TIES NETWORK 

 

Centralization is the degree to which the network is concentrated around a few 

central nodes. The measure is calculated based on how central the most central node is in 

comparison to how central are all other nodes (Freeman, 1979).  A fully centralized 

structure would be a star structure where all nodes would have to pass through one 

central node to reach each other.  Centralization is important because it indicates how 

much network members are reliant upon passing through central nodes to reach each 

other.  Some degree of centralization may be necessary for the network to function 

efficiently (Provan and Milward, 1995); but an overly centralized network can also be 

Tie Activity Unconfirmed 

Density 

Confirmed 

Density 
Centralization 

Strategic Planning .2298 .1969 .5439 

Shared Resources .3066 .1812 .4244 

Service Delivery .2938 .1591 .3451 

Education .3513 .2207 .4598 

Research/Evaluation .2747 .1661 .3378 

Information Sharing .4489 .2962 .4427 

All Ties .5000 .3461 .5841 
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inefficient because of bottle necks due to limited paths for information and ideas to pass 

through (Borgatti, 2005). 

The most centralized network was the Strategic Planning network, with a value of 

.5439 and the least centralized was the Research/Evaluation network, with a value of 

.3378.  The Strategic Planning network was highly centralized; though, along the lines of 

the Provan and Milward (1995) model, high centralization of strategic planning may be 

an indicator of effectiveness.  The density of the Strategic Planning network was higher 

than several of the other activity networks, so the high centralization of the network does 

not indicate exclusion from strategic planning.  Rather, the high centralization score and 

the density score suggest there was likely a central organization to which many 

organizations were connected to in regard to planning.  Therefore, instead of direct 

connections among the network members, most of the planning was occurring through an 

important player in the Strategic Planning network.  The least centralized network, 

Research/Evaluation had one of the lowest density values of the activity networks.  Thus, 

many organizations were not directly connected to one another in regard to research or 

evaluation, but there was not necessarily one organization playing a significant central 

role indirectly connecting the other network organizations.  Rather, that role was likely 

diffused among several organizations.  The centralization value for the Any Tie network 

was rather high, 0.5841, suggesting that overall the network was held together by one or a 

few important central players.  Again centralization has been found to be important for 

network effectiveness (Provan and Milward, 1995); therefore, this may indicate a 

strength of the network. 
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Though there is no optimal value at which to gauge density and centralization 

scores, the general impression of all the tie activities is that given the size of the network, 

the network members are connected to one another and the network is functioning as a 

whole network.  Each network was explored using several of the tools provided in 

Netdraw (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman, 2002) to parse out separate components of the 

structure or community structures, such as components and “Girven-Newman” (Girven 

and Newman, 2002).  Though a few organizations had fewer connections to the rest of 

the network in some of the activity networks, the exploratory analysis never resulted in 

finding separate components or communities in the whole network.  All the activity 

networks are unified structures and not easily separated into separate sub-structures.  In 

addition, though some organizations were peripheral players in all of the activity 

networks and were isolates in some of the activity networks, such as in 

research/evaluation, no organization was consistently an isolate across all six types of 

activities.  This is not to say there are no weak areas in the network structure; however, 

the general impression, based on those organizations that responded to the questionnaire, 

is of interconnectedness of the network structure across the activities.  As illustrated in 

Figure 4.2 below, which is a diagram of Any Confirmed Tie and generated using 

UCINET (Borgatti et al, 2002), no matter how peripheral an organization was, every 

organization was connected to the network through at least four ties and often many 

more.   
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FIGURE 4.2: ANY CONFIRMED TIE, NODES CODED BY SERVICE SECTOR 
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Cross-Sector Relationships 

In Figure 4.2 above, the nodes are color and shape coded by service sector.  

Nodes were classified by service sectors based on question 7 in the questionnaire (see 

preceding section on organizational demographics for this discussion).  The network map 

Sector Color Coding 

Red Circle = Health 

Blue Diamond = Public Social 
Services 

Black Square = Education 

Gray Up-Triangle = Justice 

Orange Down-Triangle = 
Community 

Light Green Intersecting-Triangles 
= SACYHN Staff 

Density = .3461 
Centralization = 
.5841 
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in this figure suggests that service sector had only a minor impact on the whole network 

structure.  A visual inspection of this plot indicates that though health plays a central role, 

organizations were working with organizations in other sectors.  The block models in 

Appendix C2 support what the plot suggests, which is that the pattern of blocks relates 

only slightly to service sectors, at least with confirmed ties (see Methodology chapter for 

the discussion about the unconfirmed blocks).  Block 2 is comprised of many health 

organizations and Block 5 is comprised of mostly social service sectors, but that is the 

extent of the association between blocks and service sectors.  In contrast, the blocks that 

emerged from the confirmed ties are more clearly linked to the different regions, 

suggesting the sub-network structure had a greater impact on the whole network structure 

than service sector.      

Inter-regional Relationships 

  Closely related to inter-sectoral relationship building was the emphasis of 

SACYHN on inter-regional relationship building.  Figure 4.3 is a plot depicting the 

network of any confirmed relationship just as in Figure 4.2, but in this figure the color 

coding and shape coding of the nodes refer to sub-network membership.  Organizations 

were grouped into sub-networks based on their committee membership (see Methodology 

chapter for a more in-depth discussion of committee structure).  The first sub-network is 

the Steering Committee and the other four sub-networks are the regional committees.  

Though the Steering Committee was of a different type of sub-network than the regional 

committees, the regional committees were not subordinate to the Steering Committee and 
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so the only significant difference between the two types of committees was that the 

regional committees were specific to a region.  In fact, the regional committees varied a 

great deal from one another as well.  For the purposes of this chapter, the five sub-

networks will be treated the same, but examining the Steering Committee as distinct from 

the regional committees is a component of the analysis of Chapter 8.  

Unlike service sector, the sub-network structure did have an impact on the 

structure of the whole network.  Whereas sub-networks 1, 2, and 3 were for the most part 

embedded in the network and made up the core of the network structure, sub-networks 4 

and 5 were more at the periphery of the network.  Though again, the members of sub-

networks 4 and 5 were well-connected to the whole network, but nodes like PHR and 

CHINH did provide key bridges strengthening the connections between sub-networks 4 

and 5 and the other sub-networks.  The block model in Appendix C2 also provides 

support to the finding that sub-network structure did impact the whole network structure.  

For the most part, the blocks are linked to the different sub-networks. Block 2 consists 

mostly of sub-network 1 members, block 3 of almost entirely sub-network 2 members, 

and block 4 entirely of sub-network 4 members.  Block 5 is comprised of many sub-

network 5 members, but this is also the block where service sector was a factor as well.  

Sub-network 3 consisted of only 2 organizations and both of those organizations are 

associated with different blocks; but with only 2 organizational members, it would be 

difficult for that sub-network to have an impact on the whole network structure. 
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FIGURE 4.3: ANY CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIP, NODES CODED BY SUB-NETWORK 

MEMBERSHIP 
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The densities of the blocks indicate that the members of the blocks mostly 

connected with those in their own block, suggesting the cohesiveness of the sub-

networks.  However, sub-network 1 (block 2) did work more closely with sub-network 2 

and did not have many ties with sub-networks 4 or 5.  Sub-network 4 (block 4) did not 

Color and Shape Key 

Red square = Sub-network 1 

Black Diamond = Sub-network 2 

Purple Up-Triangle = Sub-network 3 

Blue Down-Triangle = Sub-network 4 

Green circle = Sub-network 5 

Light Green Intersecting-Triangles = 
SACYHN Staff 

Density = .3461 
Centralization = 
.5841 



127 
 

have many connections to any of the other blocks; whereas sub-network 5 (block 5) had 

many ties to sub-network 2 (block 3).  That sub-network 5 was working closely with 

members of sub-network 2, however, is likely a result of the influence of service sector as 

half of the members of block 5 are members of sub-network 2 (the rest of which are in 

block 3).  Putting aside the effect of service sector on block 5, the blocks do support what 

is signaled in Figure 4.3, in that sub-network structure is impacting the overall network 

structure and sub-networks 1, 2, and 3 worked more closely with one another than sub-

networks 4 and 5.      

The difference between sub-networks 1, 2, and 3 and sub-networks 4 and 5 is 

better illustrated in Figures 4.4 and 4.5.  Figure 4.4 is the same network as Figure 4.3, but 

in Figure 4.4 only the relationships within sub-networks are shown.  In contrast, the 

relationships shown in Figure 4.5 are only the relationships that crossed sub-networks.    
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FIGURE 4.4: ANY WITHIN SUB-NETWORK CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIP, NODES CODED BY 

SUB-NETWORK MEMBERSHIP 

  

AADAC

ACB

ACCFCR

ACYS

AE

AEI

AHW

AJAG

AMHB

ASGPS

BMH
CACFSA

CBE

CCSD

CHR

CapH

CACF

ChinH

DTHR

FCLeth

FNIH

ISAC

MPLCMed

MHCC

MSAS PHR

PLCoal

PRSD

RVSD

RMHSA

SARCMed

SEACFSA

SACYHNF

SWACFSA

SPEC

T7Pii

UWCA

UALB

UCALCH

UCALPED

UCALPSYCH

UCALSW

 

 

FIGURE 4.5: ANY ACROSS SUB-NETWORK CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIP, NODES CODED BY 

SUB-NETWORK MEMBERSHIP 
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These two figures illustrate the difference between the different sub-networks.  

Many of the within sub-network relationships were present, indicating highly inter-

connected sub-networks.  The difference, though, is in the across sub-network ties 

(Figure 4.5).  Whereas the members of sub-networks 1, 2, and 3 had many relationships 

that crossed sub-networks, the members of sub-networks 4 and 5 had much fewer cross 

sub-network relationships.  Most of the cross sub-network ties that these organizations 

had were in fact a tie to the SACYHN staff.  In addition, it is also clear from Figure 4.5 

that certain members of sub-networks 4 and 5 provided bridging ties to the rest of the 

network.  The regional health authorities, PHR and ChinH, and the regional social service 

authorities, SEACFSA and SWACFSA are the ones with cross sub-network relationships 

for the most part.  This is again supported by the block model as those organizations were 

in blocks associated with their service sectors; therefore, service sector seems to have 

provided paths for connecting sub-networks.  The finding that within-service sector ties 

are providing important bridging links is not surprising and is likely a facet of the 

organization of the service delivery systems; however, it is notable that it was the health 

sector and the social service sector as well as the SACYHN staff providing the important 

bridging paths across the sub-networks.    

The other members of sub-networks 4 and 5 were not isolated and were not 

completely dependent on their sub-networks to connect in with the whole network. 

However, they did not have many ties beyond their sub-network, and for the most part, 

were connected to the whole network structure through their ties to their sub-network and 

to the SACYHN staff.  Sub-networks 4 and 5 not being as embedded in the whole 
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network structure is not surprising though, as those sub-networks are the networks for the 

rural regions that are farther out from the Calgary area where the network was based.  

Therefore, geography is likely one of the major reasons why these two sub-networks 

were not as embedded as were the sub-networks that were more centrally located.   

Sub-network structure impacted the structure of the whole network, though this 

impact of the sub-structure was likely heavily influenced by geography.  Social service 

had an impact on the structure as well, though not as great as sub-network structure. 

Keeping the whole network structure together as one component was the inter-

connectedness of the sub-networks and the within-sector relationships.  Ultimately, the 

SACYHN staff, the health sector, and the social service sector provided important 

connections across highly interconnected sub-networks.  

Multiplexity 

Multiplexity is a concept important in network studies and one of the indicators of 

network level effectiveness proposed by Provan and Milward (2001).    This concept 

refers to the number of ways in which organizations are working with one another and is 

one way to measure the depth or strength of the relationship.  A multiplex relationship is 

one where two nodes are connected through more than one type of activity and these 

types of relationships are important because they are more resilient (Safford, 2011).  

These relationships are more resilient because though one type of relationship may come 

to an end, the relationship continues through another. 
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To examine multiplexity in the SACYHN network, Figure 4.6 is a plot of the any 

confirmed relationship network, but this time the relationships are based on valued ties 

(rather than dichotomous). The value of the tie is the number of confirmed shared 

activities between the pair of organizations and the ties are color coded by this value.  

The figure illustrates that the level of multiplexity ranges across the network.  There are 

many multiplex relationships, relationships based on 4-6 confirmed activities (light green, 

blue, and red); and there are many relationships that are not multiplex, based on 1-2 

confirmed activities (grey and black). 
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FIGURE 4.6: MULTIPLEXITY IN THE ANY CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIPS NETWORK, 

RELATIONSHIPS CODED BY NUMBER OF SHARED ACTIVITIES 

  

AADAC

ACB

ACCFCR

ACYS

AE
AEI

AHW

AJAG

AMHB

ASGPS

BMH
CACFSA

CBE

CCSD

CHR

CapH

CACF

ChinH

DTHR

FCLeth

FNIH

ISAC

MPLCMed

MHCC

MSAS

PHR

PLCoal

PRSD

RVSD

RMHSA

SARCMed

SEACFSA

SACYHNF

SWACFSASPEC

T7Pii

UWCA

UALB

UCALCH

UCALPED

UCALPSYCH

UCALSW

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on the figure above alone, it is difficult to assess the level of multiplexity in the 

network.  Figures 4.7 and 4.8 depict the same network plot as above, but only those 

Relationship Color Coding 

Grey = Any 1 Tie 
Black = Any 2 Ties 
Dark Green = Any 3 Ties 
Light Green = Any 4 Ties 
Blue = Any 5 Ties 
Red = All 6 Ties 
 
Types of Ties – Strategic Planning, 
Shared Resources, Service Delivery, 
Education, Research/Evaluation, 
Information Sharing 
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relationships that are multiplex are visible.  Visible in Figure 4.7 are only those 

confirmed relationships based on at least five of the six types of shared activity ties.  

Figure 4.8 exhibits only those confirmed relationships based on all six shared activities. 

FIGURE 4.7: CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIPS BASED ON AT LEAST 5 SHARED ACTIVITIES 
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FIGURE 4.8: CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIPS BASED ON ALL 6 SHARED ACTIVITIES 
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 From plots 4.7 and 4.8, it is clear that multiplexity is a feature of many of the 

relationships in this network.  First, all but four organizations are connected to at least 

one other organization through five or more activities.  Secondly, many of the 

organizations maintain multiplex relationships with several other organizations.  Finally, 

as can be seen in Figure 4.8, the number of relationships based on all six shared activities 

is also still high, especially among the network core.  Therefore, it appears that the 

SACYHN network was structurally resilient in regard to multiplexity, as many of the 

network members were connected to one another through multiplex relationships and 

very few organizations were tenuously connected into the network.    
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SHARED ACTIVITIES 

  The six shared activities decided upon for purposes of the network analysis 

included:  strategic planning, shared resources, education, research/evaluation, 

information sharing, and service delivery.  Below is a discussion of the key features of 

each activity network.  The network concept of centrality will be discussed using two 

common measures of centrality: degree and betweenness.  Degree centrality is the most 

basic way to measure centrality (Wasserman and Faust, 1994).  Degree centrality 

indicates the number of direct ties an individual node has to others in the network and is 

useful in that it illustrates how connected a node is.  However, most of the organizations 

in these activity networks are highly interconnected; therefore, many organizations have 

high degree centrality and thus, degree centrality does not add much value to the 

discussion in general.  Instead the degree centrality scores of the most critical nodes in 

the network will be provided in tables in the discussions below as a means of comparing 

the centrality of the nodes and how critical they are perceived to be in the activity 

network.   Appendix C3 provides the centrality scores for all the nodes.   

Betweenness centrality is also commonly used and measures how often a node is 

between 2 other unconnected nodes, based on shortest path (Wasserman and Faust, 

1994).  Betweenness centrality is an important measure because it indicates which nodes 

are the shortest path connectors, and through which other nodes have to pass to reach 

each other, at least by taking the shortest route (Borgatti, 2005).  Unlike with degree 

centrality, in this network few organizations have high betweenness centrality.  

Therefore, betweenness centrality is a better measure for easily determining those 



136 
 

organizations that are playing an important role for each activity network, by providing 

short paths connecting many of the network members.  What is interesting as well is that, 

though there are a few organizations that have high betweenness, which organization has 

the highest betweenness centrality changes according to the shared activity. 

In addition to the discussion of centrality, the most critical ties will also be 

presented alongside with degree centrality for each activity network.   A table is provided 

for each activity listing the 5 organizations nominated the most as a critical tie, meaning a 

relationship with that organization was thought to be critical for that particular activity 

(question 10 in the questionnaire).  Again, what is interesting about those organizations 

perceived as most critical is that the list changes with the type of activity network.  Also, 

those organizations perceived as most critical were typically the organizations most 

central in that activity network, but it is interesting that this is not always the case.  

Exploring the structure of each activity network is important because there are 

slight differences across the activity networks.  The Quadratic Assignment Procedure 

(QAP) Pearson correlations are reported in Table 4.5.  Due to the lack of independence of 

network data, standard statistical techniques cannot be used for network data 

(Krackhardt, 1987).  The QAP procedure was designed to correct for the autocorrelation 

problems through a two-step process.  First the correlation between two matrices is 

calculated and then secondly, this correlation coefficient is compared against a sample of 

random correlation coefficients derived from matrices created by the random permutation 

of rows and columns of one of the matrices (Baker and Hubert, 1981).  The point of this 
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process is to be able to assess whether the correlation coefficient is statistically different 

from a correlation that would occur by chance.   

The shared activity networks are positively correlated with one another and the 

correlations are moderately high.  Due to the similarity of the types of activities and the 

fact that these networks are based on the same network at the same point in time, it would 

be surprising to find that the networks were not highly correlated with one another.  

However, because the networks are only moderately correlated with one another, this 

does suggest some structural differences across the networks, especially in comparing 

certain activities.  The most highly correlated, at .729, were the Education and 

Information Sharing networks.  The least highly correlated, at .486, were 

Research/Evaluation and Service Delivery.  In fact, the Service Delivery network is the 

network that was the least similar to the other activity networks overall.   

TABLE 4.5: QUADRATIC ASSIGNMENT PROCEDURE (QAP) PEARSON CORRELATIONS OF THE 

SHARED ACTIVITY NETWORKS 

 

 Strategic 
Planning 

Shared 
Resources 

Service 
Delivery 

Education Research / 
Evaluation 

Strategic Planning      

Shared Resources .699     

Service Delivery .648 .686    

Education .692 .717 .640   

Research / 
Evaluation 

.721 .649 .486 .688  

Information 
Sharing 

.705 .670 .628 .729 .626 
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The use of the QAP correlations here is not to assess the significance of any 

differences between the networks, because all of the activity networks are significantly 

similar to one another.  Rather, the rationale for including the QAP correlations is to 

provide some quantitative support to the discussion below in which the differences in the 

activity networks are discussed.  Some of the networks are quite similar, but there are 

also a few differences among the activity networks that depicts how even at one point in 

time, the structure of a network depends on the type of activity.      

Strategic Planning 

Figure 4.9 is a depiction of the strategic planning network.  This network had a 

density score of .1417 and the highest centralization score, .5439.  The relationships were 

confirmed and the nodes were sized by betweenness centrality scores.  There was one 

isolate in regard to strategic planning, AEI.   

The SACYHN staff (SACYHNF) had the highest betweenness centrality score 

and was, therefore, creating a shortest path between many other organizations not 

connected directly.  SEACFSA and PHR had high betweenness centrality as well.  These 

two organizations were playing key roles in connecting sub-network 4 (see sub-network 

diagrams above) with the rest of the SACYHN network.    
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FIGURE 4.9: CONFIRMED STRATEGIC PLANNING RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY 

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY SCORES 

AADAC

ACB

ACCFCR

ACYS

AE

AEI

AHW
AJAG

AMHB

ASGPS

BMH

CACFSA

CBE

CCSD

CHR

CapH

CACF

ChinH

DTHR

FCLeth

FNIH

ISAC

MPLCMed

MHCC

MSAS

PHR

PLCoal

PRSD

RVSD

RMHSA

SARCMed

SEACFSA
SACYHNF

SWACFSA

SPEC

T7Pii

UWCA

UALB

UCALCH
UCALPED

UCALPSYCH

UCALSW

 

 

 

Since this network focused on strategic planning, it is not surprising to see the 

importance of the SACYHN staff and other regional organizations in the structure of this 

network.  Not all organizations may need to be working closely with many other 

organizations in strategic planning and in fact, an overly dense strategic planning network 

would likely make decision making difficult.  For instance, the members of sub-network 

4 may not need to be directly connected to the overall strategic planning network; they 

may have had confidence that PHR and SEACFSA would represent their regional interest 

well and keep them informed of decisions made by the Steering Committee.   In that case, 

the involvement of PHR and SEACFSA would be essential and the same is likely the 

Density = .1969 
Centralization = 
.5439 
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case for the SAYCHN staff.  The high betweenness centrality score of SACYHNF 

suggests the SACYHN staff were important in keeping all network members informed of 

the strategic planning in the network and facilitating opportunities for members to be 

involved in the process and decisions; but working through the staff and not necessarily 

directly with many other network members.   

The high betweenness centrality of the SACYHN staff and the regional 

organizations does suggest vulnerability in the network structure, however.  As important 

as the SACYHN staff were in providing a short path among organizations in regard to 

strategic planning, it is not clear what would happen if SACYHNF was removed.  In fact, 

this is what happened within a year of the data collection due to the restructuring of the 

health system.  Not only was the SACYHN staff dissolved, but PHR was also dissolved 

as a separate entity.  The role of the SACYHN staff will be discussed in a later section 

and the effect of the restructuring of the health system on the structure of the network will 

be explored in the concluding chapter.  However, the key point in regard to strategic 

planning is the efficiency of the network but also the vulnerability of relying on certain 

nodes for strategic planning involvement, especially in connecting in the regional sub-

network members.   

Interestingly, though the SACYHN staff had the highest betweenness centrality 

and also the highest degree centrality (see Appendix C3), it was not one of the 

organizations perceived as most critical in the strategic planning network.  Table 4.6 lists 

the 5 organizations nominated the most by other network members as critical ties and 

how many nominations they received.  These values are based on the responses to 
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question 10 in the questionnaire and nominations were weighted so that no organization 

would have any more nominating power than any other organization due to multiple 

respondents (see the Methodology chapter for a discussion of how the values were 

weighted).  The last column in the table provides the degree centrality score for these five 

organizations.   

TABLE 4.6: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING 

 

 

 

 

 

The organizations perceived as most critical were all central nodes in the Strategic 

Planning network.  However, because SACYHNF was the most central node, but was not 

one of those perceived as most critical, the SACYHN staff may have been playing a very 

important role in keeping organizations involved in strategic planning, but were not the 

ones most important in the strategic planning process.  The inclusion of SEACFSA in the 

table above, on the other hand, is consistent with the plot in Figure 4.9. Therefore, it is 

clear how important SEACFSA’s role was in the Strategic Planning network, especially 

for members of sub-network 4.   The other organizations perceived as critical were 

several provincial organizations (ACYS, AE, and AHW) and CHR which was the main 

financial support behind the network.    

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

ACYS 7.14 15 

CHR 4.27 19 

SEACFSA 3.06 13 

AE 3.02 21 

AHW 2.66 18 
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The divergence between those organizations perceived as critical and those 

organizations key in the structure of the network suggests different roles are important for 

strategic planning.  SACYHNF and PHR were nominated as critical, with scores of 1.64 

and 1.00 respectively, but they were not nominated by as many organizations as those 

listed in the table (see Appendix C3 for the critical scores for all the organizations). What 

this means is that there were many important players in the Strategic Planning network; 

those that were critical to strategic planning and those important to opening the process of 

strategic planning to the broader network membership.  

Shared Resources 

The plot in Figure 4.10 depicts the Shared Resources network and was made 

using the same process as the Strategic Planning network (Figure 4.9).  The density of the 

Shared Resources network was .1812 and the centralization score was .4244, putting this 

network in the mid-point range for both density and centralization in comparison to the 

other activity networks.  AEI was again an isolate in this network and so was MHCC, a 

member of sub-network 4.  However, caution must be used in interpreting this network as 

I learned after the data collection that there was some confusion in the interpretation of 

what would be considered sharing of resources.  Many formal contractual relationships 

were not recorded and therefore, this network likely does not capture a significant portion 

of the shared resources relationships. 

In the shared resources network, SACYHNF again had the highest betweenness 

centrality score, followed by PHR, SEACFSA, AADAC, and ACYS, in order of highest 
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value (see Appendix C3 for actual values).  Many organizations were playing important 

bridging roles in this network, suggesting the flow of resources was not centralized, but 

rather, the disbursement of resources flowed from several sources.  Caution is necessary 

here, though, because if more contractual relationships had been recorded, it could very 

well have been that the network would have been highly centralized.   

FIGURE 4.10: CONFIRMED SHARED RESOURCES RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY 

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY 

SCORES
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Table 4.7 lists those organizations perceived as most critical and their degree 

centrality score.  In contrast to the Strategic Planning network, those perceived as most 

critical were those most central in the network.  The exception is MPLCMED which was 

perceived as critical but had only one confirmed shared resource tie (though this might be 

due to the error from the data collection).  MPLCMED was perceived as critical by other 

Density = .1812 
Centralization = 
.4244 
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sub-network 4 members, but if it were deleted from the list, SACYHNF would have been 

included as a critical organization.  Therefore, the perceptions of which organizations 

were critical were consistent with those organizations that were structurally important.   

TABLE 4.7: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR SHARED RESOURCES 

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

CHR 4.29 22 

ACYS 3.70 18 

AMHB 2.89 11 

MPLCMed 2.45 1 

AHW 2.24 7 

 

Service Delivery 

The Service Delivery network is depicted in Figure 4.11 in similar fashion to the 

two figures above.  The density for this network was .1591 and the centralization score 

was .3451, making it the least dense network of the six activity networks and one of the 

least centralized.  There were two isolates in this network, UCALCH and UCALSW, 

both university departments which do not provide services directly to children and youth.   

It can also be seen from the plot that there were not a great deal of ties that 

crossed sub-networks.  This is not surprising; however, as the delivery of services was 

regional based.  Though the goal of the network was to share best practices across the 

network and coordinate services, the coordination of services was across service sectors. 

The coordination of services across regions was in the sharing of information and 
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practices, but not necessarily in direct connections in regard to the actual delivery of 

services because they were serving different groups of clients.   

FIGURE 4.11: CONFIRMED SERVICE DELIVERY RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY 

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY SCORES 
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Unlike in any other activity network, in this network AADAC, a provincial health 

organization, had the highest betweenness centrality.  This finding was even surprising at 

first to the members of SACYHN’s evaluation group when the data were presented to 

them.  Based on feedback from the SACYHN evaluation group and upon an examination 

of AADAC’s ties, I found the reason for AADAC’s importance in this network was due 

to the connections it provided between regions.  In contrast to the other provincial 

agencies, AADAC did not have separate regional based offices, and therefore, it worked 

Density = .1591 
Centralization = 
.3451 
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directly with other provincial agencies and directly with regional organizations.  Thus, in 

regard to service delivery, it was the primary organization providing indirect connections 

between provincial agencies and regional agencies and between the regional sub-

networks.   

In addition to the high betweenness centrality of AADAC, the other major players 

in the service delivery network were regional health authorities (PHR and CHR) and the 

social service agencies, provincial and regional offices (ACYS, SEACFSA, and 

CACFSA).  The importance of these players is not surprising as the health regional 

authorities and the social service authorities were the ones providing most of the health 

and social services at the regional level.  Also not surprising is that SACYHNF was not a 

key player in this network.  As the role of the SACYHN staff was not the delivery of 

services, but rather, in supporting network members in improving the delivery of 

services, its involvement in the actual delivery of services was minimal.   

The fact that this network was one of the least centralized networks is also easy to 

explain.  At the time of data collection, the delivery of services was decentralized and 

regionally based.  The point of the restructuring of the health system, though, was to 

centralize the delivery of health services. Therefore, the structure of this network likely 

changed after the collection of this dataset from decentralized to centralized.     

The organizations perceived as most critical in the Service Delivery network are 

listed in Table 4.8.  The organizations that received the most nominations were Calgary 

regional authorities (CHR and CACFSA) and provincial organizations (ACYS, AADAC, 

and AMHB).  Consistent with the service delivery ties, the nominations of critical ties 
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were regionally based as well.  Organizations tended to nominate organizations within 

their region, except for CHR and CACFSA, which received nominations from their own 

sub-network and from other sub-networks as well.  

TABLE 4.8: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR SERVICE DELIVERY 

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

CHR 4.28 20 

CACFSA 3.96 15 

ACYS 3.24 16 

AADAC 2.35 21 

AMHB 2.27 9 

 

The regionalization of the service delivery system had an apparent effect on the 

structure of the Service Delivery network making it less dense and less centralized than 

the other activity networks.  Those organizations that provided connections across the 

regions were the Calgary regional authorities and those provincial organizations that had 

numerous direct connections within the regions.  These were also the organizations 

perceived as critical in service delivery and so there was alignment between those 

organizations most central in the Service Delivery network and those perceived as most 

critical.  The effect of the regionalized service delivery system on the structure of the 

network is likely the reason that this activity network was the network that was least 

correlated with the other networks (see Table 4.5).    
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Education 

The density of the Education network, depicted in Figure 4.12, was .2207, the 

second highest density, with a centralization score of .4598, also the second highest.  

There was only one isolate in this network, which again was AEI.  In this network, PHR 

had the highest betweenness centrality score, with SACYHNF second.  The high 

betweenness centrality of PHR was due to the connections it created between sub-

network 4 and the rest of the network.  Sub-network 4 had other access points to 

education opportunities that were not through PHR (so PHR was not a cutpoint), but PHR 

did provide shorter paths to those access points.   

For the rest of the network, SACYHNF was playing a similar role as PHR.  It was 

providing a short path between organizations across the network; though, the density of 

the network suggests that many organizations were connected directly with one another.  

However, that SACYHNF was an important node in this network is consistent with 

expectations as it was the role of the SACYHN staff to open opportunities to education 

for all network organizations and to create opportunities for these organizations to learn 

from one another.   
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FIGURE 4.12: CONFIRMED EDUCATION RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY BETWEENNESS 

CENTRALITY SCORES 
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This bridging role of SACYHNF and Table 4.9 below explain the high 

centralization of the network.  Though the network is dense, many of the education 

opportunities originate from a few central nodes.  For instance, there was alignment of 

those perceived as most critical and those most central, based on both degree centrality 

and betweenness centrality.   However, SACYHNF received many fewer nominations 

than did other organizations such as ACYS and CHR, which can be explained by 

comments made by the Executive Director of the network during an interview.  In the 

interview she explained that what she and her staff had worked to accomplish from the 

start of the network was to open the doors to education opportunities already in existence, 

but which had not previously offered open access.  Therefore, the education opportunities 

Density = .2207 
Centralization = 
.4598 
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resided with those central organizations; but access to the education opportunities came 

through the important bridges like SACYHNF and PHR. Similar to the Strategic 

Planning network, two roles were essential in the Education network, the ones providing 

the education opportunities and the one providing access to the education opportunities.     

TABLE 4.9: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR EDUCATION 

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

ACYS 5.03 19 

CHR 3.77 22 

PHR 2.82 21 

AADAC 2.34 19 

SACYHNF 2.32 27 

 

Research/Evaluation 

Figure 4.12 is the plot for the research/evaluation network.  The density of this 

network was .1661, the second lowest, and it had a centralization score of .3378, the least 

centralized of all the activity networks.  There were 5 isolates, which was more than any 

of the other activity networks.      

The number of isolates does have an effect on the centralization of the network, 

given how the measure is calculated.  However, another factor leading to the low 

centralization is that several organizations, rather than a dominating one or two, were 

central actors in this network.  ACCFCR had the highest betweenness score in this 

network, which likely is due to its importance in providing a path for FNIH and T7Pii 

into the network.  As both of those organizations are the ones associated with the First 
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Nations, the importance of ACCFCR is significant.  For ACCFCR to be an important 

node in this network is also consistent with expectations since research is the mission of 

ACCFCR.   

FIGURE 4.13: CONFIRMED RESEARCH/EVALUATION RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY 

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY 

SCORES
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 ACCFCR was not only important to the structure of the Research/Evaluation network, it 

was also perceived as critical.  The other organizations perceived as most critical were 

also other organizations central in the network (CHR, ACYS, SACYHNF).  It is 

interesting that AE, which was much more central in the network than AMHB, received 

fewer criticality nominations than AMHB; but why this occurred is not clear. 

Density = .1661 
Centralization = 
.3378 
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TABLE 4.10: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR RESEARCH/EVALUATION 

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

ACCFCR 4.39 19 

CHR 3.50 19 

ACYS 3.34 11 

SACYHNF 3.15 20 

AMHB 2.54 9 

 

Information Sharing 

The densest of all the activity networks, information sharing, is depicted in Figure 

4.14.  The density of this network was .2962 and its centralization score was .4427, in the 

mid-range of the centralization scores.  There were no isolates in this network and 

comparing this activity network with the other networks, the higher density is visually 

apparent as is the variation in the sub-network structures (as discussed in a previous 

section).  There were many direct links among organizations and little reliance on central 

organizations, except for the reliance of sub-network 4 on SACYHNF, PHR, and 

SEACFSA and sub-network 5 on SACYHNF.  SACYHNF had the highest betweenness 

score, most likely due to the shortest path it created between sub-networks 4 and 5 and 

the rest of the network.   Since many of the members of sub-networks 4 and 5 were not as 

highly connected as the rest of the network this impacted the centralization score, which 

is why this activity network does not have as low a centralization score as might be 

expected in view of the network’s high density. 
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FIGURE 4.14: CONFIRMED INFORMATION SHARING RELATIONSHIPS, NODES SIZED BY 

BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY SCORES 
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Those organizations perceived as most critical in the information sharing network 

(Table 4.10) is consistent with what would be expected from the plot of the network.  

Initially, it may seem surprising that ACYS, AMHB, and CHR received more 

nominations than SACYHNF, but those organizations were central players in the network 

when considering only sub-networks 1-3.  SACYHNF was central in the overall network 

but its importance was probably greater for members of sub-networks 4 and 5.   

Density = .2962 
Centralization = 
.4427 
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TABLE 4.11: ORGANIZATIONS PERCEIVED AS MOST CRITICAL FOR INFORMATION SHARING 

Organization  Critical 

Ties 
Degree 

Centrality 

ACYS 3.52 21 

AMHB 3.01 15 

CHR 2.80 26 

SACYHNF 2.33 36 

SEACFSA 2.26 17 

 

The Role of SACYHN Staff 

In several of the shared activities networks, SACYHNF had a high, if not the 

highest, betweenness centrality score.  Thus, I decided to examine in greater detail the 

structural role of the SACYHN staff.  Specifically, I looked at what changes occur in the 

structures of the activity networks when the SACYHNF node is removed, as we know 

happened the year following the data collection.  Table 3 provides the density and 

centralization scores for each activity network (same as in Table 1), as well as the density 

and centralization scores if SACYHNF were removed. 

Removing SACYHN staff from the network changed the density of all the activity 

networks, as it would in removing any organization.  However, the comparison across the 

activity networks indicates where the staff had the most impact on density.  The biggest 

differences in density occurred with the strategic planning and education networks.  The 

network where the removal of SACYHN had the least impact on density was in the 

service delivery network.  This differentiated effect is consistent with the expected role of 

the staff, as it was their task to coordinate planning and increase access to education 



155 
 

opportunities.  However, their role in the service delivery network was to facilitate 

connections among service delivery organizations in order to improve coordination, 

which means they should not have been the ones providing the connections between 

organizations.  Therefore, not having a significant impact on the density of the service 

delivery network, once removed, is consistent with the stated goals of the network.   

TABLE 4.12: COMPARISON OF DENSITY AND CENTRALIZATION - WITH AND WITHOUT 

SACYHN STAFF 

 SACYHN SACYHN with SACYHNF 

removed 

Shared Activities Density Centralization Density Centralization 

Strategic Planning .1969 .5439 .1713 .3308 

Shared Resources .1812 .4244 .1610 .3827 

Service Delivery .1591 .3451 .1512 .3667 

Education .2207 .4598 .1988 .3429 

Research/Evaluation .1661 .3378 .1500 .3154 

Information Sharing .2962 .4427 .2768 .3923 

 

In regard to centralization, the SACYHN staff did play an important role in the 

centralization of the strategic planning network.  The centralization score for the strategic 

planning network changes substantially with the removal of the SACYHN staff.  

Therefore, it is evident that SACYHN staff performed an important coordinating function 

in strategic planning.  Other than strategic planning, the change in centralization with the 

removal of SACYHNF was also great for the education network, as would be expected 

because SACYHNF was a central node in that network as well.  The removal of the 

SACYHNF from the information sharing network did not have as great an effect as might 

have been expected, but this is likely due to the fact that the importance of SACYHNF in 
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the information sharing network was greater for a select portion of the network, namely 

sub-networks 4 and 5.  Finally, the effect on centralization with the removal of 

SACYHNF from the service delivery network actually increased the centralization score 

of that network.  This is also consistent with the discussion above pertaining to the 

service delivery network as SACYHNF was not a central node in that network and its 

contribution was mainly in providing additional links to other organizations.  Its removal 

resulted in the less central nodes having fewer links, which increased the differential 

between the most central node and the least central node, and thus, increased 

centralization. 

In summation, it is clear that the SACYHN staff were most important in regard to 

strategic planning and education.  They were also important in the information sharing 

network by providing connections between sub-networks 4 and 5 and the other sub-

networks.  They were less crucial in regard to shared resources, service delivery, and 

research/evaluation.  Thus, it is evident that SACYHN staff fulfilled a key coordinating 

role in the network; however, even when they played an important coordinating role in 

the structure of an activity network, other organizations were perceived as those most 

critical in regard to those activities.  Other organizations were important in regard to 

implementation, such as with service delivery and research/evaluation.  Therefore, it is 

clear that the SACYHN staff was important to the functioning of this network, but it is 

also evident that several other organizations were as well.  In the next section, influence 

and reputation will be examined and will shed more light on the role of these various 

important players in the network.   
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TRUST, INFLUENCE, AND REPUTATION 

Which organizations were playing a significant role in the structure of each 

activity network was established in the examination of the plots of the various network 

activities.  However, network structure does not always necessarily align with who trusts 

whom or which organizations are most influential or especially admired. To measure the 

trust level among organizations participating in SACYHN, a question was included in the 

matrix of interorganizational relationships regarding the quality of relationships.  To 

determine which organizations were perceived as being influential or as especially 

admired for their work in relation to children and youth, the questionnaire included two 

questions targeting these two concepts (Q-11 and Q-13 respectively).  Below is a 

discussion of each of these concepts.   

Trust 

The importance of trust in building interorganizational networks is well 

acknowledged in the literature (Zaheer and Harris, 2008; Brass et al., 2004).  

Relationship quality was defined as one dimension of trust, specifically confidence (see 

discussion in Methodology chapter).  From the responses to the question in the matrix, 

two variables were constructed, propensity to trust and trustworthiness.  Propensity to 

trust is how trusting of other organizations an organization is and was computed by 

taking the mean of all the relationships rated by that organization.  Trustworthiness is 

how trustworthy an organization was perceived to be by the other organizations in the 

network that had at least one type of connection to the focal organization. It was 
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computed by taking the mean of all the relationships ratings of that organization by other 

organizations.  

The mean overall propensity to trust was 3.62 (5-point Likert scale), with the 

organizational means ranging from 2.00 to 4.77. The mean overall trustworthiness 

equaled 3.59 with organization averages ranging from 3.02-4.18, ranging from good 

relationship to very good relationship based on the questionnaire scale.  Therefore, the 

network was characterized by both the propensity to trust and trustworthiness, with very 

few instances of mistrust.   

Influence and Reputation 

Those organizations nominated as most influential and those nominated as most 

admired for their work in the children and youth system are listed below in Table 4.12.  

The top 5 organizations for each category are listed in the table.  Noteworthy about this 

table is the differences in the two lists.  Two of the organizations perceived as most 

influential were also most admired, ACYS and SEACFSA, both of which are in the social 

service sector.  However, the other organizations perceived as most influential do not top 

the list of those most admired.  In addition, SACYHNF, ACCFCR, and AMHB were 

most admired, but did not top the list of those most influential.  The finding for the 

SACYHN staff is especially interesting since they were the most admired of all the other 

organizations, but did not receive many nominations for influence.  That the SACYHN 

staff were greatly admired for their work, but were not perceived as most influential 

further adds support to what emerged from an examination of their role in the shared 
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activity networks.  The SACYHN staff played an essential role in the network, but that 

role was one of coordinating and not necessarily of steering. 

TABLE 4.13: MOST INFLUENTIAL AND MOST ADMIRED IN RELATION TO THE WORK 

REGARDING CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

Most Influential Most Admired 

ACYS 6.27 SACYHNF 4.75 

AHW 3.60 SEACFSA 2.78 

CHR 2.63 ACYS 2.64 

SEACFSA 2.63 ACCFCR 2.22 

AE 2.27 AMHB 2.15 

 

 The difference between those organizations most admired, those most influential, 

and those playing important structural roles in the different activity networks, suggests 

that many different roles are important to the functioning of a network.  These different 

roles and the functions they perform for network functioning is the focus of this 

dissertation.  Examining network management or leadership is not as simple as 

examining the activity of the network managers, as in this network that would have only 

led to an understanding of the coordinating role played in strategic planning, education, 

and information sharing and with little regard to where the influence stood.  Exploring 

the case of SACYHN provides support for those who argue there are multiple leaders in a 

network (Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, 2006) and thus, supports the need for further theory 

building about what functions these multiple leaders play and how that relates to 

management, governance, and leadership in a goal-directed network.   
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PERCEPTIONS OF IMPACT AND CHALLENGES 

 If this were a comparative case study, then examining management, governance, 

and leadership would be done in relation to effectiveness.  Specifically, the variation in 

the functioning of the network would be interpreted in terms of what factors were linked 

with positive outcomes.  However, since this is a case study of a single network, 

establishing whether the case is one of an effective or an ineffective network is important 

to the underlying theory building.  Implicit in organization theory is the underlying 

assumption that the purpose of theory is to improve organizational effectiveness 

(Cameron and Whetten, 1981).  If the network was effective or was not effective, 

building theory would be about proposing what to do or not do, respectively.  Therefore, 

it is imperative to provide a general understanding of the effectiveness of the network 

before proceeding to analyze it in terms of management, governance, and leadership.  

However, effectiveness is a broad concept and any network is unlikely to be effective in 

all ways of measuring effectiveness.  The basis of the discussion below is the model 

proposed by Provan and Milward (2001) for measuring network effectiveness. 

Provan and Milward (2001) proposed three levels of analysis for measuring 

network effectiveness: community, network, and organization/ participant.  This study 

attempted to assess effectiveness at two of the levels, at the community level by assessing 

network impact on the child and youth system and at the organization level by assessing 

network impact on the organizational members.  The ultimate way of gaging 

effectiveness would be to assess the impact on client outcomes as the rationale for the 

network was the assumption that the coordination of care will have an impact on systems 
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and thus, lead to improved client outcomes.  The work of this particular network, though, 

would not have directly impacted clients; the impact was indirect as the direct impact it 

had was on organizations serving those clients.  As one of the SACYHN staff commented 

to me when beginning this project, one of the difficulties they faced was that the more 

effective they were, the more invisible the network became.  Due to the type of work the 

network did, aiming its efforts at network participants to improve coordination rather 

than directly at serving clients, the organizational participants in the network are the ones 

who are able to perceive the impact of the network on the services they were able to offer 

their clients.  The organizational participants were the ones more acutely aware of the 

extent of effectiveness of the network and thus, were in a position to evaluate the 

outcomes of the network.  In fact, even the parents in the focus group who had a formal 

role in the network, were unaware of what could be attributed to the network rather than 

to the individual organizations. 

Therefore, in order to gauge the impact of SACYHN on the system and on 

organizational participants, perceptions of impact from SACYHN participants were used 

to assess effectiveness.  These perceptions were likely biased to a degree because they are 

generated by participants in the network, and thus, there is a degree of self-appraisal 

involved.  To offset this bias, data were collected on multiple aspects of effectiveness.  In 

addition, great effort was put into collecting data from members with varying levels of 

involvement in the network so that any involvement bias would be minimized by 

variation in extent of involvement when calculating the overall means. 
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Impact 

As discussed in the methodology chapter, perceptions of impact were collected 

through two questions on the questionnaire (Q 14 and Q 15).  The descriptive statistics 

for the individual items are provided in Table 4.13.  The minimum and maximum values 

indicate a range of scores for the items, suggesting that not all responses were biased due 

to self-involvement.  Overall, though, the mean for the items leaned towards positive 

impact of the network, ranging from 3.49 – 4.33 for organizational impact and 3.56 – 

4.33 for system impact. 

TABLE 4.14: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS ASSESSING NETWORK 

IMPACT AT THE ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL AND AT THE SYSTEM LEVEL 

Organizational Impact Mean SD Min Max 

Number of C&Y services and/or activities 3.77 0.77 3 5 

Number of C&Y clients we can serve 3.64 0.76 3 5 

Reach of our C&Y services/activities 3.93 0.77 3 5 

Quality of our C&Y services/activities 3.93 0.75 3 5 

Coordinating C&Y care/activities with other 
organizations 

4.02 0.77 3 5 

Stabilizing provision of care to C&Y clients 3.58 0.76 2 5 

Ease of client access to our services/activities 3.68 0.78 2 5 

Planning new services/initiatives 3.93 0.76 2 5 

Transfer of knowledge/use of evidence 4.05 0.68 2 5 

Advocacy 3.91 0.79 2 5 

Reputation of my organization or unit 3.72 0.77 2 5 

Acquisition of additional funding or other resources 3.55 0.78 2 5 

Opportunities to participate in or benefit from research 3.86 0.72 2 5 

Able to get tasks done more quickly/efficiently 3.49 0.77 1 5 

Opportunities to connect with other partners 4.33 0.70 3 5 

Access to knowledge in other areas other than my own 
(spillover) 

4.21 0.68 3 5 

Development of new tools, methods, and approaches 3.73 0.75 2 5 

Knowledge of business practices and issues of other 3.80 0.72 2 5 
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partners 

Child and Youth System Impact Mean SD Min Max 

Development of a shared vision 3.95 0.71 3 5 

Development of shared policies, protocols or ways of 
working 

3.85 0.71 2 5 

Minimizing/managing politics in the system 3.56 0.66 2 5 

Enhanced funding for C & Y services 3.60 0.67 2 5 

Communication among C&Y organizations 4.32 0.66 3 5 

Raising awareness & value of child and youth issues 4.32 0.71 3 5 

Enhanced uptake of new technologies & approaches 
to improve delivery of C & Y related services or 
activities 

4.09 0.79 3 5 

Coordinating the system of care 3.85 0.73 2 5 

Cooperation among providers 4.04 0.68 2 5 

Increased availability of C&Y services  3.71 0.77 2 5 

Improved accessibility of needed services 3.89 0.75 2 5 

Improved quality of services offered 3.72 0.69 2 5 

Improved continuity of care 3.84 0.64 3 5 

Increased responsiveness to emergent problems and/or 
opportunities 

3.81 0.71 3 5 

Improved community capacity to address C&Y health 
issues 

3.93 0.66 3 5 

Increased opportunities for families, children and 
youth to have a voice in service/system planning 

4.03 0.71 2 5 

Increased access for families to education and 
information on  

4.29 0.77 2 5 

C & Y health issues 4.22 0.75 2 5 

Enhanced professional / staff development 
opportunities 

4.33 0.65 3 5 

Enhanced Inter-sectoral linkages and relationships 4.25 0.72 3 5 

Questionnaire Scale: 1=significant negative impact, 2=mostly negative impact, 
3=neutral, 4=mostly positive impact, 5=significant positive impact 

 

The descriptive statistics for the factors are provided in Table 4.14.  In addition to 

the descriptive statistics for the full network, statistics are provided by service sector and 

by regional sub-networks to examine if findings differed greatly when compared to 

overall perceptions of impact.       
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TABLE 4.15: PERCEPTIONS OF SACYHN’S IMPACT – OVERALL, BY SERVICE SECTOR, AND 

BY SUB-NETWORK 

Organizational Impact 

 Improving Services Enhancing Capacity 

 Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max 

Overall 3.77 0.64 2.86 5 3.75 0.65 2 5 

Means by Service Sector 

Health 3.75 0.65 3 5 3.73 0.67 2.67 5 

Justice 3.71 0.69 3 4.71 3.53 0.18 3.33 3.67 

Education 3.53 0.47 2.86 4.28 3.54 0.78 2 4.67 

Public Social 
Services  3.80 0.63 3 5 3.80 0.49 3 5 

Community Services  3.48 0.29 3.14 4 3.39 0.39 3 4 

Means by Sub-network 

Sub-network 1 3.64 0.61 3 5 3.72 0.578 3 5 

Sub-network 2 3.63 0.53 2.86 4.71 3.66 0.67 2 4.67 

Sub-network 3 3.77 0.69 3 5 3.83 0.50 3 4.67 

Sub-network 4 3.87 0.64 3 4.86 3.75 0.73 3 5 

Sub-network 5 3.66 0.41 3 4.28 3.50 0.47 3 4 

Child and Youth System Impact 

 Improving Services Enhancing Integration 

 Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max 

Overall Mean  3.71 0.60 2.50 5 3.89 0.53 2.80 5 

Means by Service Sector 

Health 3.69 0.58 2.50 5 3.86 0.53 2.83 5 

Justice 4.12 0.43 3.75 4.75 4.16 0.43 3.83 4.80 

Education 3.50 0.56 2.75 4 3.88 0.49 3.17 4.33 

Public Social 
Services  3.74 0.77 3 5 4.01 0.54 3.17 5 

Community Services  3.33 0.34 3 3.75 3.60 0.44 3 4.17 
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Means by Sub-network 

Sub-network 1 3.78 0.56 3 5 4.02 0.51 3 5 

Sub-network 2 3.56 0.52 2.75 4.5 3.72 0.55 2.83 4.67 

Sub-network 3 3.88 0.78 3 5 4 0.41 3.67 4.83 

Sub-network 4 3.75 0.59 3 4.75 3.75 0.46 3 4.67 

Sub-network 5 3.5 0.40 3 4 3.83 0.42 3.17 4.50 

 

The overall means suggest that impact was positive, with the most positive impact 

on the integration of services.  The range of organizational means by factor was between 

2 and 5, so although most felt SACYHN was having a significant positive impact, some 

respondents did believe it was having a negative impact.   

The means by service sector and by sub-network do suggest some variation across 

the sectors and sub-networks and the variation is not necessarily consistent across the 

dimension of impact.  For instance, justice organizations on average rated the impact of 

SACYHN on their organizations as close to the mean with regard to improving services, 

lower than the mean with regard to enhancing capacity, but higher than the mean impact 

on the system.  Education and community service organizations rated the impact of 

SACYHN as lower than the overall means, though the community services organizations 

tended to rate the impact as even lower than the ratings given by the education 

organizations.  In contrast, the public social service organizations tended to rate the 

impact of SACYHN higher than the overall mean.  Therefore, the health and social 

service sectors tended to view the impact as more positive than did the education and 

community service sectors; whereas justice organizations had a mixed view in that 

impact was perceived as greater on the system than on their own organizations.  This 
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variation across the service sectors likely does have a great deal to do with involvement 

in the network. As the above discussion showed, the health and social service 

organizations were the ones most central in the network and were the ones nominated 

most often as critical and influential.      

 The variation in the perceptions of impact across the service sectors was quite 

similar to the variation found across the sub-networks.  Sub-networks 2 and 5 tended to 

rate SACYHN’s impact as lower than the overall perceptions, whereas the other 3 sub-

networks tended to rate the impact as greater than the overall means.  One exception to 

the trend is that sub-network 4 rated the impact with regard to integration of care as lower 

than the overall mean.  In general, though, sub-networks 1, 3, and 4 perceived impact as 

more positive than did sub-networks 2 and 5.   

In addition to the impact of SACYHN, questionnaire respondents were also asked 

the extent to which their organization identified with SACYHN.  Similar to Table 4.14 

above, Table 4.15 provides the overall mean level of identification and the means by 

service sector and sub-network.   
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TABLE 4.16: EXTENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL IDENTIFICATION WITH SACYHN – OVERALL, 

BY SERVICE SECTOR, AND BY SUB-NETWORK 

 Improving 
Services 

Overall Mean  3.61 

Means by Service Sector 

Health 3.84 

Justice 2.80 

Education 3.25 

Public Social Services  3.64 

Community Services  3.17 

Means by Sub-network 
Sub-network 1 3.32 

Sub-network 2 3.55 

Sub-network 3 4.12 

Sub-network 4 3.92 

Sub-network 5 3.75 

Questionnaire Scale: 1=does not identify at 
all, 2=only minimally, 3=somewhat, 4=fairly 
strongly, 5=as an integral part 

 

The overall mean for identification suggests that most organizations identified 

somewhat with SACYHN.  As with impact, though, the mean identification level varied 

across service sectors and across sub-networks.  The service sectors that identified most 

strongly with SACYHN, health and social services, were also the ones that rated the 

impact of SACYHN as most positive.  The extent of identification with SACYHN of the 

sectors that rated its impact the lowest, education and community services, was lower 

than the overall mean.  Interestingly, though, the sector that identified the least with 

SACYHN, justice, had mixed perceptions of SACYHN’s impact (high on system impact 

but low on organizational impact). 
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 Even more interesting, the variation in identification across sub-networks does not 

align with perceptions of impact as it does with service sector.  Though sub-network 

rated the impact of SACYHN as greater than the overall mean for the most part, it is the 

sub-network that identified the least with SACYHN.  Sub-network 1, however, represents 

the Steering Committee and many of the members of the Steering Committee were 

provincial organizations.  Because the mission of SACYHN was focused on only the 

southern portion of the province, and the mandate of the provincial organizations was on 

the province in general, this difference might account for why the members of this sub-

network did not greatly identify with SACYHN. Sub-networks 2 and 5 both rated the 

impact of SACYHN as lower than mean and the extent to which sub-network 2 identified 

with SACYHN was lower than the overall mean, but the same was not true of sub-

network 5.  Though sub-network 5 rated SACYHN’s impact as lower than the overall 

mean, the extent to which the members of this sub-network identified with SACYHN was 

higher than the overall mean.  The two sub-networks, 3 and 4, that rated SACYHN’s 

impact as more positive than the overall mean for the most part were also the sub-

networks that identified the most with SACYHN.  In general, the greater the extent to 

which these various groups identified with SACYHN, the more positively they rated the 

impact on SACYHN. However, there were a few variations from this generalization that 

suggest identification and perceptions of impact are not always aligned.       
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Challenges 

The positive aspects of the network were not the only areas of interest.  Data were 

also collected on the challenges that often occur when working in a network.  

Respondents were asked to rate the frequency of several challenges in working with 

SACYHN. As discussed in Chapter 3, exploratory factor analysis was performed on these 

items, but the various challenges did not hang together as factors.  Therefore, Table 4.16 

simply lists the means for each of the challenges (a 3-point Likert scale). 

TABLE 4.17: MEAN FREQUENCY OF CHALLENGES IN WORKING WITH SACYHN 

Challenges Mean SD Min Max 

Loss of control/autonomy over decisions 1.25 0.68 1 2 

Strained relations within my own organization due 
to: Limited flexibility and freedom to work with 
SACYHN 

1.26 0.66 1 2 

Strained relations within my own organization due 
to: Not enough support of my work with SACYHN 

1.31 0.54 1 2 

Insufficient credit given to my organization or unit  1.35 0.56 1 2 

Frustration or aggravation in dealing with partners  1.39 0.61 1 2 

Difficulty due to geographical distances  1.80 0.69 1 3 

Diversion of time and resources from other activities 1.88 0.51 1 2 

Insufficient resources to support effective 
collaboration  

1.92 0.60 1 2 

Questionnaire Scale: 1=occurs rarely or not at all, 2=occurs sometimes, 3=often 

 

Overall, the mean frequencies of the challenges were low.  The challenges with 

the highest frequencies were “difficulty due to geographical distances”, “diversion of 

time and resources”, and “insufficient resources”.  The insufficiency of resources was the 

challenge that arose most frequently, though it was not the case that any of the challenges 
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occurred often.  The means by service sectors and by sub-networks are not reported here 

as there was very little variance in the reporting of challenges.   

SUMMARY 

 Taken as a whole, this description of SACYHN suggests that the network had 

attained a moderately high level of effectiveness.  Overall, based on the perspectives of 

network members, the network was having a positive impact on both organizational 

participants and the overall child and youth system. Perceptions did vary, however, by 

service sector and across sub-networks.  Those service sectors or sub-networks that had 

members highly involved in the network and/or identified strongly with SACYHN tended 

to rate the impact of the network higher than the other service sectors or sub-networks.  

Even with this variation in perceptions of impact, the overall means suggest that 

SACYHN was having a positive impact and without the frequent occurrence of 

challenges.  Granted, this discussion of the effectiveness of SACYHN has been based on 

only certain dimensions of effectiveness and was based solely on the internal functioning 

of the system, with little regard for its effectiveness in establishing external legitimacy as 

well, both of which are essential for network survival (Human and Provan, 2000).  A 

broader view of effectiveness will be discussed in the concluding chapter of this 

dissertation, but the fact that the network survived for 8 years and attained a moderately 

high level of effectiveness in regard to its internal legitimacy suggests SACYHN offers 

an interesting case for the study of network management, governance, and leadership.   
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 Also, given the multiple leadership roles in the network, the variation in the 

structure of the network depending on activity, and the variation due to the sub-networks, 

this network provides a nice case for examining the difference between management, 

governance, and leadership.  With various leadership roles in the network, the case allows 

for an examination of who the leaders of this network were and how what they did or did 

not do may have been essential to managing, governing, and leading an effective 

network.  The next chapter will examine the various managing, governing, and leading 

functions associated with the different important players in the network through the lens 

of the Barnardian Framework. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

The description of the whole network in the previous chapter provided support for 

the notion that network leadership is multifaceted.  It is multifaceted because it requires 

not only many tasks, but it also entails multiple faces.  In the case of SACYHN, several 

different organizational members played key roles in the structure of the network and 

those members, perceived as critical partners, varied by task.  The SACYHN staff was 

also a principal player in the network, even though they were not necessarily perceived as 

the most important actor in the network.   

In this chapter, the various roles and tasks necessary for network functioning is 

explored in more depth through the analysis of the qualitative data collected via 

interviews.  The Barnardian Framework was used to frame the analysis, by coding the 

data through the lens of the three Barnardian functions: providing a system of 

communication, securing essential effort, and formulating and defining purpose.  The aim 

of the analysis is to first determine whether the three functions were indeed those tasks 

that emerge as essential for a network to successfully function, and secondly, whether 

multiple leader groups do emerge from the data in support of the findings from the 

descriptive analysis of SACYHN in the previous chapter.  Finally, the ultimate objective 

of the qualitative analysis is to determine which Barnardian functions are associated with 

which leader groups.  
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METHODOLOGY 

 A modified grounded theory approach was taken in the analysis of the interview 

data.  Grounded theory is a research method in which theory is derived from the data, 

rather than the data being used to test pre-established hypothesis (Glaser and Strauss, 

1967).  Pure grounded theory, as was developed originally by Glaser and Strauss meant 

no preconceived frameworks or coding paradigms would be drawn on, but modified 

approaches have since been proposed (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).  Miles and Huberman 

(1994) and Corbin (2009) proposed modifying the grounded theory approach by 

considering previous research and conceptual frameworks.   

 As grounded theory enables a better understanding of the core processes behind 

the emergence of a phenomenon (Morse, 2009), it is an appropriate approach for 

examining the processes behind the functioning of the SACYHN network.  However, the 

approach used is a modified version of the one recommended by Miles and Huberman 

(1994).  Instead of letting codes emerge from the data itself, the Barnardian Framework 

was used as the initial coding paradigm.  I first used the three Barnardian functions for 

coding the data and then I cross-sorted the data by function and by who and what roles 

were perceived as associated with each of the three functions.  Using the matrix style 

proposed by Miles and Huberman, this approach offered a way to examine first, whether 

the three Barnardian functions were indeed important to the functioning of the network, 

and then, to determine who performed tasks related to each function.   

 Though this modified approach may seem less systematic than a pure grounded 

theory approach, an extensive qualitative analysis of the interview data would not have 



174 
 

been appropriate since the main data collection instrument for this project was the 

organizational questionnaire.  The interviews were conducted to provide greater 

understanding of the context and functioning of the network.  The interviews served two 

purposes: to provide more in-depth contextual understanding of the functioning of the 

network for this dissertation and also for greater understanding of the effectiveness of the 

network for the evaluation report compiled for SACYHN. Thus, many of the details 

provided in the interviews had little relation to the focus of this dissertation, but were 

very important for the SACYHN evaluation report. Reducing the data down to the core 

concepts important for this dissertation was not an issue as only certain questions even 

targeted management, leadership, and governance; whereas other questions targeted 

specifics related to the effectiveness of SACYHN initiatives that were drawn on for the 

evaluation report.  Therefore, the interview data relevant to the focus of this dissertation 

was not extensive enough to build theory from without some framing mechanism. In 

addition, the intent of this qualitative analysis was to connect the preconceived concepts 

deriving from the Barnardian Framework with the quantitative data in order to examine 

how network leaders and managers impact network functioning.  Otherwise, without the 

contextual understanding, connecting the concepts of management, leadership, and 

governance to structural network data would have to rely heavily on interpreting roles 

from structural positions.  The Barnardian functions are rather broad, thus the framework 

provided a means for categorizing, rather than a means of data reduction.  In fact, using 

the framework as a means to categorize the data allowed for determining where the 

framework needs to be modified; as additional aspects of network functioning also 
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emerged from the data that did not fall under one of the Barnardian categories, suggesting 

areas where the framework needs to be expanded.  This modification of the Barnardian 

framework will be discussed in the final section of the chapter.  

The process used for the categorizing of the data is detailed below.  There were 16 

interviews conducted, but one interview was not recorded due to recorder 

malfunctioning; therefore, only the 15 interviews that were recorded and transcribed were 

used for the analysis.  The details of the data collection are discussed in Chapter 3 and the 

documents used for the collection of the data are provided in Appendices A3 and A4.   

Data Coding, Sorting, and Categorizing 

 To sort the data into categories, the three broad Barnardian functions were used as 

the coding terms.  The basic terms Barnard (1938) used, communication, effort, and 

purpose were terms commonly employed by the interviewees; however, the list of coding 

terms was also expanded to incorporate the way Barnard conceptualized the functions.  In 

addition to ‘communication’ for the first function, any term associated with 

communication, such as information, was included in the coding.   

 For the second function, Barnard discussed two tasks related to securing effort, 

bringing persons in and eliciting services from those persons.  Any discussions related to 

bringing persons to the network tables or eliciting services from members were coded as 

relating to securing effort.  Bringing persons in is rather straightforward, but eliciting 

services required the use of many associated terms such as engaging, mobilizing, moving 

forward, persuading, assuring, and influencing.   
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 The third function is about formulating purpose. ‘Purpose’ alone was commonly 

discussed in the interviews, but additional terms related to purpose were also used in the 

coding process, such as vision and focus.  Discussions were also sorted into this category 

when they related to the aligning of decisions since Barnard (1938) defined purpose as 

the aggregation of acts rather than the formal setting of goals and the alignment of 

priorities from top to bottom.   

 In addition to sorting the data into the Barnardian categories, discussions related 

to specific network leaders or roles were also extracted from the interviews.  For instance, 

if an interviewee discussed how indispensable members of the SACYHN staff were or 

another individual or organization, then though these discussions were not related to 

particular Barnardian functions, they were also extracted.  In every interview the 

importance of leadership was discussed and so which individuals/organizations were 

perceived as indispensable was extracted and sorted into categories of leader groups.  

These leader groups emerged from the data, but because of their close association with 

the governance schema of SACYHN, the groups were linked to their formal positions 

using the schema of the network (i.e. SACYHN staff, Steering Committee leaders, 

etc…).    

 After sorting the data into these first-order categories of Barnardian functions and 

leader groups, second-order categories were then extracted from the intersection of the 

Barnardian function categories and the leader groups (Saldana, 2009).  These second-

order categories categorize the tasks that the leader groups were performing in relation to 

the functions.  Further refinement of a few of these second-order tasks was also 



177 
 

necessary. Therefore sub-categories were developed (Saldana, 2009) categorizing the 

particular activities involved in performing the different tasks of the second-order 

categories.  Figure 5.1 provides a diagram of the process and the resulting categories.  

Detailed discussion of the resulting categories is provided in the next section. 

FIGURE 5.1: CODING AND CATEGORIZING PROCESS 
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RESULTS 

   The findings from the qualitative analysis provide support for the Barnardian 

functions as important to network functioning and support also for multifaceted 

leadership.  The importance of the Barnardian Functions will be discussed first, followed 

by discussion of the different leader groups that emerged from the analysis.  The 

discussion will then move into the second-order categories and sub-categories derived 

from the intersection of the Barnardian functions and the leader groups.  

The Importance of the Three Barnardian Functions 

 Even though the coding of the data was framed around the Barnardian functions, 

establishing whether these functions are indeed those perceived as essential is an 

important step in the process.  Interviewees were asked questions about the importance of 

leadership and the alignment of priorities, but they were not directly asked questions 

about communication, effort, or purpose.  Though they were not asked about these 

functions specifically, a great deal of discussion revolved around these three functions.  

Of the 15 interviews, in 10 of the interviews (67%) the importance of the communication 

that had been established because of SACYHN was specifically discussed.   The 

importance of working to secure effort to move SACYHN initiatives forward was 

specifically discussed in 8 of the 15 interviews (53%) and of a clear purpose in 10 of the 

15 interviews (67%).  Representative quotes showcasing the significance of these three 

functions are provided in Table 5.1.   
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The table provides quotes as well as the perspective represented by the quote, 

whether it was a regional perspective, a Steering Committee perspective, SACYHN staff, 

or other.  Regional committees were comprised of only regional representatives, but the 

Steering Committee was comprised of both provincial and regional representatives. 

Therefore, when Steering Committee perspectives are discussed below I indicate whether 

the quote was from a regional or provincial representative. 

Cells 1 through 4 in Table 5.1 describe the impact of greater communication on 

services and policy by connecting professionals across sectors, across regions, and policy 

levels.  The need to constantly work at securing the effort necessary to move forward is 

expounded on in cells 5 through 7 and the importance of purpose for network 

involvement is plainly spelled out in cells 8 through 10. 

TABLE 5.1: PROFILE OF INTERVIEW QUOTES REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE THREE 

BARNARDIAN FUNCTIONS 

Communication “The successful thing about SACYHN is that now we can just 
pick up a phone and talk to someone or you see them at another 
venue and you chat about what is happening; that connection is 
powerful for getting work done.” (Provincial Representative and 
Steering Committee Member)                                                        1 

“In the region we have what we call STP (Same Ten People).  
The culture has been pretty conducive to doing collaborative 
work.  And so SACYHN is an additional layer on top of that and 
the added component it brings is the inter-regional opportunity to 
connect with people outside of the area.  And it actually provides 
opportunities for people to connect with colleagues and talk about 
issues with colleagues from the same sector but from different 
parts of the province.  It is one benefit I've seen and I have 
sometimes been surprised that people doing the same job don't 
have the opportunity to talk with their colleagues about their 
issues and SACYHN brings them together.” (Regional Network 
Coordinator)                                                                                   2 

“I can actually pick up the phone and call the supervisor at [a 
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Regional Health Authority] with something as easy as protocol.  
We don’t have a problem with picking up the phone because we 
know each other so well because of SACYHN…There is that on-
going communication that moves from one service area to another 
about what works best for each end…  Children have a voice now 
because of SACYHN.  The communication, the coordination, the 
transition from facility to facility is beyond what we could have 
imagined and it is because of SACYHN.” (Regional Committee 
Member)                                                                                         3 

“I think SACYHN very much helps to inform policy.  Just the 
fact that on the services side, that the grassroots and policy 
makers come together.  And so the policy that’s being developed 
is well informed by the field.  And so I, I believe that we have a 
better understanding of realities at the ground level.” (Provincial 
Representative and Member of Steering Committee)                    4          

Effort “Changing players is the biggest challenge.  Typically people are 
willing to meet if it’s related to child health, but keeping on top of 
who the people are and to be able to meet with them and move 
forward on projects has been challenging.  There has been 
perpetual turnover, and so it’s been quite a struggle to build 
relationships outside health.  They have been receptive to the 
network but they need help in engaging them more.” (Regional 
Committee Member)                                                                      5 

“I think a principal challenge is process.  Just maintaining and 
convincing people that there is good to come out of this even if 
they didn’t see it immediately and its constant linking 
communication and reassurance etc, etc., etc., to keep people 
engaged.”  (Working Group Member)                                           6 

“We have to move where we need. So we work there [SACYHN], 
and again because we try to work as good community partners, 
but I can’t invest energy across, I have to move in where it makes 
sense.” (Regional Representative and Steering Committee 
Member)                                                                                         7 

Purpose “You know the engagement level of people is critical to anything 
like that [a network], and the only way you can keep them 
engaged is to have it matter to them.  So you know, I think the 
organizers want to think about that, there’s got to be win-win for 
people to keep them there.  And if they’re not feeling they’re 
getting something they’re not going to invest emotionally.” 
(Regional Representative and Steering Committee Member)       8 

“I think your partners will move in where they need to be kind of 
thing.  But I also think it’s really important for the partners to be 
clear on what the vision and focus is so we know exactly, when 
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do we come in?  Or what does this represent?  Or can we come 
into SACYHN for this particular thing?” (Regional 
Representative and Steering Committee Member)                        9 

“Clear direction is important so people can figure out their role in 
implementing it.” (SACYHN Staff)                                             10 

 

These representative quotes showcased in Table 5.1, plus the expression of the same 

basic ideas for each function in at least 50% of the interviews offers what I believe to be 

considerable support for the importance of the three Barnardian functions.  A system of 

communication, securing essential effort, and formulating purpose were indeed as 

important in the case of this network as Barnard (1938) proposed they were for 

organizations. 

Leader Groups 

 In addition to the importance of the three Barnardian functions, what also 

emerged from the qualitative analysis were the various groups of leaders playing a key 

role in the particular case of SACYHN.  As the following quote emphasizes, 

collaboration and networks actually do hinge on key leadership, as has recently been 

acknowledged in the research on public networks (Bryson, Crosby, and Stone, 2006). 

One comment is about networks and as I’ve said I’ve experienced a few 
networks, it’s up to the leadership.  As I said, one would think that the 
network would hold the network up, but in my experience the network 
doesn’t hold the network up.  If you don’t have what could be one key 
player or a couple of key players, the network will fall.  The problem I see 
is when those key players or champions, when those people don’t 
necessarily recognize what’s helped the network.  (Provincial 
Representative and Steering Committee Member) 
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Though initially people involved in networks may want to think the network can hold 

itself up, realistically, leadership is still essential.  However, given the more collaborative 

and non-hierarchical nature of networks, a more precise observation is that it is not about 

single leadership, but about leadership across the network that is essential for holding up 

networks.  The leadership necessary across the network is what emerged from the 

analysis in the case of SACYHN. 

 Three leader groups emerged in SACYHN and representative quotes regarding 

the importance of these three leader groups are provided in Table 5.2.  

The first group was the SACYHN staff, especially the Executive Director.  In several 

interviews, but not in all, interviewees were asked specifically about the importance of 

the Executive Director and her staff. Whether interviewees were asked specifically or not, 

in every interview (100%) the importance of the network staff was specifically discussed.  

The comments about the SACYHN staff were similar to those in cells 1 and 2 of Table 

5.2.  Though the significant role of the SACYHN staff was undisputed, the SACYHN 

staff members were not the only ones appreciated.  In 8 out of the 15 interviews (53%) 

including all of the interviews with Steering Committee members, both regional and 

provincial perspectives, and in both interviews with the SACYHN staff, the value of the 

Steering Committee leaders were also discussed.  The importance of the Steering 

Committee Co-chairs and the former Honorary Chair was clearly recognized, as in cell 3, 

and in several interviews concerns were also expressed that the turnover in those 

positions that had occurred would negatively impact the network, as in cell 4.  Finally, 

the last group of leaders emerged from the interviews with the SACYHN staff and the 
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regional committee members.  In those interviews the indispensable leadership role of 

certain people working at the regional level, in the actual delivery of services, was also 

acknowledged.  Though this discussion occurred in only 5 of the 15 interviews (33%), 

these five interviews were with those involved at the regional level, the SACYHN staff 

and all three regional committee members.  These discussions related the importance of 

the regional leaders, akin to the quote in cell 6. Concerns were expressed as well, along 

the lines of the quote in cell 7, about the absence of this type of leadership in some of the 

regions and the impact on the ability of the network to move forward in those particular 

regions for that reason.   

TABLE 5.2: PROFILE OF INTERVIEW QUOTES REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 3 

LEADER GROUPS 

SACYHN Staff “I would say it [the network] is dependent on them [SACYHN 
staff], their knowledge, their leadership, and their positions.  
And you know, that might speak to a weakness of the network 
and I would say given what’s happening it may speak to the 
fact that there needs to be more senior involvement in this 
network.  So it’s accomplished some tremendous goals, but it 
is dependent, I think, on a layer of the organization that may be 
disposable; we don’t know.  When you plan a network, maybe 
you need to be planning succession and maybe you need to be 
planning how you have involved senior decision makers and 
leadership.” (Regional Representative and Steering Committee 
Member)                                                                                    1 

“[The Executive Director] is an amazing woman just in terms 
of the scope of her involvement in this project. But again it’s 
interesting because they are paid to do this and I know that 
originally when the [regional committee] was set up and some 
of the work for the complex kids project, we quickly came to 
the realization that you need the money behind the person to do 
the position. Because so many of us are doing so much off the 
corners of our desk, it is not something you can do off the 
corner of your desk. I guess our involvement with this 
organization for both [peer] and myself is off the corner of our 
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desk. And so the fact that the meetings have been limited has 
been positive, but I think that you do need to have paid people 
doing the work in order to have this kind of quality to be 
creative.” (Regional Representative and Steering Committee 
Member)                                                                                    2 

Steering 

Committee Chairs 

“When [former Honorary Chair] and [current Co-chair] co-
chaired, that brought a lot of strength.  And I think that 
probably if [former Honorary Chair] wasn’t there, SACYHN 
wouldn’t have gone where they have and they wouldn’t have 
been able to retain someone like [the Executive Director].” 
(Provincial Representative and Steering Committee Member) 3 

“The leadership [at the Steering Committee level] changed 
twice in the network in the last two years. So that has had an 
impact as well. We have not had a strong on-going health co-
chair. That's been a challenge. But I think it has been more 
difficult in the last eighteen months. And if it had not been for 
[Co-chair] being a really solid and steady co-chair then the 
network would be in much more trouble than it has been 
because of all the changes in the leadership.” (SACYHN staff)                                                    
                                                                                                   4 

Regional 

Leadership 

“Absolutely, it is not just that you need the secretariat and you 
will have the network.  You do need to have will and 
leadership in those [service delivery] systems.   And as people 
leave, you need the secretariat to help educate them.” 
(SACYHN Staff)                                                                       6 

“It’s about leadership, and the person who is key in the middle 
isn’t connected to the network at all.  I haven’t been able to 
connect with health [in one region] directly and so we are not 
working together in implementing the health initiatives as we 
are in other regions.”  (SACYHN Staff)                                    7 

     

 What clearly emerged from the interview data was the importance of the different 

groups of leaders, though not all interviewees were cognizant of the importance of each 

of the leader groups.  All the interviewees greatly appreciated the SACYHN staff, but the 

recognition of other leader groups depended on their level of involvement in the network.  

As the SACYHN staff worked to align Steering Committee and regional committee 

priorities and initiatives, the staff recognized the leadership that was important at both 
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levels.  However, the Steering Committee members valued the leadership of the Steering 

Committee chairs and the regional committee members respected the leadership shown 

by the regional leaders.  The association between which leader groups were recognized 

and the level of involvement was not a matter of self-appraisal, as only one co-chair and 

only one regional leader were interviewed and the discussions extracted were those in 

which interviewees were discussing the impact others had had on the network.   This was 

also not a matter of recognizing only formal roles, such as committee chairs, as important 

since the regional leaders identified were not the regional chairs, and since the roles these 

different leader groups played varied.  Therefore, there is evidence to support that there 

were multiple important leader groups.  In the next section the intersection of function 

and leader group is discussed. 

The Intersection of Barnardian Functions and Leader Groups 

 The ultimate goal of the qualitative analysis is to determine which leaders are 

performing which Barnardian functions.  Therefore, after establishing that the three 

Barnardian functions were indeed important to the functioning of SACYHN and 

extracting the SACYHN leader groups, these categories were intersected and second-

order categories were extracted indicating which leader groups were associated with 

which Barnardian function.  The results are provided in Table 5.3.  The cells of the table 

indicate where there was data that emerged to support the association of a certain leader 

group with one of the Barnardian functions. Where an intersection of group and function 

occurred, the data were categorized into dimensions of that particular Barnardian function 

to capture the different tasks that were being performed by each group.  For each of these 
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tasks, the cells in the table also indicate the number of interviews in which there was 

discussion pertaining to the importance of that leader group for that particular task and 

from which interviewee perspectives.  

TABLE 5.3: THE TASK AT THE INTERSECTION OF BARNARDIAN FUNCTION AND LEADER 

GROUP 
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Engaging & 
Mobilizing 
(8/16 – 1/3 

provincial, 1/4 
regional S.C., 2/3 
regional, 2/2 staff, 

1/1 First Nations, & 
1/1 working group) 

5 

Attaining 
Frontline Support 

(8/16 – 1/3 
provincial, 1/4 

regional S.C., 3/3 
regional, 2/2 
staff, & 1/1 
frontline) 

6 
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Framing of Vision, 
Focus, and Norms 

(7/15 – 3/3 
provincial, 3/4 
regional S.C. & 

1/2 staff) 
7 

 
 
 
 
 
 

8 

 
 
 
 
 
 

9 

Provincial = Provincial Representative serving on Steering Committee (3 interviews, 5 
people) 
Regional S.C. = Regional Representative serving on Steering Committee (4 interviews, 
5 people) 
Regional = Regional Representative serving on Regional Committee ( 3 interviews, 5 
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people) 
First Nations = First Nations Representative serving on Steering Committee (1 
interview, 1 person) 
Working Group = A Regional Representative serving on a Working Group (1 
interview, 1 person) 
Frontline – Frontline workers not serving in any capacity but working on 
implementation of SACYHN initiatives (1 interview, 2 people) 
Staff – SACYHN Facilitators and Regional Network Coordinators (2 interviews, 4 
people) 

 

 As the table shows, what emerged from the data was that the SACYHN staff was 

perceived as important in providing the system of communication, all three leader groups 

were perceived as important with regard to securing essential effort, and the Steering 

Committee chairs were perceived as important in regard to formulating purpose.  The 

SACYHN staff was perceived as important in providing the system of communication 

because of their role in building relationships.  Securing essential effort required all three 

leadership groups, but the Steering Committee Chairs, especially the former Honorary 

Chair, was perceived as having been essential in activating, or in recruiting people into 

the network.  The SACYHN staff was central to engaging and mobilizing people in order 

to move forward and the regional leaders were perceived as critical to attaining the 

frontline support necessary to move initiatives forward in the regions.  The Steering 

Committee chairs were important in regard to formulating purpose because of their role 

in the framing of the vision, focus, and working norms of the network.  Table 5.4 

provides representative quotes showcasing the importance of these tasks by these 

network leaders.  The gray boxes in the table include quotes for each task where the 

leadership had been lacking or where there were concerns about the continuation of that 

leadership in regard to those tasks. 
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TABLE 5.4: PROFILE OF INTERVIEW QUOTES REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF CERTAIN 

LEADER GROUPS IN PERFORMING KEY TASKS* 

Providing a System of Communication 

Building 
Relationships 
and the 
SACYHN Staff 

“But [Executive Director] has definitely been the glue and a very, 
very effective leader in making sure we are all there and have on-
going contact.” (Provincial Representative & Steering Committee 
Member)                                                                                          1 

 “I reframed how I started talking about the outreach opportunities 
and the language I used so that it was more ‘I am your rep to 
Calgary’.  So part of the language was the frustrations they had 
and communicating that back and having Calgary understand and 
ways to get by the frustrations.  So SACYHN would listen to what 
I was communicating, what I was hearing locally and adapt how 
they framed the opportunities.” (Regional Network Coordinator)                                         
                                                                                                         2 

 “But I had really hoped we could work with First Nations in 
creating a substantial children’s health agenda. Their agenda is 
interesting, it’s difficult to get that on their agenda. They are so 
political; they have had so many changes. They have had 
leadership changes annually. You just develop a relationship with 
someone and you start to have something good to happen, then the 
whole picture changes. So unless we have got a lot of time to 
continue to spend building all of those relationships, which we just 
did not have. I think it would take dedicated resources, some 
dedicated network staff time and we just don't have that.  So that's 
an area I think is a real gap that we have not done nearly as much 
as I would like to.” (SACYHN staff)                                                                   
                                                                                                         3 

Promoting the Securing of Essential Effort 

Activating and 
the Steering 
Committee 
Chairs 

“I do worry about the future of the network if for instance 
[Executive Director] leaves.  [Executive Director] is a very 
important person, but it’s also the co-chairs that are important.  
They have been very key players and very politically connected, 
which has helped.  We probably wouldn’t have been at the table as 
a department if it wasn’t.” (Provincial Representative & Steering 
Committee Member)                                                                       4 

 “At the time I was Assistant Deputy Minister for Alberta 
Children’s Health Services and Children’s Services was really a 
lead ministry in supporting the development of the network.  Our 
Minister at the time had a fairly close relationship with the 
[Former Honorary Chair] and this was an agenda that [Former 
Honorary Chair] wanted to see unfold and the minister [of 
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Children’s Services] really sort of took that on to help make this 
happen.  So even though it was primarily a Calgary Health Region 
activity, at the government level a lot of the support was coming 
through Children’s Services. “(Provincial Representative & 
Steering Committee Member)                                                        5 

 “I think it is always important to have that honorary chair.  If there 
is a fault, I was very unhappy personally as a Steering Committee 
member to see how they identified their honorary chair.  But it was 
almost a cold shock that the Steering Committee wasn’t involved 
in that piece.  And even the identification of their chairs was also 
one that was secretive.  We lost one and gained another, and that 
was an appointment that came about with no input.  And so if there 
was a caution it would be, it needs to be seen to be transparent and 
can’t be seen as just one person making the decision if it is a 
steering committee.  We don’t know who [current Honorary Chair] 
is, we know it’s not the [influential political position], but at the 
same time you can’t always get the [influential political position], 
but you want to get someone who will champion.  It might not be 
the key piece of the organization, but you need to identify the right 
person.” (Provincial Representative and Steering Committee 
Member)                                                                                          6   

Engaging and 
Mobilizing and 
the SACYHN 
Staff 

“Now [Executive Director] is really good…. And so she’ll usually 
say we need you here today because we’re going to talk about such 
and such.  So she’ll also use me that way.  So she knows when to 
play on certain people to be a catalyst to move people forward as 
well.  So it is two ways.  She’ll come back to us and say I really 
would appreciate it if you could be there today because I don’t 
think people are going to get this and this is what we need to have 
happen, right?  Or you need to ask those questions.  So it’s not so 
much… yes we use it [the network] too, but I think with 
[Executive Director] there she’ll also know where to pick off… 
where she needs certain people to move something forward too. 
She knows who her players are and she knows where the strengths 
are.  So if something’s coming in then she’ll mobilize that, right?  
You wouldn’t have that otherwise.” (Regional Representative and 
Member of Steering Committee)                                                     7 

 “I [Regional Network Coordinator] am the arms and legs to help 
move forward some of the issues that SACYHN as a network has 
identified and wants to move forward in our region. I try to engage 
the right people who would be most responsible for moving those 
agenda items forward.  One of the issues is the time commitment 
and so one of the challenges that I've tried to deal with is engaging 
them at the right time or at the right initiative.  Another challenge, 
for health, is that the pediatrics piece is a much smaller part of 
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their day and it can be challenging to get them commit to action 
given other priorities they are responsible for.” (Regional Network 
Coordinator)                                                                                    8 

 “We currently have a vacancy in that position [Regional Network 
Coordinator].  It is unfortunate because the group has to continue 
to meet, but I have certainly noticed that not having that network 
coordinator is a void.  We are just not moving forward off the 
corner of our desk, it is just not happening as effectively as having 
someone dedicated to that.  It is more [other regions] that got their 
positions in place, whereas it is us and [another region] that has 
struggled with that.  Keeping the interest and commitment going is 
difficult.” (Regional Committee Member)                                      9 

Attaining 
Frontline 
Support and 
Regional 
Leaders 

“The more champions we have in an area, the more people that 
know and understand it [the network] well and want to talk about, 
that helps progress it well.” (Regional Frontline Perspective)      10 

 “There are dedicated people prepared to participate in SACYHN 
and carry on the initiatives and they have all seen how it has made 
our work easier and better for our families.  So they are starting to 
influence people in another department and so we are starting to 
move it [SACYHN initiative] out.” (Regional Committee 
Member)                                                                                        11 

 “It’s knowing who to start with and knowing the culture, and 
knowing it works different in different regions.  In one of the 
regions we have nothing, and it has everything to do with who you 
talk to and whether they rise to the challenges.  In [one particular 
region] it has only worked because of the leadership at the far end.  
In one of the other regions, we have no buy-in and no interest.  
There is a subtlety in the leadership and it’s not just at the 
frontline, it’s also the senior support supporting them.” (SACYHN 
Staff)                                                                                              12 

Formulating and Providing Purpose 

Framing of 
Vision, Focus, 
and Norms and 
the Steering 
Committee 
Chairs 

“I don’t think we ever have given near enough credit to the role 
[Former Honorary Chair] played and I don’t care whether she was 
the [influential political role] or what she was, she played a huge, 
huge role.  She was the one that fought for parents, she was the 
one that wanted to make this real, she was the one that would say 
to us when we were going off somewhere that it wasn’t child 
friendly, or family friendly.  I don’t think we’ve given her near 
enough credit.  That kind of leadership was incredible.”  
(Provincial Representative & Steering Committee Member)       13 

 “So I think there is definitely, by bringing any diverse group 
together, there’s potential for conflict, but again it’s the ‘let’s make 



192 
 

this work’ attitude we have.  And it’s the attitude of the co-chairs 
over the years that has really facilitated that.” (Provincial 
Representative & Steering Committee Member)                         14 

 “I think sometimes SACYHN they’ve taken on so many things, 
now we’re doing mental health and then there was nutrition that 
the Children’s initiative was doing, but somehow, and maybe 
that’s what it was intended to do, the vision group, but the initial 
vision, which really made sense to me, was that whole outreach in 
terms of services, and supporting families, and for health driving it 
I guess, right? And then building on the components that would 
support kids and its morphed into something big that I don’t really 
understand anymore, I’m not clear anymore.” (Regional 
Representative and Steering Committee Member)                       15 

*Quotes in gray boxes provide examples of when leadership to perform the task is 
lacking or is a potential challenge 

 

 The quotes in cells 1 and 2 in Table 5.4 reflect the importance of the SACYHN 

staff in attaining the level of communication that was perceived as such a positive 

outcome of the network in Table 5.1. One area where this relationship building had not 

occurred was with First Nations, which was attributed to the lack of enough staff time to 

dedicate to building relationships with the First Nations (cell 3).  The Steering Committee 

chairs were perceived as having a role to play in securing effort because of the part they 

played in recruiting, especially because of the early influence the former Honorary Chair 

had in getting the provincial representatives to the table (cells 4and 5).  It was often 

acknowledged that it was her political clout that influenced these representatives to join 

the network. Not having the same political clout with the current Honorary Chair was a 

concern expressed by many, as shown in cell 6.  The SACYHN staff was important in 

securing effort as well because of their work in engaging and mobilizing, especially in 

getting the right people involved at the right time (cells 7 and 8). As described in cell 9, 

the current vacancy of the Regional Network Coordinator position for one regional 
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committee was perceived as of great consequence because engaging and mobilizing 

people to move forward was where the coordinator had a crucial role to play.  However, 

having a Regional Network Coordinator alone is not enough and leadership support in the 

regional systems was also important to securing effort.  Regional leaders were critical in 

attaining the frontline support necessary to move initiatives forward in the region as 

described in cells 10 and 11. Moving forward had not occurred in some regions as 

successfully as in others because of the lack of regional leadership support for the 

network and its initiatives, even with a dedicated and successful Regional Network 

Coordinator in place (cell 12).  Finally, the original Steering Committee chairs were 

perceived as influential in the framing of the vision, focus, and attitudes of the network.  

Concerns were also expressed about whether this framing had continued without the 

steady leadership they had experienced early on in the life of the network (cells 13-15). 

 Thus, multiple leader groups were essential in attaining the level of success 

SACYHN had achieved in regard to communication, effort, and purposes.  The 

leadership needed to sustain that level of success or to progress it even more was reliant 

on where there was leadership to step in and fulfill the role.  Why these leader groups 

were important in providing the system of communication, securing effort, and 

formulating purpose is explained by the activities they were engaged in, aspects of which 

also emerged from the analysis. 
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Task Activities 

 In addition to the second-order categories of task dimensions associated with the 

Barnardian functions, emerging as well were some of the activities encompassed in those 

tasks.  Though it is unlikely that all activities or even many of the activities performed by 

these leader groups would emerge from this analysis given that that was not the focus of 

the interviews, what did emerge were activities that help to understand why these leader 

groups were perceived as having such an important impact in regard to the tasks 

discussed above.  The specific activities relating to all tasks did not necessarily emerge 

from the data; as, for instance, more detailed information about the activities relating to 

“Activating.”   Activities relating to all other tasks did emerge and these activities are 

presented in Table 5.5, relating the activities back to their associated task and Barnardian 

function.  Information is also provided about the number of interviews and the 

perspectives of those interviewees in which the performance of these particular activities 

by those leadership groups were specifically discussed.    

 There were two activities that emerged regarding the building of relationships by 

SACYHN staff: fostering direct connections between network members and connecting 

network members indirectly.  Two activities of the SACYHN staff in regard to engaging 

and mobilizing also emerged: resolving conflict and building network social capital.  

Only one activity emerged for both attaining frontline support and the framing of vision: 

ensuring the implementation or continuance of network initiatives and shaping the 

working norms of the network, respectively.  More information emerged about the 
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activities of the SACYHN staff because most of the network staff was interviewed 

whereas very few Steering Committee chairs and Regional Leaders were interviewed 

TABLE 5.5: ACTIVITIES PERFORMED TO ACHIEVE TASKS 

Barnardian 

Function 

Providing a 

System of 

Communication 

Securing Essential Effort Formulating 

and Defining 

Purpose 

Task Relationship 

Building 

Engaging & 

Mobilizing 

Attaining 

Frontline 

Support 

Framing of 

Vision, 

Focus, and 

Norms 

Activities Fostering Direct 
Connections 
(6/15 – 1/3 

provincial, 2/3 
regional, 2/2 
staff, & 1/1 

working group) 
1 

Resolving 
Conflict 

(4/16 – 1/3 
provincial, 1/4 

regional S.C., & 
2/2 staff) 

 
2 

Ensuring 
Implementatio

n / 
Continuance 
(5/15 – 3/3 

regional & 2/2 
staff) 

3 

Shaping the 
Working 
Norms 

(6/15 – 3/3 
provincial & 
3/4 regional 

S.C.)          
4 

Providing Indirect 
Connections 
(5/15 –  3/3 

regional & 2/2 
staff) 

 
5 

Building 
Network Social 

Capital 
(3/16 – 1/3 

regional & 2/2 
staff) 

6 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7 

 
 
 
 
 
 

8 

Provincial = Provincial Representative serving on Steering Committee (3 interviews, 5 
people) 
Regional S.C. = Regional Representative serving on Steering Committee (4 
interviews, 5 people) 
Regional = Regional Representative serving on Regional Committee ( 3 interviews, 5 
people) 
First Nations = First Nations Representative serving on Steering Committee (1 
interview, 1 person) 
Working Group = A Regional Representative serving on a Working Group (1 
interview, 1 person) 
Frontline – Frontline workers not serving in any capacity but working on 
implementation of SACYHN initiatives (1 interview, 2 people) 
Staff – SACYHN Facilitators and Regional Network Coordinators (2 interviews, 4 
people) 
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 Table 5.6 provides quotes illustrating what was involved in each category of 

activity.  The role the SACYHN staff had in relationship building was through two paths, 

described in cells 1, 2, 4 and 5.  The first path consisted of opening doors and connecting 

people directly to share information with one another.  The second consisted of providing 

efficient indirect connections so people could quickly access information from others in 

the network.  The two activities noted in regard to the SACYHN staff’s role in engaging 

and mobilizing was in resolving conflict preventing the network from moving forward, 

cells 7 and 8, and building social capital for the network that could be later drawn on as 

currency to use in garnering support for network initiatives, cells 10 and 11.  The activity 

of the regional leaders involved garnering commitment and resources from the regional 

members to put towards the implementation and continuance of network initiatives, cells 

13 and 14.   Finally, the activity of the Steering Committee chairs was more passive and 

its importance was in its passivity, in not dominating decision making but rather, as 

described in cells 16 and 17, in shaping the working norms to be collaborative so that the 

priorities reflected the collective interests.   

TABLE 5.6: PROFILE OF INTERVIEW QUOTES REGARDING THE ACTIVITIES INVOLVED TO 

ACHIEVE KEY TASKS* 

Building Relationships and the SACYHN Staff 

Creating Direct 
Connections 

“So we put talk boxes in a variety of places including daycare 
and child care centers and parent link. But because of our 
relationship, I took two to [Executive Director] at SACYHN 
and she showed me the parent center they have up there in the 
library that is another key component, that we then share those 
kind of things in a way that they were intended for…So under 
ACYI this group of ministries they tackled the issues and then 
the end result was this developmental talk box. Again 
SACYHN become involved because they helped identify the 
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issues and also then helped communicate what we have done to 
address the issue and so I think it’s that piece that we like.” 
(Provincial Representative & Steering Committee Member)     1 

 “Very high quality pediatric education of all kinds that nobody 
ever had access to unless they worked at the hospital. And so 
we [SACYHN staff] just used that as an opportunity to begin to 
invite other people to attend and we didn't get permission for 
that. We didn't, just didn't. We started to have other people 
coming and we started to push the idea of using technology to 
open up education to other regions… So that was one piece and 
then the other piece that was even more sort of underground 
than that at the beginning was inviting other child serving 
sectors to attend [the education opportunities] because the 
health sector had a reputation of being quite arrogant in relation 
to the other child serving sectors and having this sort of 
mystical knowledge that nobody else could possibility 
understand….So we did that really indirectly the first three 
years. And then finally, we actually formalized that. We 
actually hosted an education think tank and we invited a lot of 
the people who were responsible for putting on all that 
education together and talked about what we had been doing 
kind of underground and formalized an agreement with them” 
(SACYHN staff)                                                                         2 

 “The regret at this point or the thing I just don’t think we’ve got 
to where we wanted to go, which I don’t think is the fault of the 
network, but we never really have managed to go where we 
wanted to go with the First Nations group, and that’s not lack of 
effort or anything else, it’s just a reality.  We never managed to 
have enough consistency with anybody at the table and the 
average child health issue is a huge issue…  And they have to 
come.  You have to somehow, somehow they have to see a 
benefit to being engaged and I don’t know that they would say 
they don’t see a benefit, but when you’re changing people 
constantly, no one is really getting a consistent message.” 
(Provincial Representative & Steering Committee Member)     3 

Providing Indirect 
Connections  

“People will often approach me [Regional Network 
Coordinator] as the point person for the network and where do 
they go for this problem and I will then basically start with 
[SACYHN staff] and help connect the right people together.  
Even within the region, the same as well.  The bureaucracy will 
get confusing and it’s not always clear who has responsibility 
for that particular area and so who should they talk to.  So the 
regional table, as well as myself, provides the vehicle for people 
from the community to find who they can work with on a 
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particular problem.  I get more requests over time with how do I 
start with X and I help them figure out how to move that 
forward. “ (Regional Network Coordinator)                              4 

 “I had a situation for example.  I had a report from a doctor and 
I had no one to interpret the medical document…what I needed 
to know is what is the impact of this diagnosis on the child in 
terms of how they can learn because I was trying to place this 
child. I got help from [SACYHN staff], she went through the 
medical system and got me people who could say exactly what 
is this and what is the impact.” (Regional Representative and 
Member of Regional Committee)                                              5 

 “One regret I have was relocating to the Children’s Hospital.  
The benefit of being physically housed in the United Way was 
that I had closer proximity to other non-health partners or 
potential partners and was in the flow of information.  Now I 
feel I am less of a go-to person.” (SACYHN staff)                   6 

Engaging and Mobilizing and the SACYHN Staff 

Resolving Conflict “From my vantage point I think [Executive Director] is very 
responsive if she feels that there are those tensions coming into 
the meetings, or I’ve worked with her and there have been a 
couple of problems and she’s gotten right to that discussion.  
You know she hasn’t wasted any time in opening it up and 
dealing with it.  I would say from my perspective they 
[SACYHN staff] are very good at doing that problem solving.” 
[Regional Representative and Member of Steering Committee]                                           
                                                                                                    7 

 “If you don’t have other systems saying to Health, in a really 
strong way, ‘you can’t do this; you still need to work with us, 
we still need to be at your table and you need to be at our table.’  
And they need help to be able to say that, they need 
ammunition to be able to do that and in some ways, that is the 
role of the secretariat.” (SACHN staff)                                      8 

 “Well I think, you know with our people, especially with First 
Nation, that trust factor is certainly something that we take and 
look at as very special and important in anything that we do.  
We certainly have to build that trust and, you now, I think the 
important thing is we have to earn that trust. And that to me is 
the biggest factor that you have to really be able to show that 
there is going to be this relationship, this working relationship, 
and it’s certainly something we both have to work at here.  But 
I think a lot of times when there’s been sort of this mistrust 
there and I think for the most part it’s about actually sort of 
building not the trust necessarily on our side, but the trust 
internally within SACYHN.  I think that’s an interesting thing I 
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find.  Because we’re finding that ok, we’ll take things with a 
grain of salt.   We’ll certainly trust and make that effort, but at 
times the trust internally within that region is not necessarily 
there.  So that’s I think an interesting twist on things.”  (First 
Nations Representative)                                                              9 

Building Network 
Social Capital 

“The ability of the network to actually take on new work would 
be significantly compromised without the secretariat.  So what I 
am saying is that some of the ways of working would survive, 
at a day-to-day level, but to be able to mount new things would 
be at risk.  There has to be some kind of leadership support, 
there has to be some kind of support for communication, for 
evaluation, just for mounting things. I have a very small project 
budget, but I do a hell of a lot with it.  And I can use a $1000 to 
go a long way by making a contribution to something on behalf 
of the network that then pays off in a big way later on. If you 
haven’t gotten any ability to do any of that, then the most you 
can hope is that you maintain some of the relationships.” 
(SACYHN staff)                                                                       10 

 “One of the challenges for me (Regional Network Coordinator) 
is the workload from taking on other work in order to gain 
social capital for SACYHN.” (Regional Network Coordinator)          
                                                                                                  11 

 “Using our communication activities to sell those kinds of 
messages to model the behavior. There is an awful lot of 
modeling of the kind of behavior that you are trying to establish 
in the service systems. Giving everything away to everybody. 
Responding to every request that comes in, in order to have a 
little bit of traction with a particular agency or organization or 
even with a person, a critical person that you need to have on 
board. Lots of step work to get that traction at the very 
beginning and I think that has been necessary and it’s been 
interesting to do that kind of work, but then as you grow it then 
becomes overwhelming. That’s the challenge for the network 
because it is hard for us to continue to be responsive as the 
number of people involved grows, then the request coming 
forward increases and our resources don't really expand.” 
(SACYHN staff)                                                                      12 

Attaining Frontline Support and Regional Leaders 

Ensuring 
Implementation / 
Continuance 

Health is much, much more open now and I think part of that 
was we had some good leadership, within the Department of 
Pediatrics that really helped as well. So there was a real 
commitment there. And I think as people from other sectors got 
used to coming to the hospital and felt more comfortable there, 
they felt more comfortable asking.” (SACYHN staff)               



200 
 

13 

 “Sometimes we have to say to SACYHN, ‘whoa wait here just 
a minute, you need to give us a bit of time to work on this 
because we don’t have the same level of resources that you 
would see at Children’s’. We have to work on showing there is 
a need and that this will work and then we can work to find the 
resources to dedicate to it.” (Regional Committee Member)   14 

 “The biggest challenge is the sense of loss of local champions 
in the region.  When you lose those kinds of champions, you 
don’t know what is going to happen...the needs are still there, 
but are they [the replacements] going to use the resources to 
support the need? My supervisor’s supervisor recently left and I 
never knew how she felt about the network, but after she left 
she later told me how much she valued the work I was doing 
with the network.” (Regional Network Coordinator)               15 

Framing of Vision, Focus and Norms and the Steering Committee Chairs 

Shaping  the 
Working Norms 

“There’d actually been pre-work before the network actually 
got started and there had been at least one and maybe two 
meetings. [Co-chairs at the time] and [Former Honorary Chair] 
and a number of stakeholders had a series of meetings where 
they talked a lot about what the network could do, why they 
wanted to do this and how to do it right.  And so they had done 
some background work and then when the network was actually 
established there had already sort of been a decision that this 
would be a network and there were some parameters around 
what that would look like.” (Provincial Representative & 
Steering Committee Member)                                                  16 

 “I think the fact that there is representation from other 
participants on the Steering Committee, in a perfect world there 
should not be any variance in priority.  And I think SACYHN 
has done quite a good job and I think that even though a 
political head like [the former Honorary Chair] could have 
influenced the agenda quite markedly so that it didn’t meet the 
communities’ needs, I don’t think that happened. I think that the 
table, the Steering Committee definitely heard the issues and set 
the priorities around those issues.” (Provincial Representative & 
Steering Committee Member)                                                  17 

 “I, well, I think we built those priorities as a collaborative 
process so there should be buy-in.  I think what they probably 
need to do though is, on a very regular basis, is come back to 
those priorities and in fact use those as a filter around which 
they are planning their meetings and the discussion.  I think 
visually they could show the work and the material, and the 
discussion through, into those priorities.  I don’t know if I’m 
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being very clear, but I think in a network this large once you 
build priorities you have an obligation to focus everything 
through those priorities.  And I’m not sure they do that quite as 
well as they might.” (Regional Representative and Steering 
Committee Member)                                                                 18 

*Quotes in gray boxes provide examples of when leadership to perform the task is 
lacking or is a potential challenge 

 

 However, as reflected in the quotes in the gray cells in Table 5.6, these activities 

are continuous activities and continuing the activities as the network grew was often 

perceived as a challenge.  In addition, any changes in leadership and minor decisions 

could disrupt the ability to effectively perform the tasks.  For instance, as described in 

cell 6, one Regional Network Coordinator regretted the change in the location of her 

physical office because it impacted her ability to provide a quick access point to those 

less central or less involved in the network.  This change in location even limited her own 

access to the system of communication outside of the health realm.  As described in cell 

18 of Table 5.6 and cells 4 and 15 in Tables 5.2 and 5.4 respectively, the turnover in 

Steering Committee Chairs had left concerns about whether the norms and vision 

established by the early leaders still had overarching importance for the network, or 

whether that importance had been lost without the same continuous leadership.  

The quotes in all the gray cells above mirror the challenges and frustrations 

expressed by those working in networks of the need to constantly work at it and the 

amount of resources it takes not only to sustain the level of activity of the network, but to 

grow it (Huxham and Vangen, 2000).  In light of this finding it is not surprising that 

Huxham and Vangen recommend against use of a network unless absolutely necessary.  

Leadership throughout the network is key and having staff resources dedicated to 
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facilitating the network is a great benefit, but it cannot come down to those resources 

alone to hold up the network.  As one staff member commented in an interview, “I think 

we take on the lion’s share of the work because we have the resources, and it is in peril of 

becoming a very centralized focus.  But [the Executive Director] is always very good 

about that, in reminding us that it needs to go both ways.”    

 

MODIFICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

The Barnardian Framework provided a fitting frame for analyzing the case of 

SACYHN.  The data that emerged from the analysis provided support for the importance 

of the three Barnardian functions and it also provided support for the findings in Chapter 

4, where I reported that there were many important leaders of SACYHN.  Intersecting the 

three Barnardian functions and the three leader groups that emerged from the qualitative 

analysis, I was able to determine which leader groups had played a role in regard to 

which Banardian function in the particular case of SACYHN.  Intersecting these two 

categories allowed me also to extract the different tasks the different leader groups were 

associated with, as well as the activities involved in achieving those tasks.  Therefore, the 

Barnardian Framework provided a means of determining the essential tasks and activities 

of those leaders perceived as important to the success of SACYHN and why those tasks 

and activities were important to the overall functioning of the network.  In addition, 

examining ‘leadership’ in this way provided support for the importance of multifaceted 

leadership in a network. Network leadership does not just involve many tasks but also 

many persons to perform those tasks.  Therefore, in the examination of network 

leadership, management, or governance, it is not enough to examine the activities of 
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those occupying formal roles because that could very well lead to a misunderstanding of 

the numerous activities of leaders across the network that are essential to network 

success. That approach also disregards how the activities of different groups may all be 

directed towards achieving the same aims.  For instance, in the case of SACYHN which 

had a very formalized management and governance structure, it is the case that the formal 

roles, the Steering Committee chairs and the SACYHN staff played essential roles in the 

network, especially in regard to formulating and defining purpose and providing a system 

of communication, respectively.  However, assuming that were the case, what would be 

lost would be the importance of the Steering Committee chairs, the SACYHN staff, and 

the regional leaders in securing essential effort and the different ways in which each 

leader group was important to securing that effort.   

Though the Barnardian Framework does provide a fitting means to analyzing the 

case of SACYHN, what emerged from the analysis as well was what did not fit in the 

framework as it stands now.  Applying a framework stemming from work in the early 

1900s around organizations would realistically need some modifications to perfectly fit 

the study of inter-organizational networks in the 21st century.  Based on the analysis of 

SACYHN, I found two areas where the framework should be modified or expanded.  

First, Barnard’s classic work, though progressive for its day, was written during a period 

when organizations were thought of as closed, rational systems (Scott and Davis, 2003) 

and Barnard did not give a great deal of thought to the external management necessary 

for organizational survival.  Consistent with the recognition of the importance of the 

external environment in organizational studies since then, it is also recognized in regard 
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to inter-organizational networks.  As Human and Provan (2000) empirically found in 

their longitudinal study of two networks, managing both internal and external legitimacy 

is critical to network survival; though, the need to manage both is often a source of 

network tension (Provan and Kenis, 2008).  The case of SACYHN offers an example in 

that the network had achieved a great deal of internal legitimacy (see Chapter 4), but it 

was not able to survive an external shock.  Though the restructuring of the health system 

in Alberta was the source of a rather mighty external shock, concerns were expressed by 

several interviewees regarding the external legitimacy of the network.  One provincial 

member of the Steering Committee expressed that the network needed “to take more 

credit for those pieces that are just brilliant for families.”  Another interviewee involved 

with more frontline work noted that, “People still don’t know what SACYHN is, so they 

need to bring it more to the forefront.  It is more to create awareness so people understand 

the reach of the network.”  Whether SACYHN could have survived the restructuring of 

the health system regardless of how strong its external legitimacy was is beyond the 

means of this study; however, it does suggest the need to build the external management 

of legitimacy function into the Barnardian Framework. External management could be 

built into the framework as a fourth function or as a component of one, or even all three, 

of the original three functions.     

A second modification to the framework is in the role of a network driver. 

Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2012) have noted the importance of drivers for networks 

and that is also the case with SACYHN.  The health system was the driver behind the 

network, not only in supporting its continuation but also in providing the momentum 
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behind the network in the first place.  The importance of the health system as the network 

driver was acknowledged in most of the interviews and it was questionable whether the 

network would survive if the newly reorganized health system pulled its support of the 

network.  The interviewees were correct, for though there were other systems where the 

network could have been ‘parked’, no other systems stepped in to take on that role when 

the health system did indeed pull its support of the network in 2010.  The network 

subsequently stopped functioning in the same formal capacity it had with health’s 

support.  Thus, for many networks a driver may indeed be essential for network success, 

but where to build a driver into the Barnardian Framework needs to be developed. 

 Even with the needs for modification, the Barnardian Framework does provide a 

means for examining the basic internal functions that are essential for effective network 

functioning.  It also provides a way of parsimoniously categorizing the tasks and 

activities that may be the means of realizing those functions.  Though the tasks and 

activities would likely vary by network and over time, by understanding the ultimate 

purpose of those tasks and activities and their relation to network functioning, more 

generalizable theory can be developed regarding how to initiate, build, and sustain goal-

directed inter-organizational networks.  Also, by understanding the ultimate aims of those 

tasks and activities, theory can also be built about the ways in which leaders of goal-

directed inter-organizational networks can be effective. This latter type of theory 

development is the aim of the next three chapters.  Chapter 6 will be an examination of 

why and how the activities of the SACYHN staff impacted the system of communication 

and Chapter 7 will be an examination of why and when the role of effort leaders was 
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important to securing essential effort.  Then chapter 8 will be an examination of purpose 

and how congruence in regard to purpose can be achieved.     
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 CHAPTER SIX: PROVIDING A SYSTEM OF COMMUNICATION  

One finding from the qualitative analysis in Chapter 5 was that the system of 

communication created by SACYHN had had a considerable impact on the network 

members; a system which the SACYHN staff had been key in developing because of 

their role in building the relationships underlying the communication flow.  Emerging 

from the qualitative analysis as well were two activities performed by the SACYHN staff 

to cultivate those relationships: fostering direct connections and providing indirect 

connections.  The following quote conveys why fostering and providing connections had 

a positive impact on the system:  

SACYHN has provided access to people, to be able to pick up the phone 
and call someone at Children's [hospital] because you now have their 
name and number.  You could always find it; you would find a number 
and start there and then be funneled through 14 people before you actually 
reached whoever you wanted.  Whereas now, with the network, it is one 
call to one person who finds the person you need or provides you with a 
current list of people to contact. (Regional Committee Member)  

 

It is not that a system of communication did not previously exist, but what was 

established through SACYHN was a more efficient system of communication.  Accessing 

people and information had always been possible but the network improved access, 

making it quicker and easier.   

In this chapter, the two activities of the SACYHN staff; namely, fostering direct 

connections and providing indirect connections, will be analyzed further to demonstrate 

why both led to an efficient system of communication.  Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

(QCA) will be used to examine how the two activities of the SACYHN staff resulted in 
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different paths for network members to connect to the whole network communication 

system and the association of these paths with positive system performance.  Drawing on 

the public networks literature, as well as literature on networks from other fields of 

research, I discuss the theoretical rationale for fostering connections among network 

members and for providing indirect connections. I then discuss the implications of the 

two approaches for performance and the role of network management in facilitating the 

system of communication.  

 

THEORETICAL RATIONALE 

Arguably the most commonly used and widely studied indicator of an 

organization’s connection to a network is centrality.  Centrality refers to the extent to 

which an organization is connected to other members of the network (Wasserman and 

Faust 1994).   Centrality is presumed to have many benefits to an organization, including 

increased status, power, and access to information and resources, and as a result, 

increased performance. The effect of centrality on performance has been examined in a 

number of contexts.  For instance, Powell et al. (1996) found that centrality in a network, 

as well as collaborative experience, increased biotechnology startups’ growth rates.  

Being central in a network of other biotech firms, universities, and research labs 

facilitated acquisition of diverse information, and thus, positioned the startup firms to 

have higher revenue growth.  In a study of Canadian investment banks, Rowley et al. 

(2004) found that members of cliques with similar centrality were able to obtain higher 

market shares.  In a public sector context, O’Toole and Meier (2004) found a positive 
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relationship between the extent of network involvement of school superintendents (i.e., 

their centrality) and the performance of school districts, contingent upon resources and 

stability.   Based on these and other studies, there seems to be consistent evidence that 

positive benefits will accrue to organizations that maintain a central position in a 

network.  Such organizations are able to benefit from greater access to resources and 

information, and thus, are likely to attain enhanced outcomes as a result of their 

participation.   

Consistent with this logic and the research evidence on the positive benefits of a 

central position, if the centrality of a network member is high in the overall network then 

its ability to access information will also be high.  Therefore, as network management 

fosters opportunities for network members to build direct relationships with one another, 

the overall system of communication becomes more efficient.  Through their ties, 

network members can quickly and easily reach one another to attain the information they 

require.   Network members can also access other network members through the indirect 

connections provided by their direct ties, giving them the ability to efficiently reach 

across the network and benefit from the information the network offers. This logic leads 

to the following baseline hypothesis regarding network structure. 

H1: If network member organizations have high centrality in the whole network, 

then this is a sufficient but not a necessary condition for members to positively perceive 

performance of the system of communication.  

 Despite the presumed positive link between network centrality and performance, a 

central position in the network is not proposed as a necessary condition because other tie 
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structures may substitute for high centrality.  For instance, in a recent study of network 

ties in Dutch higher education, Schalk, Torenvleid and Allen (2010) examined the 

commonly accepted positive relationship between network centrality and organizational 

performance. They also looked at the impact of embeddedness in a cohesive subgroup on 

organizational performance.  The authors found that embeddedness in a cohesive network 

subgroup had more of an impact on organizational performance than centrality in the 

network as a whole.   

 The Schalk et al. findings suggest that effective organizational performance in a 

network may not necessarily be based on its ties to many other organizations throughout 

the network.  Instead, it suggests that ties to network sub-structures, like cliques, may be 

more critical.  This presents an interesting question about how networks should be 

managed.  The role of network management is typically thought to be that of developing 

ties throughout the network, either by encouraging direct connections among diverse 

network organizations or by facilitating the coordination process itself (McGuire and 

Agranoff, 2011).  The first approach leads to a dense network while the second one 

results in a highly brokered one.  If the Shalk et al. (2010) findings are generalizeable to 

other settings so that performance can indeed be enhanced through sub-network 

connections, then the role of network managers may be more one of encouraging and 

facilitating ties among sub-network members who may not themselves be highly 

embedded in the full network.    

 Consistent with this view, cohesive network subgroups represent an alternative 

management mechanism to simply being well-connected throughout the full network.  
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Organizations may not need to be connected to the full network, but if not, then they do 

need to be richly connected to a sub-network of organizations in order to, at the very 

least, have access to the information flow of the dense, regional web of affiliations (cf. 

Owen-Smith and Powell 2004).  Cohesive subgroups are defined as “subsets of actors 

among whom there are relatively strong, direct, intense, frequent, or positive ties” 

(Wasserman and Faust 1994: 249).  Cohesiveness in networks has been used to explain 

consensus (Friedkin 1984) and homogeneity (Collins 1988) and is typically found in 

cliques, which refer to three or more actors who are all connected to one another.  At the 

network level, cliques have been found to be effective network structures.  For instance, 

Provan and Sebastian (1998) found that highest effectiveness regarding the delivery of 

care to clients suffering from mental illness was found in the network having a small 

number of organizational cliques with substantial overlap in activity.   

Overlap, or connectedness across cohesive subgroups, appears to also be 

important for overall network effectiveness, as Gould (1991) found to be the case in the 

Parisian revolts of 1871 when cohesive subgroups were mobilized.  The outcome in 

Shalk et al. (2010) was organizational performance, so it is not clear whether system 

performance would also be positive if there was not considerable overlap of the cohesive 

sub-groups, as Provan and Sebastian (1998) found in examining performance at the 

network level. A network consisting of overlapping cohesive subgroups, like cliques, is 

also consistent with the “small world” networks discussed by Watts (1999).   

The effectiveness of networks based on small world properties is built on the idea 

that dense subgroups are connected to other dense subgroups in other parts of the network 
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via short paths created through bridges (Uzzi and Spiro 2005).  This is the idea of 

brokerage (Burt 1992), which is critical if the network as a whole is to function 

effectively.  For instance, Bae and Gargiulo (2004) found organizational performance 

was positively affected when organizations were in a position to broker between 

disconnected others, at the same time as having leverage from being a member of a 

cohesive set.  Without such brokered ties, the network would consist of isolated clusters 

of organizations interacting with one another but not otherwise connected to the whole 

network.  The alternative is for network organizations to be broadly connected, not just 

within a cohesive subgroup, but to many other network members.  Such ties greatly 

enhance the embeddedness of an organization, but performance may suffer due to over-

embeddedness, as Uzzi suggested (1997).  

 Based on the above ideas and similar to small-world principles, I propose 

cohesion and brokerage work together (Kogut and Walker 2001; Burt 2005) and provide 

a way for network members to tap into the whole network system of communication 

without being central in the full network.  Although communication is easier among a 

smaller number of cohesive, richly connected organizations, a network subgroup cannot 

simply be isolated from the rest of the network and still gain the advantages of network 

membership.  Thus, the cohesive subgroup must be integrated with the rest of the 

network structure and through a short path distance.  The network’s management, acting 

as the network’s most critical broker, can provide this bridge, as in small world 

structures.  If network management is a highly connected node in the network as a whole, 

then the management staff is positioned to be a broker. This was the case of SACYHN, 
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where the network staff was often used as the access point for the information resources 

of the whole network.  As one regional committee member of SACYHN described, “We 

don’t have the turnover that you have in Calgary so it is always the same people.  It is 

really easy to build on the relationships because we are the same people.   However, in 

terms of the network, we have [SACYHN staff member] on speed dial; that’s my 

connection with the network, especially with rolling out projects.” 

 The management staff is not the only node able to provide the critical brokerage 

link among sub-networks; other network members that are highly connected could also 

be positioned to fulfill that role.  However, one reason the network management staff 

may be best positioned to fulfill the role of network broker is because of the quality of the 

relationships maintained by network management.  A network broker holds great power, 

which Burt (2000) recommends using to one’s own advantage.  This power stems from 

the ability of the broker to access information others do not have and can then be used for 

one’s own benefit.  Therefore, for the overall network system of communication to 

function efficiently, the broker must be trusted to pass on needed information to all sub-

groups within the network.  As trust has been found to improve communication and 

knowledge transfer (Zaheer and Harris, 2006), to rely on the broker for accessing the 

global network system of communication, the network member must have confidence in 

the broker.  If the network management’s motivations are whole network oriented, it is in 

the best interest of the management staff to ensure that critical information flows across 

the whole network.  Because it is in the best interest of network management that 

information flows across the network, then the network management staff is most likely 



214 
 

the ones that can be trusted to open those channels of communication between cohesive 

sub-networks and the entire network, enhancing the efficiency of the system of 

communication.  

 Based on this logic, I propose that network members with strong ties to a cohesive 

subgroup can access the benefits of the network’s system of communication, without 

needing to be more broadly connected to the network as a whole, as suggested by 

hypothesis 1.  However, I also propose that this link to the system of communication will 

only hold when network subgroup members are themselves connected to the network 

management staff (the main network broker), and are trusting of the management staff.  

The high trust tie to the network managers provides the short, open path among network 

subgroups that are critical for efficiency of the communication system of the network as a 

whole.  Both conditions are necessary. The high trust link to the network staff is essential 

to access the information of the whole network, but a link to a cohesive sub-network is 

necessary to be embedded in a system of communication and thus, not be completely 

reliant on the network management staff.  My second hypothesis goes beyond past work 

on the performance benefit of organizational centrality and overall network 

connectedness and proposes an alternative path based on the combination of the two 

conditions described above.  

H2: If network member organizations are connected to a highly cohesive sub-network 

and have a high trust tie to the network managers, then these two conditions together are 

a sufficient but not a necessary condition for members to positively perceive performance 

of the system of communication. 
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ANALYSIS 

To examine the different structural paths associated with positive system 

performance ensuing from a network communication system, Fuzzy Set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (fs-QCA) was used.  QCA is a different approach from traditional 

variable based statistics and instead uses a set-theoretic approach (Ragin 1987, 2000). It 

is based on Boolean algebra, which allows for an assessment of the combinations of 

necessary and sufficient conditions that lead to an outcome of interest.  It draws upon the 

fundamentals of case-study research and examines conditions both within cases and 

across cases. QCA uses “truth tables,” showing all theoretically possible combinations of 

conditions that relate to the outcome and the number of cases present for each 

combination. Too many conditions included in the model can “individualize” the cases 

making it difficult to find a pattern across cases (Ragin, 2008).  Thus, the conditions 

included should be chosen with care and directly relate to the hypotheses.   

QCA is appropriate for this study for various reasons.  Not only is QCA useful as 

an approach to studying small to intermediate N data sets, but the approach also allows 

for causal conditions to be highly correlated, as is often the case with network structure 

variables.   More importantly, however, QCA is valuable because of its ability to handle 

causal complexity and equifinality (Fiss, 2011).  Different configurations of network 

members’ connections could well result in good network performance, and rather than 

looking for whether or not any one structural feature, such as centrality, might explain 

performance, the goal is to find all the structural configurations that lead to the same 

outcome.  Also, it is possible there are so-called “Inus” conditions, or conditions that are 
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insufficient by themselves, but are necessary parts of the overall “causal recipe” needed 

to explain outcomes (Ragin, 2008).  For instance, as proposed in hypothesis 2, being a 

member of a highly cohesive sub-network structure alone may have no bearing on the 

perceptions of the performance of the system of communication, unless being a member 

of a cohesive sub-group is coupled with a high trust tie to the network management staff 

as a way to connect to the whole network. What is of interest here is not the net effect of 

any one aspect of network structure, but which configurations of structures can lead to an 

efficient overall system of communication.    

 The basic QCA technique is for the analysis of binary conditions, but fuzzy set 

QCA (fs-QCA) was designed to address the way cases vary in the degree to which they 

belong to sets (Ragin, 2000).  Fuzzy sets are created by coding conditions on a scale of 0 

to 1, with 0 indicating “fully out” of the set and 1 indicating “fully in” the set.  

Calibration of the fuzzy scores requires the researcher to decide how the scores should be 

calibrated in a way that corresponds to the concept being examined (Ragin, 2000).   

Measures 

Using the logic and language of QCA, three “causal conditions” were 

hypothesized as those associated with an efficient network communication system, either 

individually or in combination.  The three causal conditions are high centrality, being a 

cohesive sub-group member, and having a high trust tie to network management staff.  

The outcome is the set of positive perceptions of SACYHN’s system impact ensuing 

from the system of communication. All of these measures are calculations derived from 
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the data collected from the organizational questionnaire and described in Chapter 3.  

Descriptive statistics for the measures are presented in Table 6.1. 

The first causal condition, high centrality, was measured by reach centrality.  

Centrality can be measured in different ways and may be based on direct ties only, 

referred to as degree centrality, or through a combination of both direct and indirect ties, 

of which there are numerous measurement options.   One of these latter measurement 

options is reach centrality, which measures how many other nodes a node can reach in k 

steps (Hanneman and Riddle, 2005).  Thus, this measure of centrality indicates how far a 

network node is able to reach across the network through its direct connections and its 

indirect connections.  This measure was calculated using the Reach Centrality function in 

UCINet VI (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman, 2002) on the matrix of confirmed and 

dichotomized “Any Ties”. The confirmed “Any Ties” matrix includes any type of 

confirmed relationship between network members, based on any one of the 6 activity ties.  

There were no isolates in the “Any Ties” network so all organizations were included in 

the measure of reach centrality.  The mean reach centrality score was 26.62, meaning that 

on average 26 organizations could be reached in 3 steps.  Organization reach centrality 

was then calibrated to reflect membership in the set of high reach centrality, with the cut-

off point between “in” and “out” being the mean reach centrality score.  The “fully in” 

value was set at 1 standard deviation higher than the mean and “fully out” at 1 standard 

deviation lower than the mean.  Descriptive statistics of the fuzzy conditions are provided 

in Table 6.2.  
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TABLE 6.1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF MEASURES 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Perceptions of System Impact 
on System Integration 

3.84 0.44 3 4.8 

Reach Centrality  26.62 4.13 21 36.5 

Sub-network Cohesiveness          11.38 19.83 0 80.17 

SACYHNF Trust 2.97 1.38 0 4.3 

 

To measure membership in a cohesive sub-group, I used the ratio of within group 

ties to between group ties (Wasserman and Faust, 1994).  This measure incorporates two 

separate components of cohesiveness, the interconnectedness within subgroup and the 

sparseness of ties to outsiders (Alba, 1973).  Sub-networks were defined based on 

regional committee membership (see Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of regional 

committees).  I calculated the density of a network member’s confirmed ties to others 

within its sub-network and the density of its confirmed relationships to those outside of 

its sub-network.  The ratio of these two densities was then taken as the measure of the 

organization’s cohesive sub-group membership.  The connections between regional sub-

network members and the SACYHN staff node were not included in this measure since 

these relationships were represented in another causal condition.  One regional sub-

network was eliminated from the analysis because it comprised only 2 organizations, 

making it rather difficult to measure sub-group cohesiveness.    
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Unlike the measure of centrality, the sub-network cohesiveness measure was 

calculated using the strength of ties to reflect relationship intensity.  Specifically, 

densities were calculated using the total number of types of activities reported and 

confirmed divided by the total number of relationships possible = 6(n (n-1))/2.  Thus, 

instead of using dichotomous values as I did for reach centrality, indicating either the 

presence or absence of a relationship, the relationships for cohesiveness were valued, 

ranging in any one dyad from 0 (no relationship) to 6 (relationship present based on all 6 

types of activities assessed in the questionnaire).  Using this indicator of multiplex ties 

allowed for the consideration of the strength of ties in the measure of cohesiveness, since 

cohesiveness implies strong ties (Granovetter, 1983).  Considering that all the sub-

networks in SACYHN were cohesive to a degree, this measure of cohesiveness 

distinguished between the depth and extent of cohesiveness among the sub-networks.  

The cohesiveness measures were then calibrated to reflect those organizations that were 

connected to cohesive sub-groups.  The cohesive membership ratios were skewed to the 

right; therefore, the mean and median were used to calibrate the set.  The cut-off point 

between “in” and “out” was set at the mean excluding an extreme outlier, the value for 

“fully in” membership was set at the mean including all values, and the median was used 

for the “fully out” value.   
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TABLE 6.2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF FUZZY SET CAUSAL CONDITIONS 

Condition Name Mean SD Min Max Calibration  

Cut-off “Fully 
In” 

High 
Integration 

Impact 

fzInteg 0.790 0.320 0.05 1 3.5 3.84 

High Reach 
Centrality 

fzREACH 0.518 0.381 0.01 1 26.62 30.75 

Cohesive 
Sub-network 
Membership 

fzCOHESI
VE 

0.304 0.406 0 1 9.52 11.38 

High Trust 
Tie to 

SACYHNF 

fzTRUST 0.431 0.270 0 0.83 3.0 4.3 

 

The final causal condition was a high trust tie to the network management staff.   

The measure used here was the quality of the relationship between the network member 

organization and the SACYHN staff (SACYHNF).  This value was based on the rating 

the organizational respondents gave of their relationship with the SACYHN staff based 

on the 5 point Likert scale in the questionnaire, with 0 indicating no relationship.   These 

values were then calibrated into the set of high trusting tie using the overall mean as the 

cut-off value between “in” and “out” and the standard deviations for “fully in” and “fully 

out” membership.  If an organization did not have a relationship with the SACYHN staff, 

and thus a value of 0 for relationship quality, then the organization was also included in 

the set of organizations not having a high trust tie to the SACYHN staff.   
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The outcome was a measure of performance; specifically, SACYHN’s overall 

impact on the performance of the child and youth system.  Of the two factors that were 

derived from the system impact scale (see Chapter 3 for this discussion), one factor was 

closely associated with improving the system of communication; labeled “integration.”  

This factor was chosen for this particular analysis because most of the items that loaded 

on this factor reflected the impact of the improved communication among network 

members on the child and youth system, as discussed by interviewees (see Chapter 5).  

The factor items were: development of a shared vision, coordinating the system of care, 

cooperation among providers, improved continuity of care, increased responsiveness to 

emergent problems and/or opportunities, and improved community capacity to address 

Child and Youth health issues.  These items are similar to the positive outcomes 

discussed by interviewees in association with communication, such as the increased 

communication among providers, the increased coordination and transition from facility 

to facility, and the creation of links between policy makers and the service providers.  

Therefore, this factor of system impact is an indicator of SACYHN’s performance 

specifically in regard to its impact on the child and youth system because of the system of 

communication it established.    

The member organization’s perceptions of the impact SACYHN had had on the 

integration factor were then calibrated into the set of high integration impact.  To offset 

bias because these values were based on perceptions, the overall average was used as the 

“fully in” value and the response scale was used for the other cut-off values. Therefore, 

the high integration impact “fully in” set includes only those responses which were 
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greater than the overall mean.  The cut-off point between “in” and “out” was set at 3.5.  

This cut-off point was based on the original response scale in the questionnaire, as less 

than 3.5 approaches a perception of neutral impact rather than a positive impact.  Then 

3.0 was used as the value for “fully out,” as less than 3 indicated a negative impact in the 

original scale.  

Results 

Plotting the various conditions against the outcome, as discussed by Ragin (2000), 

no necessary conditions were found.  After checking for necessary conditions, the fuzzy 

set analysis was performed.  The total number of cases included was 38, which was all 

organizations with sub-network membership except for those of sub-network 3, which 

was eliminated due to its small membership size.  The fs-QCA software uses “truth 

tables,” which are tables of all theoretically possible combinations of conditions that 

relate to the outcome.  In this case, there are 9 possible combinations.  The full Truth 

Table is presented in Appendix C5.  The table was minimized using a 91% consistency 

cutoff for the coding of the outcome as present or absent.  This cutoff value was chosen 

because of the gap between this consistency value and the next, consistent with the 

process recommended by Ragin (2008).  The analysis was then performed on the 

minimized truth table to find the solutions for when the outcome was present.   

The fs-QCA software generates three solutions for each analysis: complex, 

parsimonious, and intermediate.  As recommended by Ragin (2008), the intermediate 

solution is presented in Table 6.3 and specifies the structural conditions associated with 

those organizations that perceived high positive network impact on system integration.  
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The results indicate that there were two paths associated with high positive 

perceptions of network impact on system integration.  Two measures are used to assess 

the robustness of QCA solutions: consistency and coverage.  Consistency is how often 

the causal condition combinations have the same outcome.  A consistency score of 100% 

would mean that the presence of the solution always led to the presence of the outcome.  

Coverage measures how much of the outcome is explained by the solution.  Consistency 

should be assessed first, for if the solution is not consistent, then it matters very little how 

much of the outcome it is explaining (Ragin, 2008).   In addition, for each causal path or 

recipe in the solution, there is a consistency score and two coverage scores; raw coverage 

indicates how much of the outcome is explained by that causal combination overall, and 

unique coverage identifies how much of the outcome is explained exclusively by that 

causal combination.  

The overall solution presented in Table 6.3 had a consistency score of 0.91, 

meaning that 91% of the time these conditions were present, high positive perceptions of 

the network’s impact on system integration were also present.  The solution coverage was 

equal to 0.66, meaning that these two causal combinations explain only approximately 

66% of the cases.  Though this coverage is not high, it is at least explaining more than 

half of the cases.  Since this analysis is an examination only of structural properties, 

including contextual variables would likely improve the coverage but would also lead to 

more complex solutions.  Since the intent of this analysis is exploratory and not 

confirmatory and the focus is on structural properties, explaining 66% based on structural 

properties alone is worthy of further discussion.   
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TABLE 6.3: FS-QCA CAUSAL RECIPES FOR NETWORK IMPACT ON SYSTEM INTEGRATION 

 

 The first causal path explained the majority of the cases, with a unique coverage 

of 0.49, and indicates that, as hypothesized, organizations with high reach centrality are 

likely to perceive the network as having a positive impact on system integration.  This 

causal path has high consistency and 19 of the cases fit this structural recipe.  The second 

path supports the second hypothesis, indicating that organizations connected to a 

cohesive sub-network and with a high trust tie to the SACYHN managers perceived the 

network’s impact on system integration to be highly positive.  This combination had very 

high consistency, at 0.97, though its coverage is small, explaining only 3 of the cases.  

 

Causal Recipes Description Raw 
Coverage 

Unique 
Coverage 

Consistency Number 
of Cases 

1. fzREACH High reach 
centrality 

0.604 0.494 0.900 19 

2. fzCOHESIVE* 
fzTRUST 

Cohesive 
Sub-

network 
membership 

and High 
Trust Tie to 
SACYHN 

staff 

0.164 0.053 0.970 3 

Solution Coverage 0.657 

Solution Consistency 0.907 
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DISCUSSION 

 The causal recipes that emerged from the fs-QCA analysis support the 

hypotheses.  The first hypothesis, that high reach centrality is associated with perceptions 

of positive network impact ensuing from the communication system is supported and 

explains the majority of the cases.  It is not surprising that this recipe explained the 

majority of the cases as fostering connections among member organizations was one of 

the purposes of SACYHN and is also consistent with the focus on centrality in the 

literature.  Therefore, one path to an efficient system of communication is to have highly 

connected organizations that have high network reach. 

 However, fostering many connections among member organizations may not be 

the only option.  Though the second recipe emerging from the analysis explained only 3 

cases, what is important is that the recipe did emerge as an alternative path and that it 

emerged as hypothesized, as a combination of cohesive sub-group membership and high 

trust tie to the SACYHN managers.  This potential alternative path has important 

implications, especially for a large, heterogeneous network like SACYHN.  To illustrate 

the implications, Figure 6.1 is a plot of the whole network (same as Figure 4.3 in Chapter 

4).  As in Chapter 4, this is a plot of any confirmed relationships and the nodes are coded 

by sub-network membership. 
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FIGURE 6.1: ANY CONFIRMED RELATIONSHIP, NODES CODED BY SUB-NETWORK 

MEMBERSHIP 
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In the next figure, rather than a plot of the whole network, Figure 6.2 is a plot of 

one organization’s network, AADAC’s network.  AADAC was chosen because it is one 

of the cases that fit the first causal recipe of the fs-QCA analysis, high reach centrality.  

Color and Shape Key 

Red square = Sub-network 1 

Black Diamond = Sub-network 2 

Purple Up-Triangle = Sub-network 3 

Blue Down-Triangle = Sub-network 4 

Green circle = Sub-network 5 

Light Green Intersecting-Triangles = 
SACYHN Staff 
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The figure depicts AADAC’s network, meaning not only the organizations to which 

AADAC is connected, but also the connections those organizations have to one another. 

FIGURE 6.2: THE NETWORK OF A CAUSAL RECIPE 1 CASE, AADAC  
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 What is depicted in the figure above is the high reach of AADAC; because of its 

direct and indirect connections, AADAC could access most of the organizations in the 

whole network.  Given its high reach, it is easy to comprehend why AADAC perceived 

SACYHN was improving the integration of the system.  However, the node representing 

AADAC is pulled to the top of the diagram in Figure 6.2 to clearly demonstrate how 

many direct ties AADAC had, thus why its reach was so high.  The number of ties 

AADAC maintained was quite numerous, but an organization like AADAC, a large 

provincial organization, has the capacity to maintain that many ties with other 
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ACCFCR
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organizations.  It would be difficult, though, for a smaller regional based organization to 

maintain as many ties, which is the reason why the second causal recipe has important 

implications for network management.  To illustrate the implications, Figure 6.3 is the 

network of one of the organizations that fit the second causal recipe. 

FIGURE 6.3: THE NETWORK OF A CAUSAL RECIPE 2 CASE, ISAC 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 6.3 depicts the network of ISAC, one of the cases explained by recipe two 

of the fs-QCA analysis.  ISAC was connected mostly to organizations within its own sub-

network, indicated by the diamond shapes; though, it was connected to a few 

organizations outside of its sub-network.  Some of ISAC’s ties were weak, indicated by 

the gray and black lines, but it maintained mostly strong ties, indicated by the green, blue, 

and red lines.  In addition, ISAC was connected directly to the network management 

staff, SACYHNF, which was a high trust tie.  Therefore, it can be seen that ISAC does 

indeed fit the causal conditions of the second recipe; namely, a member of a cohesive 

sub-network and having a high trust tie to network managers.  ISAC also perceived that 

SACYHN had had a highly positive impact on system integration, which at first is 
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perplexing given that ISAC’s network is rather localized and ISAC is not well connected 

to the global network structure.  However, Figure 6.4 is a depiction of ISAC’s network 

just as in Figure 6.3, but this time the management staff’s network has been added to the 

plot. 

FIGURE 6.4: THE COMBINED NETWORKS OF A CAUSAL RECIPE 2 CASE, ISAC, AND THE 

SACYHN STAFF, SACYHNF 
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 The figure above looks quite similar to Figure 6.1, the plot of the whole network, 

but the two plots were not derived in the same way.  While the figure in 6.1 is a plot of 

the whole network, the figure in 6.4 is a plot of ISAC’s network and SACYHNF’s 

network combined.  The similarity of the two plots is the reason the second causal recipe 

of the fs-QCA analysis is important.  Between its ties to its cohesive sub-network and its 
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high trust tie of SACYHNF, ISAC is embedded in its local communication system. At the 

same time, ISAC is able to access the resources of the global structure through its direct 

connection to the SACYHN staff.  Therefore, it has access to the whole network through 

a path distance of 2 and without maintaining a large number of ties, which would be 

difficult to do given the capacity of a small, regional organization like ISAC.   

 Though having member organizations highly connected to one another may be the 

best way to establish a communication system in a network, this will not always be 

feasible for large networks.  Smaller organizations with less capacity to maintain many 

inter-organizational ties may not be able to reap the benefits of network membership.  

Thus, an alternative way to integrate organizations without high reach centrality into the 

network is through membership in cohesive sub-networks and ties to highly trusted 

brokers.  Through such a path, network members would have access to the local 

communication system, which is likely highly relevant to their organizations.  Plus, they 

would still have a way to access the information available in the larger, global 

communication system through their tie to the broker, as long as they trust the broker will 

quickly connect them to where the information is rather than harboring that information 

for its own purposes.  

 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR NETWORK MANAGEMENT  

As discussed in Chapter 4, in addition to SACYHN’s large size, it is a 

heterogeneous network involving many organizations serving the population of children 

and youth in different ways and across a large and diverse geographical region.  Under 
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such conditions, it seems reasonable to question whether or not it is feasible to establish 

an effective and efficient system of communication that all network members are able to 

access without straining their organizational capacity.  How can a communication system 

be established under such conditions since facilitating ties among the entire network 

seems unlikely and infeasible?   

Based on an examination of how member organizations in SACYHN were 

connected to the network and the relationship between these structural properties and 

network impact, I found empirical evidence to suggest there are different ways that 

network members can tap into a communication system.  Even with staff dedicated to 

facilitating communication among network members, it seems likely that it would be 

easier for the staff to coordinate the flow of information among network organizations 

when network members are strongly and directly connected to each other.  However, 

under conditions like those in SACYHN, where the network is large, heterogeneous, and 

covers a large geographical area, getting all organizations highly involved or building 

strong connections to and among each organization in the network is not only 

impractical, but highly unlikely. 

 Instead, I have demonstrated that in addition to having members who have high 

reach across the whole network, a whole network system of communication is also 

achievable through a structure based on cohesive sub-networks, but only as long as there 

is a broker that can be trusted to ensure information flow across the network.  In this case, 

the SACYHN staff acted as a broker creating a short path between these sub-networks.  

This alternative structure was possible because the management staff was trusted as 
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access points to the whole network, as described by the quotes depicting the staff’s role in 

providing indirect connections in the previous chapter. Rather than organizations having 

to work directly with many other organizations, subgroups of organizations that are 

themselves connected (in this case, based on regions) can interact with the rest of the 

network through high trust connections with network staff.  By examining the 

relationship between network structure and SACYHN’s impact on system integration 

using fs-QCA, I found that at least in one large public network, the system of 

communication does not have to rely on many connections among the participating 

organizations.  Fostering direct connections between member organizations may be a 

sufficient condition for an effective communication system, but it is not a necessary 

condition.  Instead, a communication system can also be established if the network 

management works to build trust with participating organizations and facilitates the 

cohesion of sub-networks.  

 This alternative structure based on the combination of a network manager broker 

and cohesive sub-network is similar to the small world structure found to be effective in 

other network settings, especially when focusing on individuals (Brass et al. 2005; Spiro 

and Uzzi, 2005).  The effectiveness of the small world structure is reliant on the 

combination of two network characteristics that are normally divergent; high local 

clustering and short global separation (Watts 1999).  Short path lengths, or links, 

connecting local clusters of interconnected organizations is essential to the overall 

effectiveness of the network. The absence of connections between clusters, through 

network brokers with high centrality, may explain why only a small number of Milgram’s 
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(1967) experiments, originally leading to the small world idea, were successful.  This is 

why having a trusted broker involved in the management of the network may be 

especially important in large networks.  A broker is necessary to connect organizations 

that may be highly connected to one another in sub-groups, but not well-connected to the 

other cohesive sub-groups that collectively comprise the whole network.  However, 

unless the broker can be trusted to facilitate the flow of information across the network 

sub-groups, then the small world will degenerate as Gulati, Sytch, and Tatarynowicz 

(2012) found in their study of small world structures over time.  Understanding why the 

small world structure is effective can advance our understanding of how networks can be 

structured to function effectively, but understanding the necessity of network 

management in supporting that structure is essential.  Otherwise, if network managers do 

not recognize the importance of their activities or if outsiders do not recognize the 

importance of providing the resources to support those roles, then a network will likely 

struggle with integrating beyond the relationship building capabilities of individual 

organizations.   

The sub-groups in this particular case were by region, but network management 

may be important not only in providing a bridge across regions, but also, as a bridge 

across missions, or foci (Feld 1981).  Future studies should examine whether a small 

world structure is illustrative of clustering around mission in public networks, and 

whether network management is the essential bridge in facilitating communication across 

the many different organizational foci typically found in publicly funded networks, as 

was lacking in the case of Hurricane Katrina (Moynihan, 2009).   
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In addition, the trusted broker examined here was the SACYHN staff. These were 

the ones that emerged from the qualitative analysis in Chapter 5 as important to building 

relationships, either by fostering direct connections or by providing indirect connections.  

However, other nodes in the network may have played a trusted broker role in this 

particular network and including those additional brokers may even increase the coverage 

of the fs-QCA results.  In other networks, it may not be management staff playing this 

role or a formal management staff may not even exist.  However, the argument here is not 

that network managers per se are important to providing the system of communication, as 

is the case here; but rather, that network management is important to building and 

supporting the communication system.  Recognizing the importance of network 

management in providing a system of communication is important to understanding this 

essential function of network management and why it may be necessary to ensure 

mechanisms or roles are in place to perform that function.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN: SECURING ESSENTIAL EFFORT 

In the case of SACYHN, the network management staff was essential in 

providing the system of communication, a role important for reasons further analyzed in 

the previous chapter.  However, unless a network is only about information sharing, 

cultivating a communication system alone will not necessarily lead to collective action.  

For collective action, securing effort is essential and securing effort in a network is more 

complex than in an organizational setting because of the voluntary nature of most 

networks.  There are very few incentives for an autonomous organization to contribute to 

a voluntary network if it chooses not to, and even if an organization wishes to contribute 

to action, actually doing so may not be so simple.  Any contribution to network action by 

a network member is often in addition to organizational demands.  As repeatedly noted in 

the interviews with SACYHN participants, much of their involvement in SACYHN was 

on the side of their desks, any contribution to SACYHN was in addition to their own 

organizational demands.  In addition, the incentive to move forward with network action 

may not always be ongoing, even if a network member is committed to the network, 

because the directions of the collective may not always be where the member is most 

committed.  Sometimes the direction will be more fitting to an organizational member 

and contributing effort is not an issue, but that is not always the case, as described by the 

following quote: “There will be certain things that as an organization we’re going to say, 

yeah we fit here, this makes sense, we’ll put some energy here.  There there’s going to be 

other things were we have to say this just isn’t going to get us where we have to go.” 

(Regional Representative and Steering Committee Member) 
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 Given the complexity involved in getting network members to contribute to 

network action, it is not surprising that all three leader groups emerged from the 

qualitative analysis in Chapter 5 as important for securing effort.  Steering Committee 

chairs had been important in recruiting members to the network, SACYHN staff in 

engaging and mobilizing, and regional leaders in attaining frontline support.  In the case 

of SACYHN at least, securing essential effort required a great deal of leadership in first 

getting people to the table, getting them involved in network action, and in providing the 

support and resources to sustain network action.  In regard to recruiting, the former 

Honorary Chair of the Steering Committee had been especially effective in persuading 

organizations to have representation in the network, especially at the founding of the 

network.  Since this influence had mostly been at the network’s initiation and the current 

Honorary Chair at the time of data collection was not perceived to be making the same 

contribution, examining the role of that type of leadership is not possible with this 

dataset.  However, the SACYHN staff had been perceived as important in engaging and 

mobilizing members, especially because of their role in conflict resolution among 

members and in building social capital for the network that could later be drawn on to 

persuade network members to contribute to certain network action.  Regional leaders had 

also been perceived as playing an especially important role at the frontline, in attaining 

support and resources in the area necessary to actually implement network initiatives in 

the regions.    

In view of the perceived importance of SACYHN managers and regional leaders 

in securing effort from network members, this leads to two questions about network 
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functioning. First, do network leaders make a difference in securing effort from network 

members?  And secondly, when do they make the most difference?  These are the 

research questions that guide the analysis in this chapter.  Specifically, I examine whether 

network leaders make a difference in facilitating strong, high quality ties among network 

members and when they make the most difference.   While securing essential effort in a 

network setting entails many components, I examine one aspect that is principal in a 

formal, goal-directed network; namely, the quality of ties among organizational 

participants.  Barnard (1938) defined the function of securing the essential efforts as the 

work necessary to first bring persons into cooperative relationships with the organization 

and secondly, to elicit services from that person.  A network is comprised not of 

organizations working cooperatively with another entity, but with organizations working 

cooperatively with each other, creating a larger entity – the network. Therefore, one of 

the primary components of securing essential effort in a network entails promoting 

cooperative relationships among organizational participants in the network, and then 

ensuring that organizations are contributing to those relationships.  Thus, my examination 

of network leadership in securing essential effort in the case of SACYHN focuses on two 

things: first, whether network leaders are indeed essential in facilitating cooperative 

relationships and high quality relationships between network members, and second, when 

this leadership role may be especially important.   
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HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

Securing effort in a network is often more complicated than in an organizational 

setting because the mechanisms for ensuring accountability in organizations are generally 

not in evidence in networks. This does not mean there are not mechanisms for ensuring 

accountability; but rather, that the mechanisms possible in a network setting are different 

from those in organizational settings.  For instance, norms and general reputation are 

usually cited as a means of holding network participants accountable (Powell, 1990).  In 

lieu of hierarchy, Ostrom (1990) stressed how reciprocity norms can lead to cooperation 

in governing common pool resources.  Several empirical network studies have also found 

norms to be a significant mechanism for governing networks (see Brass et al., 2005 for a 

review).  In addition, network structure may also be a means of control as well, such as 

the role of cliques or closure in enforcing norms of cooperation (Brass et al., 2005).  

Thus, norms and network structure are fundamental components to consider when 

examining collaborative effort in a network setting.   

Having the same norms and being connected to the same people/organizations 

could also be considered a form of homophily, since homophily is essentially similarity, 

whether it is based on location, membership, or attribute (Borgatti et al., 2009).  

Homophily has long been an important construct in the study of networks (McPherson, 

Smith-Lovin, and Cook, 2001), as has proximity, or similarity of location.  Organizations 

that are similar, either because they are proximate to each other or share the same norms 

are more likely to work together (Monge and Contractor, 2003).  Sustaining the quality of 

this relationship is also more likely, but it is unclear whether this is because of the ease of 
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collaboration, shared norms, or because they are concerned about upholding their 

reputation.  Though it may not be understood the exact reasons for why similarity 

impacts relationships among people/organizations, we do know that similarity is an 

important construct to consider when examining the relationships among organizations in 

a network.  As the past research on networks suggests, I propose the following baseline 

hypothesis regarding the relationship between similarity and the likelihood of 

organizational participants contributing effort to the network, at least in regard to entering 

collaborative relationships with each other and sustaining those relationships at a high 

quality level.    

 H1a: The greater the similarity of organizations in a formal, goal-directed 

network, the greater the level of collaboration between organizations. 

H1b: The greater the similarity of organizations in a formal, goal-directed 

network, the higher the quality of the relationship between organizations.   

Even though similarity likely affects which organizations are collaborating with 

which other organizations, network leaders may also be essential in achieving 

collaboration, especially in a formal, goal-directed network where organizations are not 

necessarily coming together serendipitously.  Rather, when organizations are working 

together to achieve a collective goal, the network goals may not always be clearly 

beneficial to their own organization.  In addition, the norms so essential for holding 

organizations accountable may not be present if the organizations working together are 

not similar enough to share the same norms or be concerned about their reputation.  

Though organizations working together in a network are interdependent, the extent of the 



240 
 

interdependency may vary. For instance, Fenger and Klok (2001) in building on the 

Advocacy Coalition Framework examined the likelihood of cooperation based on three 

types of interdependency (symbiotic, independent, or competitive) and three types of 

beliefs (congruent, indifferent, or divergent).   Casciaro and Piskorski (2005) also 

distinguished between interdependence that is mutually dependent and power imbalance.  

Therefore, it is important to consider the extent of similarity of organizations and when 

collaboration will be easier and when it will be more difficult.  Where collaboration is 

less likely to happen serendipitously, either because of the type of interdependence 

between organizations or the lack of shared norms, I argue that network leaders will be 

important in assuring organizations are putting forth network effort.  Network leaders can 

act as a substitute for norms, structure, or generalized reputation and facilitate 

connections among organizations and assure the organizations are contributing effort to 

the network.  They can do this if they are able to influence the network members, which 

they can only do if they have strong ties with the member organizations.  With these 

strong ties in place, then leaders can work to influence the organizations to collaborate 

through various leadership activities.  For instance, they can attempt to influence 

organizations using the approaches that emerged from the qualitative analysis in Chapter 

5:  working to resolve conflict between organizations, persuading them by drawing on 

network social capital, or by finding the resources to support their collaboration.  Thus, 

strong ties to network leaders also provide a mechanism through which organizations can 

be influenced to contribute effort and be held accountable for doing so.  Stated as 

hypotheses: 
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H2a: The stronger the mutual tie to network leaders in a formal, goal-directed 

network, the greater the level of collaboration between organizations. 

H2b: The stronger the mutual tie to network leaders in a formal, goal-directed 

network, the higher the quality of the relationship between organizations.   

 However, though I hypothesize that ties to network leaders will be a factor in 

securing effort, these ties are likely to be of greater importance under certain conditions.  

When organizations are similar to one another, the norms are in place to ease the 

difficulties of collaboration.  As Moynihan (2009) found in his examination of the 

Incident Command System (ICS) in emergency management, the success of ICS varied 

across cases.  Where success was greater was in the cases where the organizations 

involved in the emergency shared common norms, such as with fire fighters fighting 

fires.  Where the system had failed was in those cases like Hurricane Katrina where many 

different kinds of organizations were involved and no overarching norms governed, 

leading Moynihan to propose the importance of common norms even with a formal 

governance form is in place.  On the other hand, if organizations are too similar then 

competition may become an issue, as proposed by Fenger and Klok (2001).  Building off 

Van de Ven and Walker (1984), Oliver (1990) proposed domain consensus, or moderate 

levels of domain similarity as leading to cooperation, for too little or too much similarity 

impedes interaction. Nevertheless, competition resulting from similarity is likely to be 

more of an issue for networks in the for-profit sector or where organizations are 

competing for scarce resources; whereas the turf issues in the CCN partnerships studied 

by Weiner and Alexander (1998) occurred when there was ambiguity or diverging 
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interests.   Though organizations similar to one another in a public goal-directed network 

are likely competing for resources as well, they are also working towards the same end 

goal, making it more straightforward to agree on where to invest those resources when 

there is more goal consensus and similar norms and values.  I hypothesize that in a public 

goal-directed network, the organizations that are most similar to one another will likely 

chose to collaborate with one another because goal consensus and similar norms and 

values ease the difficulties of collaborating.  It is in those cases where goal consensus and 

similar norms are less likely, and thus, collaboration is not as easy, that ties to network 

leaders will be most important.  I argue that network leaders will be most essential in 

facilitating cooperation among organizations when similarity is not present as a driving 

force behind the relationships; which leads to the following final hypotheses. 

H3a: When the organizations in a formal, goal-directed network are dissimilar, 

the stronger the mutual tie to network leaders, the greater the level of collaboration 

between organizations.  

H3b: When the organizations in a formal, goal-directed network are dissimilar, 

the stronger the mutual tie to network leaders, the higher the quality of the relationship 

between organizations.   

 

ANALYSIS 

To test the hypotheses, Multiple Regression Quadratic Assignment Procedure 

(MRQAP) was used.  Using standard statistical tools can be problematic when analyzing 

network data because the data often does not fit the criteria of the basic assumptions 
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behind standard regression.  Specifically, network data often does not conform to the 

assumption of independence among the observations which can lead to unreliable 

standard errors.  To address this problem, Quadratic Assignment Procedure (QAP) was 

created and uses a two-step process to increase the reliability of the standard errors 

(Krackhardt, 1987).  QAP produces correlations among matrices of data, but the same 

process underlying QAP was used to develop MRQAP.  MRQAP is a two-step regression 

process, in which the first step is a standard regression model.  The second step then 

involves permutations of the rows and columns of a matrix and estimation of the standard 

errors, creating a distribution of standard errors.  The standard errors from the first step 

are then compared to the distribution of standard errors constructed from the second step 

to determine if the original standard errors are significantly different (Krackhardt, 1988).  

To perform the MRQAP, I used the Double Dekkar Partition Semi-Partialing method in 

UCINET (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman, 2002).  This method has been found to be 

robust under a variety of conditions either because of autocorrelation, spuriousness, or 

skewness (Dekker, Krackhardt, & Snijders, 2007). 

Understanding the method of analysis used here is important before delving into a 

discussion of the measures.  The difference between OLS regression and MRQAP, in 

addition to the second step performed with MRQAP, is the construction of the variables.  

MRQAP is similar to OLS, as it is for the analysis of continuous variables; however, all 

variables for MRQAP must be in matrix form and all matrices must be the same size and 

shape.  Therefore, the variables cannot be a column of values as is used in QLS, but 

rather have to be values that have meaning in regard to the dyads comprising the matrix.  
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A total of 4 MRQAP models were performed as two different dependent variables 

were developed for this analysis. The first two models test hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b, 

but to test hypotheses 3a and 3b a different model was necessary.   

Measures 

The two dependent variables derive from the two components of securing 

essential effort as defined by Barnard (1938), as the work necessary to first bring persons 

into cooperative relationships with the organization and secondly, to elicit services from 

that person. As discussed earlier, a network is based on cooperative relationships among 

members, rather than with a separate entity as in the case of organizations.  Bringing 

organizations into cooperative relationships relates to the extent of the collaboration 

between network members, and whether organizations are contributing to the relationship 

relates to the quality of the relationship between organizations.  Therefore, the two 

variables used to operationalize securing effort are the extent of collaboration of network 

relationships and the quality of the network relationships.     

Data measuring both of these variables comes from the relationship matrix in the 

organizational questionnaire.   The first dependent variable, the extent of collaboration 

between organizations, was measured by the multiplexity of the tie between dyads.  How 

to measure collaboration is an issue in the public management literature (Thomson, Perry, 

and Miller, 2008). As Keast, Brown, and Mandell (2007) note, there is also the need to 

develop measures to distinguish between cooperation, coordination, and collaboration.  

Keast et al. propose distinguishing between these 3 Cs based on the duration of the 

relationship and the level of risk.  However, I am measuring the extent of collaboration 
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through the multiplexity of the relationships, which is a measure of how robust a tie is 

(Provan and Milward, 2001).  The extent of multiplexity of dyadic ties was used to 

operationalize the extent of collaboration among the network members, as the more 

activities a relationship is based on, the greater the commitment of both organizations to 

the relationship.  The multiplexity of the relationships is measured by the total number of 

confirmed activities between each dyad, with possible values ranging from 0 (no 

relationship) to 6 (relationship present based on all 6 types of activities assessed in the 

questionnaire).  As the relationships were confirmed, this measure is already in the matrix 

form required for MRQAP.  The extent of multiplexity for each dyad is the total number 

of confirmed activities by each partner in the dyad.     

The second dependent variable relates to the effort the organizations put into their 

relationships with other network members.  Though organizations probably choose to 

collaborate with those organizations with which they have a good working relationship, 

this may not always be the case.  Especially in the context of a network comprised mostly 

of public agencies, coercive pressures are likely to be present (Frumkin and 

Galaskiewicz, 2004). Organizations may have little choice but to work with certain other 

organizations, though one organization may in fact be frustrated by the lack of effort on 

the other organization’s part.  Still, there is likely to be a high correlation between the 

extent of collaboration between organizations and the quality of the relationship, figuring 

out which comes first has been a dilemma in the network literature for many decades. 

The point here is not to attempt to address this chicken and egg dilemma, but rather, to 

examine whether leadership is important in both phases of securing effort.   
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The quality of the working relationship was measured by the item in the 

relationship matrix of the organizational questionnaire asking organizational respondents 

to rate the quality of the relationship between their organization and the organizations 

with which their organization had a relationship.  Relationship quality was defined in the 

questionnaire as “how confident you are that the organization will do what they say they 

will do in its dealings with your organization, based on your expectations, and not just 

focus on the needs of their own organization”.  Therefore, this dimension of relationship 

quality aligns well with the idea of eliciting effort from the organizations, in assessing 

how confident the organization is that their partner will follow through on their 

commitment to the relationship.  Relationship quality was rated by organizational 

respondents on a 5 point scale ranging from 1 (poor relationship) to 5 (excellent 

relationship). As this measure was already in matrix form, due to the way it was 

measured, the only transformation made to it for the MRQAP was to basically confirm 

the quality of the relationship.  The two relationship quality values reported by both 

organizations in a dyad was averaged and this averaged value was used as the measure of 

the relationship quality of the dyad.  Thus, if organization A rated the quality of the 

relationship with organization B as a 4, but organization B rated the quality of the 

relationship with A as a 3, then the relationship quality was confirmed as a 3.5.  As the 

purpose of this analysis is not in examining the differences in the perceptions of the 

quality of the relationship, using the average value is a more conservative approach.  This 

process increases the reliability much like confirmation does with the reporting of 

relationships, as it helps in offsetting the variation in how respondents rate items.    
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  The independent variables included in the various models consisted of seven 

measures, five for similarity and two for network leaders.   The first measure of 

similarity, “norm similarity” was respondents’ perception of similarity based on similar 

norms as indicated in the organizational questionnaire.  The item in the questionnaire (Q-

12) asked respondents to nominate up to 5 organizations with which they believed had 

“norms, values, and ways of working that are most similar to yours.”  This variable was 

left in its original form, meaning that the variable is a matrix and a 1 indicates that an 

organization nominated the other organization as similar to their organization and 0 for 

all other cells. 

The second similarity variable was based on organizational attributes rather than 

perceptions and is a measure of similarity due to regional location and service sector.  

The actual variable, “domain similarity” is a correlation matrix that was calculated using 

two other measures.  A variable for same service sector was constructed based on an item 

in the questionnaire asking respondents to indicate the percentage of resources their 

organization spent on activities in regard to children and youth.  The organization was 

then included in the service sector where it spends majority of its resources.  There were 

five service sectors: health, justice, social services, education, and community services. A 

same service sector variable was compiled at the dyadic level; for each dyad, if both 

organizations were considered in the same service sector this was coded as 1, and coded 

as 0 if they were not in the same service sector.  A variable was then constructed in the 

same way for regional location.  Which region an organization was associated with was 

derived from its membership on the regional committees, and secondary data was used to 
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place organizations not serving on regional committees.  There were five regions, the 

four regions forming the basis of the regional committee structure and one region for 

those organizations based in the provincial capital located outside of the geographical 

boundary of the network, in Northern Alberta.  For each dyad, if the two organizations 

were located in the same region, the variable was coded as 1 and 0 if they were not 

located in the same region. “Domain similarity” was then created by correlating the two 

matrices of same service sector and same region using the “Correlate columns across 

datasets” function in UCINET VI (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman, 2002).  This function 

produces a correlation matrix where the individual scores indicate how similar the 

organizations in a dyad are to one another, ranging from -1 to 1.  This variable, “domain 

similarity” therefore measures the extent to which organizations are similar to one 

another based on both service sector and regional location. 

To test hypothesis 3a and 3b, whether ties to network leaders are a greater factor 

under conditions of dissimilarity, the “domain similarity” was divided into three separate 

measures.  The values for domain similarity were between -1 and 1, and so values greater 

than 0.3 were coded the dummy variable “similar”.  Values lower than -0.3 were coded as 

the dummy variable “dissimilar” and values between -0.3 and 0.3 were coded as the 

dummy variable “symbiotic”.  This process resulted in three matrix form dummy 

variables isolating similarity and non-similarity, as well as the range between the two.    

Ties to network leaders was also measured through two different variables, based 

on the two leader groups that emerged as important in securing effort from the qualitative 

analysis in Chapter 5.  The first group was the SACYHN staff, SACYHNF, and the 
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variable “SACYHNF ties” is based on the particular dyadic ties between network 

members and SACYHN staff, which included regional network coordinators.  These ties 

were not included elsewhere in the analysis, but the ties organizations had to the 

SACYHN staff was collected in the same way as the ties among organizations.  The 

actual values for the variable are the minimum number of shared activities as the basis of 

the ties that both organizations of the dyad had with SACYHNF.   This calculation 

process was the same minimization process used for confirming the network ties 

(discussed in Chapter 3). For instance, if organization A was tied to SACYHNF through 

5 shared activities, but organization B had a tie to SACYHNF that was based on only 3 

shared activities, then the tie to SACYHNF for that particular dyad was set at 3.   

The final variable was the same as ties to SACYHN staff, except that rather than 

the ties organizations had to the SACYHNF node, the ties network members had to two 

key regional organizations was taken as the measure for “regional leader ties”.  These 

regional leaders were chosen because the leadership role they played in the network 

overall and in their regions was specifically noted in the interviews, both in reference to 

the organization and to specific individuals representing that organization.  One of these 

regional leaders was the organization that was the driver behind the network and so its 

role in securing effort had been discussed in all of the interviews with SACYHN staff and 

with all the regional representatives, either serving on regional committees or the 

Steering Committee.  The other regional leader was specifically discussed in two of the 

SACYHN staff interviews and in all of the interviews with regional committee members, 

other than the one with the representatives of that organization.  In the interviews with the 
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SACYHN staff and with the regional committee members, this regional leader was 

pointed out, especially in making the comparison between the leadership present in that 

region and lacking in other regions. For this reason, I will not disclose the name of this 

regional leader node in order to mask the difference between the regions.  The two 

organizations perceived as regional leaders were also two organizations repeatedly 

discussed in Chapter 4 as playing a key role in the structure of the network.  Therefore, 

between the role these organizations played structurally and the importance placed on 

them by interviewees, these two organizations were clearly important network leaders.      

Ties network members then had to either of those regional leader organizations 

were collapsed so that the maximum value was taken, indicating the highest number of 

shared activities connecting the network member with either of the regional leaders.  This 

column of data was then transformed into matrix form by taking the minimum number of 

shared activities connecting both organizations in a dyad to either of these regional 

leaders.  For example, if organization A had ties to both regional leaders, but one was 

based on 6 activities and one on 3, then it was coded that organization A had a tie link of 

6 to the regional leader organizations.  However, if organization B had a tie link of 2 to 

the regional leader organizations, then the cell representing the dyad between A and B 

would be coded as a 2.         

Results 

Before running the MRQAPs, correlation matrices of the variables were 

constructed using QAP.  As indicated in Table 6.1 the two dependent variables, 

multiplexity and relationship quality were highly correlated with one another, at 0.870.  
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Table 1 also shows that several of the independent variables were positively correlated 

with each other and significantly similar, which is to be expected given the conceptual 

similarity of many of the variables.  The Pearson correlation values are not especially 

high however. 

TABLE 7.1: MODEL 1 AND 2 VARIABLE CORRELATIONS 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1.Norm Similarity      

2.Domain Similarity .140***     

3.SACYHNF Ties .153*** -.004    

4.Regional Leader Ties .194*** .049 .290*   

5.Multiplexity .415*** .177*** .287*** .322***  

6.Relationship Quality .381*** .184*** .277*** .311*** .870*** 

*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 

 

The extent of collaboration between dyads was the dependent variable for the first 

MRQAP model and the quality of the relationships for the second model.  The results of 

these two analyses are shown in Table 6.2.  All of the variables were significant, 

indicating that similarity and ties to network leaders are both significant factors in 

explaining the level of collaboration and quality of relationship between network 

members.  Specifically, supporting hypothesis 1, the more similar members of a dyad are 

to one another, either because of norms or domain similarity, the greater the multiplexity 

of their relationships and the higher the quality of the relationships. Supporting 

hypothesis 2, the stronger the mutual ties to network leaders, either to the SACYHN staff 
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or to the regional leader organizations, also the greater the multiplexity of their 

relationships and the higher the quality of the relationship. However, the two models in 

Table 6.2 do differ slightly in that the significance levels and coefficients are slightly 

different.  The only change in significance level is with SACYHNF ties which is 

significant at the p<.001 level in model 1, but drops to significance at the p<.01 in model 

2.  The variable with the greatest magnitude in explaining multiplexity is the norm 

similarity variable with a standardized coefficient of .332.  However, in explaining 

relationship quality the magnitude of the norm similarity variable is the lowest, whereas 

domain similarity has the greatest magnitude in explaining relationship quality with a 

standardized coefficient of .297.   
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Models 1 and 2 indicate that similarity and ties to network leaders do matter in 

securing effort.  Since this chapter focuses on examining under which conditions ties to 

network leaders may be more important, models 3 and 4 were developed to test 

hypotheses 3a and 3b.  To test whether ties to network leaders are more important when 

organizations are dissimilar, dummy variables were created to compare the effect of ties 

to network leaders when organizations are similar versus dissimilar.  In these models 

instead of the domain similarity variable, the three dummy variables extracted from 

“domain similarity” were included. In addition, interaction terms were constructed to test 

the interaction between the level of similarity and ties to network leaders, to examine 

whether the extent of similarity conditions the effect of ties to network leaders.  Using the 

“Make Interaction Term for Regression” function in UCINet 6 (Borgatti), interaction 

terms between each of the network leader variables and each of the similarity 

trichotomized variables were created.  The standard variables were mean-centered in the 

process of calculating the interactions to prevent high correlation between the standard 

variables and the interaction variables. The correlations between all the variables for 

models 3 and 4 are provided in Table 6.3.  As expected, “similar” was positively 

correlated with “norm similarity”, but the other domain variables were negatively 

correlated, as now the variables measure the extent of similarity and dissimilarity.  The 

correlations between the interaction variables and the standard variables varied in degree 

and direction of correlations, with the highest correlation between norm similarity and the 
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interaction between dissimilar and ties to Regional Leaders, “Dissimilar X Regional 

Leaders” at -0.977. 

TABLE 7.3: MODEL 3 AND 4 VARIABLE CORRELATIONS 

 1 2 3 4 

1.Norm Similarity     
2.Similar .149***    
3. Symbiotic -.058 -.255***   
4. Dissimilar -.102* -.237*** -.379***  
5.SACYHNF Ties .153*** .001 -.036 .046 
6.Reg Lead Ties .194*** .079* -.232 .056 
7.Similar X SACYHNF -.102*** -.313*** .015 .079*** 
8.Similar X Reg Lead -.023 .017 -.122*** .047* 
9.Symbiotic X SACYHNF .007 .004 -.021 .034* 
10.Symbiotic X Reg Lead .042 -.126*** .494*** -.102** 
11.Dissimilar X SACYHNF .095** .004 .110 .029 
12.Dissimilar X Reg Lead -.011 -.036 .146*** -.044* 
13.Multiplexity .415*** .181*** -.059 -.155** 
14.Relationship Quality .381*** .192*** -.067 -.151** 

 5 6 7 8 

1.Norm Similarity     
2.Similar     
3. Symbiotic     
4. Dissimilar     
5.SACYHNF Ties     
6.Reg Lead Ties .290*    
7.Similar X SACYHNF -.191*** -.080*   
8.Similar X Reg Lead -.039* .237*** .044  
9.Symbiotic X SACYHNF -.039** -.057** -.705*** -.172*** 
10.Symbiotic X Reg Lead .020 -.115 -.188*** -.407*** 
11.Dissimilar X SACYHNF .621*** .185* -.114*** .056* 
12.Dissimilar X Reg Lead -.009 -.405*** -.017 -.977*** 
13.Multiplexity .287*** .322*** -.117*** .041 
14.Relationship Quality .277*** .311*** -.109*** .054 
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TABLE 7.3 CONTINUED: MODEL 3 AND 4 VARIABLE CORRELATIONS 

 9 10 11 12 13 

1.Norm Similarity      
2.Similar      
3. Symbiotic      
4. Dissimilar      
5.SACYHNF Ties      
6.Reg Lead Ties      
7.Similar X SACYHNF      
8.Similar X Reg Lead      
9.Symbiotic X SACYHNF      
10.Symbiotic X Reg Lead .258***     
11.Dissimilar X SACYHNF .074*** .242***    
12.Dissimilar X Reg Lead .173*** .431*** -.052***   
13.Multiplexity -.011 .029 .179*** .093*  
14.Relationship Quality -.011 .010 .171*** .105* .870*** 

*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ 
.001 

 

The results of model 3 with mulitplexity as the dependent variable, and model 4 

with relationship quality as the dependent variable are provided in Table 6.4. The 

symbiotic variable was held as the reference category for the domain similarity dummy 

variables.  In both models, all the standard variables were significant with positive 

coefficients, except for the variable “dissimilar” which was also significant, but with a 

negative coefficient.  Therefore, these results are consistent with the results of models 1 

and 2, indicating that similarity and ties to network leaders are likely to lead to greater 

multiplexity and higher quality of relationships.  Domain dissimilarity is likely to lead to 

relationships that are less multiplex and with lower relationship quality. 

The interaction variables were not significant for the most part.  The only 

significant interaction variable was “Dissimilar X Regional Leaders” for model 3 and 

none of the interaction variables were significant for model 4.  The results do indicate an 
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interesting story, though, because mutual ties to the network management staff were a 

factor in general, but did not have a greater effect either under network member similarity 

or dissimilarity.  On the other hand, mutual ties to regional leaders were a significant 

factor in explaining multiplex relationships between network members when network 

members were dissimilar. This effect was not significant in Model 4; thus, mutual ties to 

regional leaders did not have a significant effect on relationship quality, only on the 

extent of collaboration between the network members.   
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All together, the four models indicate that the hypotheses were partially 

supported.  Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b were supported in that similarity and ties to 

network leaders do have a significant effect on the multiplexity of relationships and the 

quality of the relationships.  Hypothesis 3a was partially supported but hypothesis 3b was 

not supported. Ties to SACYHN staff did not have a greater effect under conditions of 

similarity or dissimilarity; however, ties to regional leaders did have a significant effect 

when network members were not similar to one another.  Ties to regional leaders were 

only significant under conditions of dissimilarity for explaining multiplex relationships, 

though, and not for explaining high quality relationships.          

 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR NETWORK LEADERSHIP 

In examining the dyadic ties underlying the overall structure of SACYHN, I was 

able to investigate if and when mutual ties to network leaders make a difference in 

securing essential effort.  I found that network members that are similar to one another, 

because of norm similarity or domain similarity, are more likely to collaborate with one 

another and to have higher quality relationships.  I also found that strong mutual ties to 

network leaders, either the SACYHN management staff or regional leaders, were also 

associated with greater collaboration and higher quality relationships between network 

members.  Ties to SACYHN leaders mattered most in securing effort from network 

members when they were based on the level of interdependence between the 

organizations.  Network members that were less similar to one another, based on domain 

similarity, were less likely to have multiplex and high quality relationships.  Though 
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mutual ties to SACYHN managers was a factor in securing effort in general, ties to 

regional leaders were significant when network members were less similar to one 

another. Because network members that were dissimilar were less likely to have 

multiplex and high quality relationships with one another, the finding that mutual strong 

ties to regional leaders leads to greater multiplexity has important implications for 

securing essential effort.  This finding offers evidence that network leaders may have an 

important role to play in facilitating cooperative relationships among network members 

that are less interdependent.   

Thus, the findings reported in this chapter provide evidence that network leaders 

make a difference in securing the effort necessary to achieve inter-organizational 

collaboration. When that role is most important depends on the level of interdependency 

between organizations. Network members that are more symbiotic and interdependent 

will need less urging to work with each other (Fenger and Klok, 2001).  As described in 

one of the interviews, it takes time to develop the collaborative relationships that are 

necessary to achieve the greater network goals:  

“You need to have the right people that are like minded.  A lot of people I 
worked with, we don’t worry about territory, we’re more concerned about 
outcomes.  Because we already know each other we don’t have hidden 
agendas, we’re just trying to get to the end point here.  But if you don’t 
know somebody, it takes that time of just figuring it out, and it becomes a 
little more territorial and less about what you are trying to achieve.” 
(Steering Committee Member) 

 

Under these conditions of less familiarity is where network leadership has a greater role 

to play, in facilitating the relationships that may not be as easily or as quickly to form.  

The mutual strong tie to network leadership provides the means through which network 
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members can be persuaded that working together is valuable to the overall outcome.  This 

role of the network leaders as third party influence is much like the findings by Gulati 

(1995) on the role of indirect ties as a referral mechanism for bringing firms together in 

alliances.  The influence of a third-party on dyadic relationships is also as theorized by 

Granovetter (1973) that strong ties will lead to triadic closures.  Thus, strong ties with 

network leaders provide the means to persuade network members that are otherwise 

unlikely to work closely together when left to their own means to realize the value of 

working together.    

These findings have important implications for both theory and practice.  First, by 

focusing on the Barnardian function of securing essential effort, what emerges is the role 

network leaders play in getting organizations into cooperative relationships and assuring 

they contribute the effort necessary to sustain those relationships.  This network 

leadership role may not be necessary when organizations are similar enough, either 

because it is easier for them to collaborate in the first place or because there are similar 

norms holding the organizations accountable to one other.  Thus, when the 

interdependence between two organizations is symbiotic, network managers may not be 

essential in securing effort from network members.  But when organizations are less 

dependent on one another, because they are dissimilar, then network leaders may be 

essential in getting organizations to collaborate with one another and put forth enough 

effort in the relationship so that they trust one another.  

This research also has practical implications as it can help network leaders in 

attaining the effort necessary to achieve collaborative advantage.  Understanding that the 
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role of network leader may be essential in getting cooperative relationships among 

organizations depends upon the type of interdependence between organizations, can help 

network managers know where in the network they need to focus their efforts.  Also, the 

idea that this role is the role of network managers is not necessarily true.  Though 

network managers may surely have a role to play in securing effort, as they did in the 

case of SACYHN, other leadership may be more effective in influencing agencies to 

work together.  Persuading network members to work with one another requires more of 

the transformational skills associated with leadership than the transactional skills of 

management (Zaleznik, 1977).  Even if network managers are the ones working to secure 

effort, the means through which this is done requires leadership skills. Taking some of 

the burden off the network management staff, network members in place to be leaders 

could fulfill this leadership role as effectively, or possibly even more effectively, than 

network managers.   

The work in this chapter is an attempt to contribute to the limited research on 

network functioning by focusing on the role of network leadership in securing the effort 

from network members necessary to achieve collective outcomes.  Network leaders may 

not necessarily need to be concerned with securing effort by facilitating cooperative 

relationships between all member organizations; rather, the role of the network leader 

may be to facilitate relationships where relationships are less likely to happen 

serendipitously, specifically when organizations are more independent of one another.  

The behaviors of network leaders revolve around easing collaborative inertia so 

collaborative advantaged is achieved.  If it is recognized that one of the reasons for these 
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behaviors is to secure effort, then our understanding of network leadership can be 

progressed by also recognizing when securing that effort will be more difficult; and thus 

may require nudging by network leaders.  However, as discussed in the previous chapter, 

relationships among all network members may not be necessary or feasible.  The 

argument here is not to contradict the argument in Chapter 5 and suggest that all network 

members should be connected to one another to secure essential effort.  Rather, the point 

here is that where it may be necessary for network members to work with one another to 

achieve collective outcomes, nudging by network leaders may be needed if those network 

members involved are less likely to recognize the interdependency of their actions.  

This analysis is, of course, not without its limitations.  Many of these limitations 

will be addressed in the concluding chapter; however, the direction of causality is a clear 

limitation in this analysis.  Longitudinal research on the case would help determine 

causality, specifically if network leaders are making a difference in the extent of 

collaboration among organizations and the quality of the relationships, or if the 

relationships found in this network are only associational and represent what naturally 

occurs over time in working within a network.  This work is exploratory and about theory 

building and there is not enough empirical evidence to conclude that network leaders do 

make a difference in securing essential effort, especially when organizations are 

dissimilar.  Future work should test whether network leaders do, over time, impact the 

extent of collaboration and quality of relationships between network members.  Future 

work should also examine how context may make a difference of when this leadership 

has a greater impact.  In the particular context of SACYHN, the more similar network 
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members were, the more they were likely to have high quality multiplex relationships.  In 

other contexts, though, similar organizations may compete with one another and it may 

be in those cases where network leadership becomes more essential.  In addition, the 

results in this analysis were limited in explaining relationship quality. Future work should 

examine the various activities involved in securing effort and the different roles that may 

be necessary for those different activities.  It may be that network leadership has a role to 

play in getting organizations to work with one another, but when it comes to the quality 

of the relationships, third parties may have little influence. 

Despite these limitations, this work offers a start to better understand why and 

when network leaders have an important role to play in ensuring organizations in a 

formal, goal-directed network are contributing effort to the network.  Aligning multiple 

players across many boundaries of action means aligning many different organizations 

with varied levels and forms of interdependencies.  Getting these multiple players to 

work together just may be the essential role of network leaders in making a multi-

organizational approach to contemporary public management work.   
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CHAPTER EIGHT: FORMULATING AND DEFINING PURPOSE 

The third Barnardian function, formulating and defining purpose, is a function 

that distinguishes inter-organizational relations from inter-organizational networks in 

general.  Whereas the former is a research perspective about how properties of inter-

organizational relations impact organizations, the latter research perspective views inter-

organizational networks as a form of coordinating and governing (Ebbers, 1997; Powell, 

Koput, and Smith-Doerr, 1996; Jones, Hesterly, and Borgatti, 1997). Underlying this 

latter view is that there is a purpose to the network, around which the exchanges among 

organizations in the network are coordinated.  This is especially true in regard to the 

study of public networks because formal, goal-directed networks encompass most of the 

network research attention in the field of public management (Provan, Fish, and Sydow, 

2007).    

 Given this prominence of purpose in distinguishing networks from network 

forms, it is not surprising that the importance of purpose was a finding that emerged from 

the qualitative analysis in Chapter 5.   Even in the case of SACYHN, where purpose was 

formulated and defined early on, the need to constantly ensure commitment or buy-in to 

that purpose was part of network functioning.  As discussed in the SACYHN interviews, 

purpose had to frequently be reformulated and defined in order to ensure it never became 

too broad or vague, causing network members to question the aims of the network.  In the 

case of SACYHN, the early Steering Committee leaders had been perceived as playing an 

important part in formulating, defining, and maintaining purpose.  These leaders had been 

acknowledged as key in safeguarding the focus on children and youth and in ensuring 
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that the decision-making norms of the Steering Committee were in the alignment of 

priorities, specifically in aligning the provincial and regional priorities.   

 What also emerged from the qualitative analysis, however, was the concern that 

the leadership at the Steering Committee was not as strong as it had once been.  Due to 

changes in the Co-chair and Honorary Chair roles, concerns were expressed that the lack 

of consistency in leadership had negatively impacted the network.  Several interviewees 

also questioned whether the current Steering Committee had been effective at revisiting 

the network’s purpose and ensuring the original purpose was never lost.  Though this 

questioning of current Steering Committee leadership points to what may have been a 

weakness of SACYHN, the data I collected only allows for a recognition of this potential 

weakness.  This weakness does, however, impact the examination of formulating and 

defining purpose in this chapter, making it difficult to determine the role governance 

leaders may play in formulating and defining purpose.  What was clear from the 

qualitative analysis was that purpose and norms had been effectively established early on, 

even if the sustainability of that purpose and those norms was questionable.   

Noting this questionable continuance of leadership as a potential limitation of my 

analysis, this chapter will examine formulating and defining purpose.  Rather than 

examining the particular individual leaders that were perceived as important in the 

founding of the purpose and norms of working, what will be examined is whether the 

norms and the structure they founded makes a difference in attaining commitment to the 

network’s purpose.  Specifically, this analysis will be an examination of the structure of 

relationships that are associated with congruence of organizational and network purpose 



267 
 

 267

and the role of the governance structure in that association.  Drawing on the forms of 

social capital, crisp set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (csQCA) will be used to 

examine the different types of relationship involvement across the network and which 

portfolios of relationships are associated with congruence of network and organizational 

goals.   

 

THEORY BUILDING 

The idea that a network can have a purpose in and of itself that goes beyond the 

purpose of serving the needs of member organizations is one of the fundamental ideas 

behind the whole network approach and the study of goal-directed networks (Provan, 

Fish, and Sydow, 2007).   Common purpose in inter-organizational relations has been a 

topic of discussion for many years, starting as early as 1976 with Van de Ven’s 

discussion of domain similarity.  The similar concept of goal consensus in the study of 

inter-organizational networks has also been commonly discussed as a network 

environment characteristic (McGuire, 2002).  Unlike domain similarity, goal consensus 

does not necessarily mean similarity among network participants, but rather that there is 

consensus about the goals, or purpose, of the network.  In general, it is thought that when 

there is goal consensus, network members will be more committed to the network and 

more likely to work with one another (Provan and Kenis, 2008).   

 Goal consensus is one of the conditions which Provan and Kenis (2008) proposed 

as a factor for selection of governance form.  They argued that a shared governance form 

works best under conditions of high goal consensus, a lead-agency form when goal 
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consensus is intermediate, and the NAO form when goal consensus is moderately high. 

Under conditions of low goal consensus, no governance form will necessarily be 

effective as low goal consensus among network participants will cripple a network.            

 Under the NAO form, as with SACYHN’s governance form, Provan and Kenis 

(2008) theorized that a subset of network members will have greater network 

involvement and higher commitment to network goals.  The other members will be less 

involved, less committed, and have only modest goal consensus.  Provan and Kenis also 

stated that it is the role of the NAO leader and staff to work with those other members to 

enhance commitment to network goals.  The general idea is that there is a close 

association between network involvement and goal consensus. Involvement is necessary 

for goal consensus, whether directly through governance involvement or indirectly 

through involvement via working with the NAO management.  

 However, enhancing commitment to network goals is not a matter of goal 

consensus, but rather, goal congruence.  Goal consensus is the extent of agreement 

among network members about the goals of the network, which is especially an issue 

with governance.  When making governance decisions, the more goal consensus among 

those serving as part of the NAO, the easier it will be to agree on directions for the 

network.  Once that direction is set by that subset of members, the greater need in regard 

to enhancing commitment is in convincing other network members that the goals of the 

network align with their own mandates.  Therefore, enhancing network wide commitment 

it is about enhancing the perceptions of goal congruence between network member 

organizational goals and the network goals.  Whereas at the network level formulating 
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purpose is impacted by goal consensus because formulating purpose is about setting the 

strategic direction of the network, once the purpose of the network is in place, the work 

of the NAO management as described by Provan and Kenis is in building goal 

congruency.  The work of building goal congruency is in convincing network members 

that the goals of the network and their own organization are congruent, and thus, that 

there is agreement about purpose.   

I, however, propose that involvement through the NAO management is not how 

greater goal congruency will be achieved in a large heterogeneous network.  Though I 

have argued elsewhere in this dissertation that network management is key to providing 

the system of communication and in securing essential effort, it is also likely that goal 

congruency is achieved through relationships with other network participants, and not 

necessarily through ties to network management.  Instead, what is important is the tie 

portfolio of network members, especially when connected with others across different 

domains or closely linked to the subset of members responsible for shaping network 

goals.      

 To categorize the different types of ties comprising a network member’s portfolio, 

I draw on the dimensions of social capital.  Social capital is a concept first put forward by 

the sociologists James Coleman and Pierre Bourdieu and popularized by Robert Putnam 

in his case for the disappearance of social capital in American society (1993, 2000).  

Though there are many different ways to conceptualize what social capital is, network 

scholars tend to conceptualize social capital as the outcomes of network relations, or the 

resources that flow through network structures (Szreter and Woolcock, 2004).   
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 My use of the dimensions of social capital is not to delve into the concept of 

social capital, but only to borrow the dimensions of social capital as has been put forward 

by social capital scholars.  Putnam (2000) distinguished between bonding and bridging 

social capital; bonding being the relationships between individuals that see themselves as 

similar and bridging being the relationships among individuals that are not similar.  In 

recent years another dimension of capital has also been proposed, linking capital.  

Linking capital is a form of bridging capital, as it is capital stemming from relationships 

across different groups, but it was proposed as a way to specify relationships across 

formal institutions or power differentials.  Specifically, linking social capital is defined as 

“the norms of respect and networks of trusting relationships between people who are 

interacting across explicit, formal or institutionalized power or authority gradients in 

society” (Szreter and Woolcock, 2004:6).  In the study of health and welfare, linking 

social capital has been shown to impact welfare, especially the absence of linking capital 

in poor communities (Narayan, 2000; Krishna, 2002).   

 Correspondently, I will use bonding, bridging, and linking to categorize the 

different types of relationships maintained by members of a network.  As Provan and 

Kenis note, “Although all networks comprise a range of interactions among participants, 

a focus on governance involves the use of institutions and structures of authority and 

collaboration to allocate resources and to coordinate and control joint action across the 

network as a whole” (2008: 231).  As noted by these scholars, most network interactions 

involve a range of interactions and thus, as an attempt to categorize this range of 

interactions among participants, I will use bonding, bridging, and linking as the types of 
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interaction.  Bonding ties are the ties among organizations in similar domains and 

bridging are the ties across domains.  Then as governance, according to Provan and 

Kenis, is the use of institutions and structures of authority, and linking capital derives 

from the relationships across institutionalized power or authority structures, linking 

interactions can be categorized as those linking network members with the network 

governance structure.   

 By categorizing the types of relationships in a network based on bonding, 

bridging, and linking, I am then able to better isolate which types of relationships are 

associated with greater goal congruence.  Specifically, I argue that ties to network 

managers will not necessarily be the relationships through which greater goal congruence 

will be attained.  Network managers have no doubt a role to play in achieving goal 

congruency, but that role is the same function that has already been addressed in Chapter 

6, in providing the system of communication.  For instance, Saz-Carranza and Ospina 

(2011) proposed the importance of bridging work by NAO staff in managing the 

unity/diversity tension in networks.  According to Saz-Carranza and Ospina, the objective 

of bridging work is to “link diverse members to generate unity for joint action in the 

whole network” (357).  What bridging work entails, however, is mediating member 

interaction and the specific ways in which Saz-Carranza and Ospina note that bridging 

work is performed are by “creating space for dialogue and interaction, recognizing 

member involvement, mediating among members, and disseminating information across 

member organizations” (350).  This bridging work very closely resembles what I have 

argued is the function of providing a system of communication.  The bridging work of 
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network management is, therefore, one of the means by which the relationships across 

diverse groups are developed, but it is the resulting bridging relationships that in turn lead 

to greater goal congruency.     

Collaborating with others in different domains can expand one’s view of what the 

network should be trying to achieve.  As Barnard (1938) noted about formulating and 

defining purpose, one way to ensure members’ contributions to the network are 

consistent with the network’s purpose is through common norms and values. Establishing 

common norms and values can occur through learning from others in different domains, 

learning about the overlap and boundaries of domains, and where the goal congruence 

lies.  For instance, one of the outcomes of the SACYHN network according to those 

interviewed was in finding those areas of overlap among different agencies and their 

mandates.  What this led to was the discovery of the directions where agencies could 

move together without losing sight of their own organizational mandates. For instance, as 

one regional representative noted in an interview: 

Collaboration has, if we do it right, has the possibility of us doing our 
work in new and different ways, maximizing our resources and it’s not 
even the resources, one of the resources we don’t talk about is the talent at 
the table.  You learn from each other too….There’s respect for the 
professional expertise, but it’s bigger than that now, it’s what can we do 
together.  And that adaptive change is really the opportunity. (Regional 
Representative) 
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Or as noted by a SACYHN staff member:  

There was less understanding before [the network], of internal limitations, 
of mandates.  Now there is much greater trust, much greater 
understanding, much greater willingness to air internal business.  We have 
gotten much better at identifying the issues and needs around children and 
youth in our region and willingness to share our resources and share our 
ideas collectively.         

  

Therefore, bridging ties provide a mechanism for goal congruence.  By 

connecting with those in different domains, the perspective of network members is 

expanded regarding what the greater network goals are and how their own goals provide 

an essential piece in the greater aims of the network.  Stated as a hypothesis: 

H1: Strong bridging ties, assessed as ties to others in different domains, will be a 

sufficient but not necessary condition for network members to perceive the network’s 

purpose to be congruent with their own purpose. 

The link between bridging ties and goal congruency is based on the influence that 

other network members in different domains will have on a network member’s 

perspective of network goals.  I propose, though, an additional means through which goal 

congruency will be attained and that is through a specific type of bridging tie, namely 

linking ties.  Linking ties provide a more direct means than general bridging ties through 

which goal congruency can be attained.  If network members have ties with those setting 

the network goals, these ties provide channels through which influence regarding network 

priorities can flow.  The way in which Barnard (1938) discussed formulating and defining 

purpose was in the flow of influence between those at the top level of the organization 

and those at the bottom of the organization, with “indoctrinating those at the lower levels 
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with general purpose” and for the lower level, “the ‘ultimate’ contributors”, to inform the 

top of the actual conditions to which the top is insulated (233).  In Barnard’s view, 

though those at the lower level could inform those setting the purpose, but the purpose 

was set at the top and communicated downward.  In a network setting, if the norms are 

more inclusive in the setting of purpose, then the flow of influence between those setting 

the purpose and all others is more bi-directional.  In the case of SACYHN, alignment of 

provincial and regional priorities was given precedence and the norms established were in 

using the network as a means of learning about the priorities at each level and working to 

align them.      

With the norms that had been established early on of bi-directional influence, 

though only a subset of network members were involved in the whole network 

governance structure, the channels accessible for influencing the setting of purpose leads 

to greater inclusiveness.  Thus, if network members did indeed have access to these 

channels of influence, then these channels provided the means to either influence the 

setting of purpose or be influenced to agree with that purpose by those members of the 

governance structure.  Therefore, ties to those shaping the direction of the network, or 

linking ties to the governance structure, provide another type of tie through which goal 

congruence can be attained.  Strong linking ties in a network member’s portfolio of ties 

will then also be associated with greater goal congruence; specifically, the ties a network 

member has to the governance structure is the type of network interaction that will be 

associated with greater goal congruence.  Stated as a hypothesis: 
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H2: Strong linking ties, assessed as ties to the network’s governance structure, will be a 

sufficient but not necessary condition for network members to perceive the network’s 

purpose to be congruent with their own purpose. 

 

ANALYSIS 

 To test the hypotheses, crisp set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (csQCA) was 

employed.  The benefits of using QCA in this type of research were discussed in Chapter 

6, in which fuzzy set QCA was used.  Crisp set QCA is different from fuzzy set in that 

the outcome is binary, the outcome is either present or absent and is not calibrated to 

represent a gradient scale 

Measures 

In examining goal congruency, two outcome measures were analyzed and six 

causal conditions were included in the analysis.  Two ways of conceptualizing goal 

congruence were examined as outcomes: level of identification with the network and 

perceptions of impact on organizations. The six causal conditions consisted of four types 

of network ties and two organizational attribute conditions.  The four network conditions 

were ties to network managers, bonding ties, bridging ties, and linking ties.  The two 

attribute conditions were new members and non-health and social service members. 
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Outcome Sets 

 Two different variables were used to operationalize the outcome of goal 

congruency.  The first is the level of identification with SACYHN.  This variable was 

measured by an item on the organizational questionnaire asking respondents “Overall, to 

what extent does your organization identify with SACYHN?”  Respondents answered 

using a 5 point Likert scale ranging from “does not identify at all” (=1) to “identifies as 

an integral part of SACYHN” (=5).   This item clearly measures how congruent network 

member’s perceived their own organization’s goals with that of the network’s.  However, 

this measure is based on only 1 item, and it is generally accepted that single-item scales 

are not as reliable as a multi-item scale. Therefore, a second outcome was also used, 

perceptions of SACYHN’s impact on the respondent’s organization.  As discussed in 

detail in Chapter 3, a multi-item scale was used to measure the impact SACYHN had had 

on member organizations.  The number of scale items was reduced using factor analysis 

and 2 factors were derived, “improving services” and “increasing capacity.”  These two 

factors were highly correlated (r=.84), and thus, were combined and used as an indicator 

of goal congruence.  The link between network impact on member organizations and goal 

congruence may not be entirely obvious. However, if an organization perceives the 

mission of the network to be similar to its own core mission, then it would be more likely 

to rate the impact of SACYHN on its own activities highly. Otherwise, if a respondent 

does not perceive a strong link between the mission of the network and their own 

organization, they may perceive the network is having an impact, such as on the service 

system, but they would not be likely to perceive the network as having a substantial 
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impact on their own organization’s activities.  In fact, this relationship between 

identification and the pattern of responses regarding organizational versus system impact 

is what was found in examining the perceptions of impact by service sector in Chapter 4.  

My measures of goal congruence are far from perfect, but the use of two imperfect 

measures of goal congruence provides at least a reasonable way to examine goal 

congruency for initial exploratory analysis and theory building that is the aim of this 

study. 

 To create sets of conditions based on these two measures of goal congruence, both 

variables were compared with the overall means of each variable.  If the level of 

identification with SACYHN perceived by organizational respondents was greater than 

3.3, the overall mean, then this organization was included in the set of those 

organizations considered to identify strongly with SACYHN (n= 16, code 1).  For the 

other measure, the two organizational impact factors were combined and the mean values 

for each organization were taken as the level of perceived organizational impact.  Each 

organization’s mean was then compared to the overall organizational impact mean, 3.65, 

and if an organization’s mean was greater than 3.65, that organization was included in the 

set of organizations perceiving high organizational impact (n= 26, code=1).   

Causal Conditions 

The first causal condition, strong ties to network management, was measured by 

the level of multiplexity of the tie between network members and the SACYHN staff 

(SACYHNF). Multiplexity scores ranged from 0 (no tie) to 6 (a tie based on all 6 

possible activities).  A crisp set condition was then created by coding as “present” those 
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ties that were greater than 3.89, which is the overall mean for multiplexity.  Thus, if a 

network member had a relationship with the SACYHN staff based on 4 or more 

activities, then this was coded as 1 (n=25), but 0 otherwise.  The descriptive statistics of 

the variables are provided in Table 8.1. 

The second causal condition was strong bonding ties.  Bonding was 

operationalized in the context of SACYHN as those ties across regions but within the 

same service sector.  One impact of the SACYHN network discussed in the interviews 

was the relationships it helped build across regions, connecting professionals with their 

counterparts in other regions. For instance, several interviewees discussed how medical 

professionals in one region could now pick up the phone and call their counterpart in 

another region whenever they needed advice.  Though located in different regions, the 

similarity due to professional domain conforms to the conceptualization of bonding as 

ties between those who see themselves as similar (Putnam, 1993).  To create a crisp set of 

strong bonding ties, the egonet density of network member’s bonding ties was calculated.  

Specifically, bonding density was measured as the number of ties a network member had 

with network members across regions but in the same service sector out of the total 

number possible.  The strength of the ties was also taken into account, thus, the densities 

were calculated using the total number of types of activities reported and confirmed 

divided by the total number of relationships possible.   The density values for each 

organization were then compared with the overall mean score based on all network 

members’ density scores.  If the density of a network member’s bonding ties was greater 

than the overall mean, then this was coded as 1, indicating the network member had 
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strong bonding ties (n=18).  If the density of a network member’s bonding ties was less 

than the overall mean, then this network member’s score was coded as 0. 

The third network tie condition was strong bridging ties.  Bridging ties were 

operationalized here as the ties across service sectors, which reflects ties to different 

domains.  The egonet density of a network member’s ties to those organizations in 

service sectors other than its own was calculated, using the same process as for bonding 

ties, and compared to the overall mean density for this variable.  If the density of a 

network member’s ties was greater than the mean density score of all the network 

member’s bridging densities, then this network member was considered to be in the set of 

members with strong bridging ties (n=16, code=1).   

The final network causal condition was strong linking ties.  Linking ties were 

operationalized as an organization’s ties to Steering Committee members.  This condition 

was created in much the same manner as the previous two conditions, except for one 

major difference.  The egonet density of network member’s ties to Steering Committee 

members was still calculated and this density was compared to the overall mean to create 

the set of those organizations with strong linking ties.  However, because some of the 

network members serve on the Steering Committee, and thus, are quite likely to have 

strong ties to the other Steering Committee members, these organizations either needed to 

be eliminated from the QCA analysis or handled in a different manner.  Rather than 

eliminate all of these members from the QCA analysis, the causal condition accounted for 

their greater propensity to have more linking ties, which was accomplished by the use of 

two mean values for the construction of the crisp set.  The egonet density of all the 
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network members’ linking ties were calculated, but then two means were calculated.  A 

mean density score for just the Steering Committee members was calculated and then one 

mean score for the remaining organizations.  Then, if a Steering Committee member’s 

linking density score was greater than the Steering Committee mean, it was coded as in 

the set of those organizations having strong linking ties (n=12, code=1).  The non-

Steering Committee member organizations’ linking densities were compared to the 

overall mean excluding the Steering Committee members and if an organization’s linking 

density score was higher than this mean, it was also coded as in the set of those 

organizations having strong linking ties (n=7, code=1).  The total set, including Steering 

Committee members and non-Steering Committee members consisted of 19 

organizations. 
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TABLE 8.1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR ALL MEASURES 

Variable Mean SD Min Max Crisp Set = 1 
Crisp 

Set = 0 

Perceptions of 
Network Impact 
on Member 
Organizations 

3.65 0.44 2.43 4.5 18 20 

Extent of 
Network 
Identification 

3.37 0.74 2 5 16 22 

Multiplex Tie to 
SACYHNF 

3.89 2.14 0 6 23 17 

Bonding Tie 
Density 

0.16 0.12 0 0.45 16 22 

Bridging Tie 
Density 

0.14 0.14 0 0.47 18 20 

Linking Tie 
Density – 
Steering 
Committee 
Members 

0.37 0.04 0.63 0.18 12 9 

Linking Tie 
Density – Non 
Steering 
Committee 
Members 

0.13 0.08 0.06 0.30 7 10 

Length of 
Network 
Involvement      

5.86 1.72 0.75 7.00 
4 (New 

Organizations) 
34 

Non-health and 
Social Service 

0 
(mode) 

 0 1 14 26 
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Two organizational attributes were also included as causal conditions.  Including 

contextual conditions in QCA helps to eliminate contradictory configurations in the 

analysis (Ragin, 2008).  Based on the descriptive analysis of Chapter 4, I found the need 

to include two organizational attributes as control variables to determine how the causal 

configurations differ for different sets of organizations.  The two conditions are “new 

members” and “non-health or social services.”  Most of the network members had been 

involved in the network since inception of the network, or close to it, approximately 6-7 

years (assessed in the first section of the organizational questionnaire).  Only a few 

organizations had recently joined the network and because of their more recent 

involvement, it would be unlikely they would have built up the same bonding, bridging, 

and linking ties as the other network members.  Therefore, any organization that had been 

involved in the network for less than 3 years was coded as being in the set of new 

members (n=4, code=1).   

A condition was also included for the network members not in either the health or 

social services domain.  From the descriptive analysis in Chapter 4, it was apparent that 

the organizations in the sectors other than health or social services (education, justice, 

and community services) did not play as prominent a structural role in the network as did 

the organizations in the health and social service sectors.  In addition, the overall means 

for perceptions of impact was lower for these sectors than for health and social services.  

Therefore, since the network was much more oriented toward the health and social 

service sectors, perceptions of goal consensus by those in other sectors could be more 

difficult to attain.  Thus, I divided the network members into two broad categories: non-
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health and social services (n= 14, coded 1), and all other organizations (n= 24, coded 0). 

This condition then allows for causal configurations to emerge for these network 

members specifically. For instance, it may be that strong linking ties is all that is needed 

for network members in the health and social services sector to perceive goal congruence.  

However, linking ties may not be enough for network members in other sectors but 

instead, a strong tie to the SACYHN managers may be necessary for building 

commitment to the network.      

Results 

 The total number of organizations included in the crisp set QCA analysis was 

equal to 38 organizations.  Four of the network members were eliminated for this analysis 

because calculating bonding ties for these organizations was complicated. These network 

members were different from any other network members and thus, determining which 

ties would be considered as bonding ties would have been an arbitrary decision. The 

eliminated organizations were either a Treaty 7 organization, a Federal organization, or a 

regional organization located outside the Southern Alberta region.   

 The results of the QCA are presented in Tables 8.2 and 8.3.  QCA is a method of 

bridging qualitative and quantitative methods and its roots are in case research (Ragin, 

2008).  The goal of the analysis is to find the models that best explain the outcome. 

Though it is designed for small-to-intermediate N research, the number of causal 

conditions included in the analysis still must be limited, as each additional causal 

condition increases exponentially the number of theoretically possible causal 

combinations.  With n=38 and 6 causal conditions, the models produced were overly 
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complicated.  Therefore, the models presented here are the models that best explain the 

outcome.  The condition of ties to the network staff (SACHNF) was eliminated after 

determining that this condition did not add value to the model.  The results of the models 

including the SACYHNF condition are provided in Appendices C6 and C7 and indicate 

that the presence of this condition is not associated with the presence of either outcome.    

The truth tables for the models presented below are also included in the 

appendices (Appendices C8 and C9).  Truth tables show the theoretically possible causal 

combinations, the number of cases fitting each combination and the consistency of each 

combination.  The best model for explaining high organizational impact was the presence 

of that outcome; but for high identification with SACYHN, the models explaining the 

absence of the outcome produced the best model.  This likely has to do with the number 

of cases in which the outcome was present for each set, as the number of network 

members that did not highly identify with SACYHN was greater than the number of 

network members that did highly identify with SACYHN.  The intermediate solutions are 

provided for each model and presented in Tables 8.2 and 8.3. 
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TABLE 8.2: CS-QCA CAUSAL RECIPES FOR PRESENCE OF HIGH ORGANIZATIONAL IMPACT 

 

 The first model, in Table 8.2, shows the recipes associated with high 

organizational impact.  Overall, the model had high consistency (0.90) and moderately 

high coverage (0.73).  Hypothesis 1 is supported in that strong bridging ties are 

Causal Recipes Description Raw 
Coverage 

Unique 
Coverage 

Consistency Number 
of Cases 

1. NEW* 
nonhss* bond 

New, not non-
health and social 

services and 
absence of strong 

bonding ties 

0.038 0.038 1.00 1 

2. LINK* 
new*bond 

Strong linking ties, 
not new and 

absence of strong 
bonding ties  

0.192 0.115 1.00 5 

3. NONHSS* 
BRIDGE* new 

Non-health and 
social service and 
strong bridging 

ties, not new 

0.115 0.077 1.00 3 

4. BRIDGE* 
LINK* new 

Strong bridging 
and strong linking 

ties, not new 
0.423 0.308 0.917 12 

5. BOND 
*nonhss*new*
bridge*link 

Strong bonding 
ties, not non-health 
and social services 

and not new, 
absence of strong 

bridging and 
linking ties 

0.077 0.077 1.00 2 

Solution Coverage 0.731 

Solution Consistency 0.950 
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associated with perceptions of high organizational impact, either in combination with 

linking ties (recipe 4) or in combination with organizations that are not in the health or 

social service sectors (recipe 3).  Hypothesis 2 is supported in that strong linking ties are 

also associated with perceptions of high organizational impact, either as a condition alone 

(recipe 2) or in combination with other bridging ties (recipe 4).  The first causal recipe 

fits one new organization and indicates that being a new member in the health and social 

service sector is what is associated with presence of the outcome (recipe 1).  The last 

recipe covers two social service organizations that are not new members and do not have 

strong linking or bridging ties, but do have strong bonding ties and perceive high 

organizational impact by SACYHN. 

The second model presented in Table 8.3 is the model explaining the set of 

organizations that did not highly identify with SACYHN.  This model had high 

consistency (0.85), and moderately high coverage at 0.77.  The model indicates that 

organizations not in the health or social service sector lacking either strong bridging ties 

(recipe 1) or strong bonding and linking ties (recipe 3) did not highly identify with 

SACYHN.  One exception, though, is one organization in the education sector that did 

not highly identify with SACYHN, but did have strong bonding and linking ties (recipe 

5).  The other two causal recipes (recipes 2 and 4) provide support for the hypotheses.  

Recipe 2 indicates that for organizations in general, and not necessarily those outside the 

health and social service sectors, the absence of strong bonding, bridging, and linking ties 

is associated with not highly identifying with SACYHN.  Recipe 4 indicates that having 

strong bonding ties, but lacking strong bridging or linking ties is also associated with not 
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highly identifying with SACYHN. Therefore these two recipes also support hypotheses 1 

and 2 in a round-about way, showing that not having bridging or linking ties is associated 

with not identifying with SACYHN. 

TABLE 8.3: CS-QCA CAUSAL RECIPES FOR ABSENCE OF NETWORK IDENTIFICATION 

 

  

Causal 
Recipes 

Description Raw 
Coverage 

Unique 
Coverage 

Consistency Number 
of 

Cases 

1. NONHSS 
* bridge 

Non-health and 
social services, 

absence of strong 
bridging ties 

0.409 0.091 0.818 9 

2. bond 
*bridge*link 

Absence of strong 
bonding, bridging, 

and linking ties 
0.500 0.182 0.786 11 

3. NONHSS 
*bond*link 

Non-health and 
social service, 

absence of strong 
bonding and linking 

ties 

0.364 0.045 0.800 8 

4. BOND* 
LINK 
*bridge 

Strong bonding and 
linking ties, absence 
of strong bridging 

ties 

0.091 0.091 1.00 2 

5. NONHSS 
*BOND*LI
NK 

Non-health and 
social services and 
strong bonding and 

linking ties 

0.045 0.045 1.00 1 

Solution Coverage 0.773 

Solution Consistency 0.850 
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DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR NETWORK GOVERNANCE 

        In a large, heterogeneous network like SACYHN, attaining goal congruence among 

many organizations serving the same population, but across different service domains and 

across a large geographical area would likely be difficult for any network.  The 

combination of size and heterogeneity proves to be especially difficult.  More 

involvement by more network members could overcome goal incongruence due to 

heterogeneity, but in a large network, involvement by most of the network members is 

not always feasible.  A governance structure like the NAO form is an appropriate form of 

governance for a large network (Provan and Kenis, 2008), but if only a subset of the 

membership is involved in the governance of the network, then how is goal congruence 

attained across the network? 

 In this chapter I examined goal congruence and the portfolio of network 

members’ ties.  I hypothesized that one means of attaining goal congruence among 

organizational member goals and network goals is through bridging ties.  Bridging ties in 

general were found to be associated with goal congruence and were found to be 

especially essential for non-health and social services organizations. In a case like 

SACYHN, where one of the stated goals is to work across service domains, network 

members working more closely with organizations outside their own service domain 

were more likely to perceive goal congruence between their own organization and the 

network’s.  By working across domains, network members’ views of what the network 

goals are to be and the role their own organization plays in those goals can be expanded 

by learning more about the overlap among service domains.  The network becomes less 
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about the priorities of their own service sector and more about the role their own 

organization plays in attaining the broader goals of the network as a whole.   

I also specifically examined one form of bridging ties, linking ties, which are the 

ties to the network’s governance structure.  Though a network member may not be 

directly involved in the governance of the network, if the governance norms are to align 

priorities with all network members, then having strong ties to the governance structure 

allows for that flow of influence between network members in general and those involved 

in setting the direction of the network.  Through these ties, network members can be 

assured that the governance leaders recognize their priorities and the governing leaders 

can ensure they are learning about the priorities of all network members.  At least in the 

case of SACYHN, where early Steering Committee leaders had established the norms of 

aligning provincial and regional priorities, network members with strong linking ties to 

the Steering Committee tended to perceive congruence in their own organizational goals 

and the goals of the network.   

 Attaining commitment to network level goals is essential to ensure network 

involvement, because of the voluntary aspect of networks.  Therefore, in governing a 

network, those setting the direction of the network must ensure that they set direction that 

will be supported by all network members.  The way to ensure goal congruence is either 

by aligning the goals of the network with the goals of organizational members or by 

expanding the perspectives of organizational members to recognize the importance of 

broader, network-level goals for their own organization.  Bridging ties are the key to 

either strategy.  Bridging ties across domains are essential for network members to learn 
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from others in different domains and expand their perspectives of network goals.  

Bridging ties to the network governance structure, namely linking ties are necessary for 

two-way influence to flow from those involved in setting purpose and the other network 

members not involved in network governing decision.  Therefore, choosing the 

appropriate governance form for a network is only one step in the process.  Governing the 

relationships across the network is also necessary to ensure high enough goal congruence 

to support that governance form.   

 In the case of SACYHN, network members not in the health or social service 

sectors were less committed to the network overall.  This may have been a weakness of 

the network in general or it may have been the effect of changing leadership on the level 

of commitment in the network. A longitudinal study of changing commitment levels over 

time would be necessary to determine why members not in the health and social service 

sectors were less committed to the network than those in the health and social service 

sectors.  The snapshot of this network at one point in time without a comparison case 

does not allow for empirically addressing these types of issues. Further examination of 

the ideas presented in this chapter would need to be empirically studied under a cross-

comparative or longitudinal research design.   

The intent of this chapter was to build theory about the types of relationships that 

may be necessary to ensure goal congruence in a network.  Examining the combinations 

of different types of ties network members may have and which combinations are 

associated with goal congruence provides an approach to better understanding the 

structure of relationships that may be necessary to support various governance forms.  
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Bridging ties across domains may be especially essential for those network member 

organizations in domains not as closely related to the network purpose, as with the 

SACYHN organizations in domains outside of health and social service.  In addition, in 

different network contexts, alternative combinations of linking, bridging, and bonding 

may be necessary to explain outcomes for different groups of network members.  The 

limited empirical evidence offered in this chapter is not conclusive in supporting the role 

of bridging ties for attaining goal congruence, but rather, provides enough evidence to 

suggest an area of study worthy of further examination.  

  Formulating and defining purpose is as essential for goal-directed networks as 

Barnard (1938) saw it to be for organizations.  However, formulating and defining 

purpose is a continuous task, the continuous nature of which Barnard did not necessarily 

stress.  Even if network purpose has been established, building and maintaining 

commitment to that purpose requires work and requires revisiting the purpose to ensure it 

reflects the priorities of network members.  Governing a network not only requires 

formulating the purpose of the network, but also in governing the structure of 

relationships necessary to ensure network member’s continual commitment to that 

purpose.  The analysis in this chapter offers one approach for considering how the 

structure of relationships may be a critical component in the governance of purpose. 

 Though this chapter offers an approach for considering how the structure of 

relationships may be a component in the governance of purpose, what the chapter does 

not offer is who governs the structure of relationships.  If bridging and linking ties are 

indeed essential for the governing of purpose, who ensures those relationships are in 
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place?  Though that question cannot necessarily be directly addressed with the data that 

was collected on SACYHN, it was already addressed in an underhand way.  As Saz-

Carranza and Ospina (2011) found, network managers were the ones who created the 

spaces and the relationships for diverse members to link with one another.  I have argued 

in this chapter that ties to the network managers are not the channels through which goal 

congruence is attained and so they are not the ones governing purpose.  However, 

purpose can only be governed through channels of communication, thus, the necessity of 

a system of communication.  Without managing the system of communication, the 

channels through which purpose can be communicated and governed may not be in place.  

The ties to network managers may not be the ties that result in goal congruence, but the 

work of network managers in fostering the communication system provide the means for 

the bridging and linking ties to be formed. Though I have addressed each of the 

Barnardian functions separately thus far, the three functions are interdependent and 

simultaneously necessary.  The interdependency of the three functions and the broad 

implications of the findings of this study will be addressed in the next and last chapter.    
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CHAPTER NINE: INTEGRATIVE DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The story emerging from the empirical analyses presented in the previous 

chapters is of the complicated relationship building underlying the management, 

leadership, and governance of goal-directed inter-organizational networks.  In this 

chapter I seek to integrate the various discussions of the preceding chapters and discuss 

the broad theoretical implications.  The chapter is organized as follows.  First, I will 

discuss the broader implications of the various analyses and the implications for theory 

and for practice.  Second, I will discuss the limitations of this study and then conclude 

with the future directions for this line of research.   

 

INTEGRATIVE DISCUSSION 

Goal-directed inter-organizational networks are touted to be the modern day 

governance tool needed to address especially ‘wicked’ problems (O’Toole, 1997) which 

require adaptive strategies that do not fit nicely within traditional organizational 

boundaries (Kettl, 2008).   Building networks of relationships across organizational 

boundaries in pursuit of a collective community level outcome, however, is no simple 

task.  There are many barriers, challenges, and tensions to building and maintaining these 

collaborative structures (McGuire and Agranoff, 2011; Provan and Kenis, 2008); thus, 

the need for managing, leading, and governing.  How to effectively manage, lead, and 

govern networks, though, is one component of the ‘black box’ of network functioning 

that is in the public management literature even after decades of research on the topic 

(Isett et al., 2011; Agranoff and McGuire, 2001).  Examining goal-directed inter-
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organizational network management, leadership, and governance has been the focus of 

this dissertation.   

The case examined in this dissertation, the Southern Alberta Child and Youth 

Health Network (SACYHN) provided an interesting case to study because it was a large, 

mature, and heterogeneous network that had a well-established formal structure.  The 

formal structure offered a means of minimizing many of the tensions inherent in network 

structures as proposed by Provan and Kenis (2008) and extended by Saz-Carranza and 

Ospina (2011).  For instance, the sub-network structure established through the regional 

committees provided venues for participation in decision-making other than Steering 

Committee membership.  These various venues of participation offered a way of 

minimizing the tension between efficiency and inclusion (Provan and Kenis, 2008) by 

being inclusive in regard to decision-making while also efficient by including only a 

subset of the network members at the Steering Committee level.  The sub-network 

structure also provided a means to address the tension between flexibility and stability 

also proposed by Provan and Kenis.  The regional sub-networks were not subordinate to 

the Steering Committee; rather, these regional committees set their own strategic 

direction for the network in the regions.  The sub-networks provided an arm for 

extending into the regions initiatives decided upon by the Steering Committee, but 

implementing the initiatives was left to the discretion of the regional committees.  In 

addition, regional committees would also start their own initiatives that would at times be 

taken up by the Steering Committee as a network-wide initiative.  Thus, this structure 

allowed for flexibility at the periphery, with network involvement and initiatives being 
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based on the needs of particular regions, while the Steering Committee provided the 

stable core that would adapt network priorities to align both provincial and regional 

interests. 

The SACYHN structure offers an interesting system for ways to structure a 

network so as to minimize the tensions proposed in the public management literature.  

However, given its size, its heterogeneity, the vastness of its geographical reach and its 

sub-network structure, how did the network not fragment into smaller networks much 

like those studied by Gulati, Sytch, and Tatarynowicz (2011)?   

In chapter 4, I provided a descriptive overview of the whole network structure and 

effectiveness of SACYHN.  This descriptive analysis provided support for the notion that 

SACYHN did indeed function as a whole network, even though the sub-network 

structure did slightly impact the structure and not all regional sub-networks were as 

embedded in the overall network as were others.  I also found that many organizations 

played a prominent role in both the structure of the network and in which organizations 

were perceived as most influential and critical.  One of these organizations was the 

SACYHN staff, but though the SACYHN staff played a significant role in the network, 

other organizations were perceived as more critical and influential than the SACYHN 

staff.  Thus, the functioning of SACYHN relied on the role played by several network 

members, which is consistent with the importance of both formal and informal leadership 

as Bryson, Crosby, and Stone (2006) proposed based on their integration of the public 

management literature on cross-sector collaboration.   
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Reliance on multiple actors for effective network functioning not only suggests 

that network leadership is multi-faceted and a multi-actor approach to a collective 

problem requires multiple leaders to carry out, but also that leadership is not the only 

component.  The propositions by Bryson et al. (2006) and the work on network 

leadership in the public management literature do not distinguish between network 

leadership and network management.  Nor does the network management literature 

distinguish between those activities regarded as network management behaviors and 

those that may be associated with network leadership.  It is not clear what parts 

leadership, management, and governance play in network functioning.  This lack of 

clarity is partly due to the limited research on these topics in the public management 

literature, and partly to the lack of integration of the research across these different topics. 

As a means of organizing inquiry and providing a consistent and coherent way of 

approaching what is management versus leadership versus governance in the goal-

directed network setting, I proposed a framework based on the work of Chester Barnard 

(1938).  I proposed that the most fundamental functions necessary for effective network 

functioning are the same functions Barnard proposed as necessary in an organizational 

setting: providing a system of communication, securing essential effort, and formulating 

and defining purpose.  I also argued that these functions are associated with management, 

leadership, and governance respectively given the way these constructs have been 

approached in the goal-directed network literature.  Though associating the three 

constructs of management, leadership, and governance with such basic functions may 

seem an oversimplification, I did find support that these three functions were those 
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perceived as important in the case of SACYHN.  From the qualitative analysis of Chapter 

5, I found that the SACYHN staff was perceived as essential to both providing the system 

of communication and in securing effort.  Regional leaders were also perceived as 

important to securing effort as were the Steering Committee leaders. The Steering 

Committee leaders were also associated with formulating and defining purpose. 

Therefore, the management staff was associated with the management function, 

providing the system of communication.  All three groups of leaders, the formal 

SACYHN management staff, the governance chairs, and the informal leadership 

positions of the regional leaders, were associated with the leadership function of securing 

essential effort.  The leaders of the governance structure, the Steering Committee chairs, 

were the ones associated with the governance function; mainly formulating and defining 

purpose.   

Identifying the Barnardian functions associated with each group of leaders 

allowed me to extract second-order categories (Saldana, 2009) which provided further 

details of the tasks and activities performed by these leaders in association with the 

related Barnardian function.  The SACYHN staff was perceived as essential to the system 

of communication because of their role in building relationships, either by fostering 

direct connections or by providing indirect connections. They were likewise perceived as 

important in securing effort because of their role in working to engage and mobilize 

network members.  Regional leaders were associated with securing effort as well, 

because of their role in attaining frontline support in the regions. The Steering Committee 

chairs likewise had a role to play in securing effort through their recruitment of members 
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to the network.  These Steering Committee chairs were also credited with the original 

framing of the vision, focus and norms of the network.          

Further analyzing several of these activities, I then examined how and when these 

groups of leaders made a difference in providing a system of communication, securing 

essential effort, and formulating and defining purpose.  First, the SACYHN staff played a 

significant role in providing the system of communication by fostering direct connections 

and by providing indirect connections.  In chapter 6, drawing on the attributes of small 

world structures (Watt, 1999) and using fzQCA, I found why these two activities are 

important to providing an effective system of communication.  The fostering of indirect 

connections leads to network members being well connected to one another and 

organizations that were connected to many other network members positively perceived 

the impact of the network communication system on the child and youth system.  These 

organizations were able to benefit from the flow of information of the whole network 

because they had plenty of channels through which to access that information.  The 

indirect connections offered by the well-connected SACYHN staff, however, offered an 

alternative path to those organizations not well-connected to the whole network system of 

communication.  Organizations that could benefit from the system of communication 

locally through ties to a cohesive sub-network could also benefit from the whole network 

system of communication through a high trust tie to the SACYHN staff that provided an 

efficient channel through which to access others in the whole network structure.  A high 

trust tie to the SACYHN staff combined with the tie to a cohesive sub-network was 

associated with positive perceptions of the network communication system on the child 
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and youth system.  Therefore, the two activities of the SACYHN staff of fostering direct 

connections and providing indirect connections provided two paths for organizations to 

benefit from the network system of communication, supporting the sub-network structure 

of the network and its ability to be inclusive and efficient, flexible and stable all at the 

same time. 

In Chapter 7, I examined the role of leadership in securing essential effort.  Using 

MRQAP, I examined the effect of a mutual strong tie to effort leaders, the SACYHN 

management staff and the regional leaders, on the level of collaboration and the quality of 

relationships between dyadic pairs.  I found ties to both the SACYHN staff and the 

regional leaders to be important for explaining both the level of collaboration and the 

quality of the relationship.  I also found the extent of similarity between the organizations 

to have a significant effect.  I then examined whether ties to effort leaders mattered more 

under conditions of domain dissimilarity and found partial support for my hypothesis that 

the ties to effort leaders would matter more when organizations are not similar to one 

another.  Ties to the SACYHN staff did not have a greater effect under conditions of 

domain dissimilarity, but ties to regional leaders did have an effect on the level of 

collaboration, but not to the quality of the relationships.  A tension in networks proposed 

by Saz-Carranza and Ospina (2011) is managing unity and diversity. They argued that 

both unity and diversity is necessary for the effective functioning of networks, but that 

the two can undermine each other.  When network goals necessitate dissimilar network 

members to work collaboratively together, network leaders may need to work to 

overcome the diversity of network membership.  Though I found only partial support for 
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this idea, I did find support for the notion that network leadership is a factor in securing 

effort, much like third-party ties has been found to predict alliance formation (Gulati, 

1995).  

In the final empirical chapter, chapter 8, I examined formulating and defining.  

Most of the leaders that emerged from the qualitative analysis as the ones associated with 

formulating and defining purpose were leaders of the past.  Therefore, I was not able to   

examine purpose in regard to particular network leaders, but instead examined the role of 

the governance structure in the governance of purpose.  By drawing on the dimensions of 

social capital to categorize the types of network relationships, I examined which 

relationship types were associated with goal congruence.  Using csQCA, I found that 

strong ties to Steering Committee members, linking ties, and strong bridging ties across 

service domains, were associated with goal congruence.  Those organizations with either 

strong linking ties, strong bridging ties, or both were those organizations that perceived 

greater congruence between their own organization’s goals and the goals of the network. 

Also, the organizations lacking strong linking or bridging ties were the ones that 

indicated that their organization did not highly identify with SACYHN. As the tension 

between unity and diversity is an issue for goal congruence according to Saz-Carranza 

and Ospina (2011), they proposed the need for bridging work by the NAO to link diverse 

members and to unite the members around a meta-goal.  My findings that bridging ties 

across service domains are associated with greater perceptions of organizational and 

network goal congruence are consistent with the argument by Saz-Carranza and Ospina.  

However, because organizational and network goal congruence is about the alignment of 
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network goals with organizational goals, linking ties provide another path through which 

goal congruence can be attained.  If network members are well-connected to those setting 

the strategic direction of the network, then these ties present a two-way channel for 

influence about what the priorities should be.  In addition, strong linking ties also provide 

the underlying relationship structure for handling another tension, the tension between 

flexibility and stability. For flexibility to be attained at the regional level, while still 

maintaining the alignment of whole network and regional priorities, then those setting the 

priorities of the whole network must be strongly connected to others throughout the 

network.  Otherwise, there may be little stability behind the flexibility and the network 

might fragment.  Therefore, the role of governance in networks is not only about 

formulating and defining the purpose, but working to ensure that purpose is in alignment 

with network members.  One way of doing so is by working to ensure the relationships 

among network members are there to support goal congruence, primarily through use of 

both bridging and linking ties.    

The preceding discussion points to the complexity of the relationship structure 

underlying effective network functioning.  Building the relationships necessary for a 

system of communication, for securing effort, and formulating common purpose without 

adding to the tensions inherent in networks requires a strategic approach to relationship 

building.  The building blocks of networks are relationships, but that does not necessarily 

mean that all members of a goal-directed network should be collaborating with one 

another.  Especially when a network is large, heterogeneous and geographically 

dispersed, getting all organizations highly involved or building strong connections to and 
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among each organization in the network is not only impractical and highly unlikely, but 

inefficient and overly demanding of organizational capacity.  What I have attempted to 

do through theory development is develop a theoretical contribution to what ties are 

important and for what reasons.  A system of communication needs to be put in place so 

that network members, as well as the system as a whole, benefit from information 

flowing across organizational boundaries.  If network members have the capacity to 

maintain a large number of direct ties, then these relationships offer channels through 

which information can flow.  However, based on my findings, other channels are also 

available such as use of cohesive sub-networks combined with trusting ties to a network 

broker, like the network staff.  When network members need information, either their ties 

to other network members or their tie to the network broker can be activated to procure 

that information.  

Sharing information with one another may not, however, be sufficient to attain 

network goals.  If network goals require network members to put forth effort by working 

together to implement network initiatives, then strong working relationships between 

certain organizations will be necessary.  At times, working together may be rather easy 

and not require any nudging by network leaders.  At other times, collaborative working 

relationships may not come so easily, such as under conditions of domain dissimilarity, 

and network leaders may be called on to encourage both parties to work with each other.   

However, even when organizations are heterogeneous and not likely to work 

collaboratively with one another without external influence, the extent to which they buy-

in to the network goals will impact their willingness to contribute effort.  Therefore, 
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purpose must be governed.  My research on SACYHN indicates that two ways of 

ensuring greater goal congruence are either linking ties connecting network members 

with the governance structure or bridging ties spanning across the diversity of network 

members.  Both provide influence channels to which network members can either be 

convinced the priorities of the network are consistent with their own priorities or 

influenced to expand their perception of what their own priorities in regard to the network 

should be.  Therefore, governance requires not only the governance of purpose, but the 

governance of relationships to open those channels through which purpose can be 

communicated. 

Providing a system of communication, securing effort, and formulating and 

defining purpose are not distinct separate components.  Without purpose, there is no goal 

behind the goal-directed network, but without a communication system, there is no means 

to communicate the purpose throughout the network.  Without purpose there is no reason 

for securing effort, but unless network members accept the purpose, securing their effort 

is unlikely.  Without effort, attaining purpose is not likely and without an effective 

communication system, the support structure necessary for both purpose and effort is 

deficient.  As pointed out by Barnard (1938), all three functions are interdependent and 

simultaneously necessary so the relationships underlying each function are also 

interdependent and simultaneously necessary.  In practice, distinguishing between the ties 

in place for communication versus effort versus purpose is not feasible or even necessary.  

In theory, the purpose is not to distinguish between the ties, but rather to recognize what 
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types of ties are necessary to uphold the communication system, to bolster the securing of 

effort, and to champion purpose. 

The contribution of my work is in building on the ideas proposed in the literature 

about effective network structures and what types of ties are important to network 

functioning and why.  For instance, the alternative communication path I proposed in 

chapter 6 and for which I found evidence to support, though only modest evidence,   

provides a potential alternative whole network structure to consider in the whole network 

literature.  Centralization, as Provan and Milward (1995) found, may not be a necessary 

condition for network effectiveness.  As long as network members have high enough 

reach across the network or access to ties across densely connected sub-groups, then 

effectiveness may also be achievable.  In addition, cohesive sub-group membership may 

indeed lead to positive organizational performance as Schalk, Torenvlied, and Allen 

(2010) found; but my findings suggest that in order for performance at the network level 

to be positive, cohesive sub-group membership needs to be combined with a tie to a 

broker that provides a way to access information across the whole network.  These two 

network properties, clusters and short paths connecting the clusters, are the two properties 

of small world structures; but the research is divided on whether a small world structure 

is indeed effective.  For example, Fleming, King, and Juda (2007) did not find support for 

the effectiveness of small world structures and Gulati, Sytch, and Tatarynowicz (2011) 

found that small world networks tend to degenerate over time.  However, the problem 

with the effectiveness of small world structures may be that other properties are also 

necessary.  What I proposed and found evidence for in chapter 6 suggests that just any 
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short path among clusters may not be sufficient, but rather the relationship underlying the 

connections between clusters must be one based on trust.  Therefore, effective small 

world structure may actually be based on densely connected clusters connected via high 

trust ties.  In the case of formal, goal-directed networks, the responsibility of either 

providing this high trust tie across clusters or ensuring they are provided by other nodes 

in the network may fall to network managers.  Thus, the contribution to the literature on 

network management is in considering how the various activities of network managers 

may be conceived as those necessary to build the relationships needed to ensure the flow 

of information across the whole network. 

Ensuring the flow of information alone is not necessarily sufficient and network 

members must contribute effort to the work of the network if achieving collective action 

is the aim.  My work contributes to the literature on network leadership by suggesting 

when leadership may be most important.   My findings offer evidence to support the 

proposition by Bryson, Crosby, and Stone (2006) that there are many types of leaders in a 

network; but in addition, my contribution goes beyond adding to the types of leaders or 

the multitude of activities of leaders as proposed by Huxham and Vangen (2000), Crosby 

and Bryson (2005), and McGuire and Silvia (2009). What my findings in chapter 7 

suggest is that leadership does impact the securing of effort, but so does the similarity of 

organizations.  Therefore, when leadership may be most important is in working to build 

the level of collaboration among organizations that are not similar, and thus, less likely to 

collaborate serendipitously.  The influence of leaders on the level of collaboration 

between dyads is similar to the idea of triad closure as discussed by Granovetter (1973) 
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and the effect of third-party influence as found by Gulati (1995) on alliance formation.  

By examining specific third-party ties, ties to those perceived as leaders in the network, I 

found these ties had an effect on the level of collaboration and the quality of the 

relationships between dyads.  I also found that in the case of SACYHN the network 

management staff had an effect on the level of collaboration between dyads in general, 

but regional leaders were the ones that had an effect on the level of collaboration between 

organizations not similar to one another. Thus, persuading network members to work 

with one another may require multiple leaders with influence in different ways and with 

different groups.  My work adds to the literature on network leadership by suggesting 

why multiple leaders may be necessary and when they may be most necessary, in 

building relationships in heterogeneous networks. 

Finally, my work also contributes to the work on network governance and the 

bridging of the network literature and the social capital literature.  By drawing on the 

dimensions of social capital in order to categorize the types of interactions in networks, I 

showed how the social capital literature can be used in the network literature to 

distinguish between the various types of relationships in networks.  In addition, I also 

demonstrated how categorizing the types of interactions can advance our understanding 

of the relationships necessary to support governance forms.  Building from Saz-Carranza 

and Ospina (2011), I add to their work on the “behavioral dimension of network 

governance” by offering evidence that bridging ties, as well as linking ties are important 

to goal congruence.  Thus, I specify the types of interactions that may be needed to attain 
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commitment to network purpose and goals, which Provan and Kenis (2008) discuss as an 

important component to network governance. 

In all, my work contributes to the literature on network management, leadership, 

and governance by focusing on the basic Barnardian functions in order to understand 

why, when, and how management, leadership, and governance impact functioning.  My 

work contributes to the literature on each of these topics, but also offers a way, through 

the Barnardian framework, to bridge the almost distinct literatures.  Shedding light on the 

black box of network functioning will require drawing not only on the literature around 

network management, leadership, and governance, but also on network literature in 

general.  This dissertation has drawn on these various sets of literature in order to 

contribute primarily to the literature on formal goal-directed networks, but to the general 

network literature as well.   

    

IMPLICATIONS 

The contributions of this dissertation to the field are twofold.  First, the growing 

volume of research on network management, network leadership, and network 

governance in the public management literature indicates not only the importance of 

understanding network functioning for modern day governance, but also that managing, 

leading, and governing play a role in network functioning.  What functions each of these 

serve has, until now, been unclear.  I have provided evidence that the most fundamental 

function of network management is to manage the system of communication, the function 
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of network leadership is to work at securing effort, and the function of network 

governance to maintain purpose.   

Second, by focusing on the fundamental functions of each, I have proposed why 

and when management, leadership, and governance are important to effective network 

functioning.  Managing a network is about managing relationships to establish a 

communication system that serves a purpose in and of itself, but also provides the 

channels necessary for securing effort and communicating purpose.  Fostering 

relationships is one way to establish this system of communication, but there are 

alternative ways of establishing a communication system that may be more practical for 

larger networks.  These alternatives require the active and demanding role of network 

management.   

Managing a network also requires securing effort from network members through 

engaging, mobilizing, and persuading members to contribute.  Because of the voluntary 

aspect of network effort, securing effort requires more transformative behavior than 

transactional (Bass, 1990).  Therefore, even if network managers are the ones working to 

secure effort, doing so successfully requires those skills more associated with 

transformative leadership than with transactional management (Zaleznik, 1977).  Where 

transformational leadership is likely to be most critical is when network members 

infrequently collaborate with one another serendipitously, such as under conditions of 

heterogeneity.  Therefore, in a large heterogeneous network like SACYHN, multiple 

leaders throughout the network are necessary for the continuous need to engage, 

mobilize, and persuade members to contribute their time and resources to the network.   
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Convincing network members to contribute effort will be easier when there is 

congruence between their own goals and those of the network (Oliver, 1990; Van de Ven 

and Walker, 1984), thus, the need to continuously govern purpose.  Governing purpose 

requires not only setting network goals, but also achieving goal consensus across the 

network, which may prove more complicated when a network is heterogeneous.  Under 

governance forms like the NAO form, attaining commitment to the goals by all network 

members, and not just the subset involved in setting the goals, requires work (Provan and 

Kenis, 2008).  To attain this commitment, network members can be convinced of goal 

congruency through linking ties, opening the channels of influence between network 

members and those setting the priorities of the network.  Or network members can be 

convinced of goal congruency by bridging the diversity of the network and expanding the 

commonalities across different domains through bridging ties.  For either to occur, 

network members must have relationships established with governance leaders or with 

network members in other domains.  Thus, governance also requires establishing and 

maintaining linking and bridging ties to support a governance structure.  Whether it is 

network managers, leaders, or those involved in the governance structure who are best 

suited to build and maintain linking and bridging ties was not addressed in this 

dissertation.  The implication, though, is that governance requires more than setting 

purpose.  It also requires the acceptance of that purpose by network members, which 

itself requires relationship building.    

The implications of my findings for practice is in providing practitioners involved 

in networks and policymakers involved in decisions regarding the use of networks in the 



310 
 

 310

public sphere a better understanding of the management, leadership, and governance 

required for effective network functioning.  Networks cannot be set up and expected to 

function on their own, especially if the network is large and heterogeneous.  Instead, time 

and resources need to be provided to build the relationships necessary for upholding the 

communication system, bolstering the securing of effort, and championing purpose.  In 

addition, practitioners do not necessarily have to blindly attempt to foster any and all 

relationships among network members.  Instead, fostering relationships can be 

approached by considering the relationships that may be necessary for communication, 

for securing effort, and for the formulation and acceptance of purpose.  The limited 

resources of practitioners can be invested  in fostering the relationships where their 

resources will have greater pay-off, namely in providing links between cohesive sub-

groups for information flow, in mobilizing relationships between dissimilar organizations 

when effort requires such a relationship, and in fostering linking and bridging ties across 

the network.  Though this study could hardly be used as a manual for such a strategic 

approach to relationship building in goal-directed inter-organizational networks, it at least 

offers ideas that could be incorporated for such an undertaking. 

 

LIMITATIONS      

     There are three major limitations to this study that limit its contributions.   

These limitations are in the study’s research design, the empirical results, and the data; 

and are those common to case study research, especially cross-sectional case study 

research. Without a comparison case or longitudinal data, determining causality is not 
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possible.  Thus, this work has examined associations and not whether management, 

leadership, and governance actually lead to the outcomes examined.  Generalizability is 

also an issue, as it is with case study research in general (Yin, 2003).  Without 

comparative cases, determining what can be attributed to context is not possible.  Further 

research is necessary to determine how the findings reported here may be conditioned by 

other key aspects of context, which are likely to be quite different in other networks, 

depending on such factors as network purpose, stage of evolution, sector composition, 

and country.      

In addition, the empirical findings in this study were modest.  I did not find 

overwhelming empirical evidence to support my hypotheses, which is difficult to do 

given even the small number of member organizations that could be compared.  Though 

40+ organizations makes for a large network, approximately 40 cases does not offer a 

great deal of analytical leverage.  Even in using QCA, which is designed for small to 

intermediate N research, the number of conditions that can be included in any given 

model is limited by the number of cases (Ragin, 2008).  Therefore, further examination of 

the associations found in this study is necessary, tested in models which include other 

variables, such as network context or member attributes, which might instead account for 

the association.  

Finally, the last constraint is the type of data that were drawn on for this study.  

The organizational and network-level performance indicators, while thorough, were 

perceptual.  Ideally, network outcomes should be assessed using both perceptual and 

objective indicators.  Unfortunately, objective data on child outcomes were not available.  
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This is a common problem in network research, especially in a health and human services 

context where outcomes are difficult to assess, data are seldom available, and the impact 

of collective action on organizational or client outcomes are difficult to disentangle from 

what organizations do on their own (Provan and Milward 2001).  Also, the perceptions 

that were drawn on included only the perceptions of those involved in the network. 

Especially in examining the role of management, leadership, and governance in effective 

network functioning, understanding why some organizations may have chosen not to be 

involved or chosen not to continue their involvement in the network should be 

considered.  Though the study targeted all the members of SACYHN and all the major 

agencies involved in child and youth in Southern Alberta, ideally, the study would have 

targeted any organization with any involvement in the child and youth health and well-

being system in Southern Alberta.  Doing so, however, was beyond the resources 

available to support this research. 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

 Despite the limitations of this study, I believe my work contributes to a deeper 

understanding of goal-directed inter-organizational networks.  The ideas I have proposed 

advance theory about how formal goal-directed networks function, especially regarding 

management, leadership, and governance.  Even though the empirical evidence I found to 

support my ideas was modest, there was enough evidence to suggest areas worthy of 

further consideration.  Continuing this line of research could further an understanding of 
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network functioning, especially by examining internal management, external 

management, and network resilience.   

 A future area of research to explore is to examine whether the associations found 

in the case of SACYHN are the same in other networks under different conditions.  

Specifically, I would like to examine whether the three Barnardian functions are also the 

functions important to network functioning in other contexts.  SACYHN was a mature 

network with a formal governance structure; therefore, it resembled a traditional 

organization in many ways.  It will be important to examine whether the three Barnardian 

functions are essential in all networks or whether the context and structure of SACYHN 

made applying a framework stemming from the study of organizations more fitting than 

would normally be the case.  Since the focus of both Barnard (1938) and whole networks 

(Provan, Fish, and Sydow, 2007) is on achieving collective action, I propose the basic 

functions will be the same even in less formal network settings.  If the important 

functions under other contexts are not the same as the Barnardian functions, 

understanding what functions matter for what type of networks would still be an 

interesting undertaking.  If, on the other hand, the important functions are the same as the 

Barnardian functions across different networks, understanding whether contextual 

factors, such as culture, network purpose, evolution, or setting, impact how and when 

these functions matter would again be a research agenda with the potential to make a 

great contribution to the field. 

 The main focus of this dissertation was on internal management, on managing 

internal legitimacy and the achievement of goals.  External management is a key factor to 
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consider as well, given that both internal and external legitimacy are necessary for 

network survival (Human and Provan, 2000).  SACYHN offers a perfect example of this 

need to balance internal and external legitimacy.  Internal legitimacy had been 

established in the case of SACYHN, which had been the primary concern of the 

management staff.  As the staff informed me, they worked very hard not to “toot the 

network’s horn”, knowing that doing so might prevent network members from regarding 

the work of the network as their own.  External legitimacy had not been an issue for 

SACYHN early on because of the political clout of the Honorary Chair who had been one 

of the network’s strongest champions.  The same political clout was not present at the 

time of the restructuring of the health system that caused the dissolution of SACYHN as 

a formal network.  Therefore, the case of SACYHN leads to interesting research 

questions regarding the management of the tension between internal and external 

legitimacy.  To minimize this tension, perhaps it is the role of network management to 

manage internal legitimacy whereas managing external legitimacy is the tasks of other 

leaders.  Separating these functions would minimize the tensions in trying to manage 

both, but network survival would depend on the success of both sets of leaders.  Building 

this external legitimacy management function into the Barnardian framework is 

necessary, though more research is needed to understand this function and how it should 

be incorporated into the framework. 

 In addition to the impact of external legitimacy on survival, understanding what 

else is necessary to build resilient networks is also an important future research direction 

for the study of goal-directed inter-organizational networks.  Though SACYHN, as a 
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formal network, was not able to overcome the considerable external shock created by the 

restructuring of the health system, it is not necessarily the case that SACYHN does not 

continue on informally.  In studying the resilience of dark networks, Bakker, Raab, and 

Milward (2012) proposed that one key component to resiliency is the ability to replace 

nodes.  The case of SACYHN suggests that replacing nodes was not the key component, 

but rather the key component may be replacing key nodes.  The restructuring of the 

health system resulted in 8 core SACYHN members being collapsed into one single 

entity.  Among the 8 core members were most of those organizations found in this study 

to be the ones playing important roles in the network and the ones associated with 

management and leadership.  From my own exploratory analysis of the SACYHN data, I 

found the removal of the 8 organizations from the SACYHN structure did not fragment 

the network as I had expected.  Thus, the structure of SACYHN was resilient; the 

weakness suggested instead is that no other network members stepped in to perform the 

functions that had been performed by the health organizations to maintain network 

functioning.  The loss of the 8 key members did not cripple the network structure, it 

crippled network functioning.  Thus, resiliency may lie in the replacement of nodes key 

to network functioning.  Collecting a second wave of data on SACYHN to examine the 

effect of the external shock on the functioning of the now informal network could answer 

some important research questions about network resilience.  Whether or not a 

longitudinal examination of SACYHN is possible, SACYHN offers an anecdote 

suggesting an interesting area of future research to pursue on network resilience.        
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In conclusion, this examination of the case of SACYHN offers a deeper 

understanding of network management, leadership, and governance.  By examining goal-

directed inter-organizational network management, leadership, and governance through 

the lens of a Barnardian framework, I found that the essential functions necessary for 

effective network functioning are providing a communication system, securing essential 

effort, and formulating and defining purpose.  I also contributed to the theory 

development around network functioning by proposing the role of network management, 

leadership, and governance in upholding the communication system, bolstering the 

securing of effort, and championing purpose.  More research on network management, 

leadership, and governance across different settings and over time, using the approach I 

have taken in this study, should be pursued  to determine whether this approach is one 

that is capable of shedding light on the ‘black box’ of goal-directed, inter-organizational 

network functioning. 
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A1: QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMED CONSENT 

 

Informed Consent 

Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) Impact Analysis 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study. You are being invited to participate 
voluntarily in the SACYHN Impact Analysis research project. The purpose of this project is to 
document the relationships between and among the participants of SACYHN and to assess 
what impact these collaborative relationships have on SACYHN’s efforts to improve child 
and youth health and well-being in Southern Alberta. You are being invited because you have 
been identified as someone who has served on a SACYHN committee or working group and 
your perception of SACYHN’s impact on the child and youth health system is important. 
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire indicating 
which organizations your organization works with and through which SACYHN 
activities, the quality of these relationships, and your perception of SACYHN’s impact on 
your agency and the overall child and youth health system.  The questionnaire should 
take 30-45 minutes to complete.  If willing, you may also be contacted by a member of 
the research team and asked to clarify aspects of your questionnaire responses.  
 
There are no risks involved with your participation. You will not receive any personal benefit 
from taking part in this study. However, it is likely that the research will produce results that 
will benefit others. The information gathered through this project should benefit SACYHN 
participants, the goals of the provincial government and ultimately, the children, youth, and 
families in the region, by providing an analysis of the current state of collaboration and 
integration of services and activities to benefit child and youth health and well-being.  The 
findings will be used to assist the organizations involved in child and youth issues to improve 
the way they work together to advance the goals of child and youth health and well-being.   
  
Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study.  You will not be paid for 
your participation. 
 
The only persons who will know that you participated in this study will be the research team 
members; specifically, the Principal Investigator and the Co-PIs.  Your records will be 
confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or publications resulting from the study.  
The research from this study will be used for the Principal Investigator’s doctoral dissertation; 
however, you will not be identified in the dissertation.  Representatives of regulatory agencies 
(including The University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program) may access your 
records.  Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) is funding the 
expenses for this project and will receive a summary report of the findings, but individual 
information will not be disclosed to SACYHN.   
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Your participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decide to not begin or to stop the study 
at any time.  Your refusing to participate or your decision to discontinue your participation 
will have no effect on your involvement with SACYHN. Also any new information 
discovered about the research will be provided to you. This information could affect your 
willingness to continue your participation. 
 
You can obtain further information about the research or voice concerns or complaints 
about the research by contacting the Principal Investigator, Robin Hargroder Lemaire, 
MA at 520-626-3290, or rlh@email.arizona.edu; or Keith Provan, Ph.D., at 520-621-
1950 or kprovan@eller.arizona.edu; or Brint Milward, Ph.D., at 520-621-7476 or 
bmilward@eller.arizona.edu. If you have questions concerning your rights as a research 
participant, have general questions, concerns or complaints or would like to give input 
about the research and can’t reach the research team, or want to talk to someone other 
than the research team, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects 
Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721.  (If out of state use the toll-free number 1-
866-278-1455.) If you would like to contact the Human Subjects Protection Program via 
the web, please visit the following website: http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/. 
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A2: INTERVIEW INFORMED CONSENT 

 
Informed Consent 

 
Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) Impact Analysis Interviews 

Introduction 

 
You are being invited to take part in a research study. You are being invited to participate 
voluntarily in the interview component of the SACYHN Impact Analysis research project.  
 
What is the purpose of this research study? 

 

The purpose of this project is to document the relationships between and among the 
participants of SACYHN and to assess what impact these collaborative relationships have on 
SACYHN’s efforts to improve child and youth health and well-being in Southern Alberta.  
 

Why are you being asked to participate? 

 

You are being invited because you have been identified as someone who has been involved in 
SACYHN as an organizational representative and your perception of SACYHN’s impact on 
the child and youth health system is important. 
 
How many people will be asked to participate in this study? 

 

Approximately 15-20 persons will be asked to participate in this study. 
 
What will happen during this study? 

 

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to grant an interview with one or more of 
the research team members to inform us about the role you have performed in SACYHN, 
your perception of SACYHN’s impact on the child and youth health system, and what 
challenges or benefits have impeded or facilitated your involvement in the work of the 
network.   
 
How long will I be in this study? 

 

The interview will be 1 hour. 
 
Are there any risks to me? 

 

There are minimal risks involved with your participation.    
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Are there any benefits to me? 

 

You will not receive any direct benefit from taking part in this study. However, it is likely that 
the research will produce results that will benefit others. The information gathered through 
this project should benefit SACYHN participants, the goals of the provincial government and 
ultimately, the children, youth, and families in the region, by providing an analysis of the 
current state of collaboration and integration of services and activities to benefit child and 
youth health and well-being.  The findings will be used to assist the organizations involved in 
child and youth issues to improve the way they work together to advance the goals of child 
and youth health and well-being.   
 
What are the alternatives for participating in this study? 

 

The alternative is not to participate in this study.  
 

Will there be any costs to me? 

 

Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study.  
 
Will I be paid to participate in the study? 

 

You will not be paid for your participation. 
 
Will video or audio recordings be made of me during the study? 

 

We will make an [audio] [video] recording during the study so that we can be certain that your 
responses are recorded accurately only if you check the first box below: 
 

I give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me during my 
participation in this research study. 
 

 
I do not give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me during 
my participation in this research study. 

 
The only ones with access to the audio-recording will be the members of the research team. 
 
Will the information that is obtained from me be kept confidential? 

 

The only persons who will know that you participated in this study will be the research team 
members: the Principal Investigator and the Co-Principal Investigators.  
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Your records will be confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or 
publications resulting from the study.  The research from this study will be used for the 
Principal Investigator’s doctoral dissertation; however, you will not be identified in the 
dissertation.  Representatives of regulatory agencies (including The University of 
Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program) may access your records.  Southern 
Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) is funding the expenses for this 
project and will receive a summary report of the findings, but individual information will 
not be disclosed to SACYHN.   
 

What if I am harmed by the study procedures? 

 

There are minimal risks involved with your participation. 
 

May I change my mind about participating? 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decide to not begin or to stop the study 
at any time.  Your refusing to participate or your decision to discontinue your participation 
will have no effect on your involvement with SACYHN. Also any new information 
discovered about the research will be provided to you. This information could affect your 
willingness to continue your participation. 
 

Whom can I contact for additional information? 

 

You can obtain further information about the research or voice concerns or complaints about 
the research by contacting the Principal Investigator, Robin Hargroder Lemaire, MA at 520-
626-3290, or rlh@email.arizona.edu; or Keith Provan, Ph.D., at 520-621-1950 or 
kprovan@eller.arizona.edu; or Brint Milward, Ph.D., at 520-621-7476 or 
bmilward@eller.arizona.edu. If you have questions concerning your rights as a research 
participant, have general questions, concerns or complaints or would like to give input about 
the research and can’t reach the research team, or want to talk to someone other than the 
research team, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program 
office at (520) 626-6721.  (If out of state use the toll-free number 1-866-278-1455.) If you 
would like to contact the Human Subjects Protection Program via the web, please visit the 
following website: http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/. 
 

Your Signature 
 
By signing this form, I affirm that I have read the information contained in the form, that the 
study has been explained to me, that my questions have been answered and that I agree to take 
part in this study.  I do not give up any of my legal rights by signing this form. 
 
__________________________________ 
Name (Printed) 
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__________________________________   ______________ 
Participant’s Signature      Date signed 
 

Statement by person obtaining consent 

 

I certify that I have explained the research study to the person who has agreed to participate, 
and that he or she has been informed of the purpose, the procedures, the possible risks and 
potential benefits associated with participation in this study.  Any questions raised have been 
answered to the participant’s satisfaction. 
 
__________________________________ 
Name of study personnel 
 
__________________________________   _______________ 
Study personnel Signature      Date signed 
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A3: FOCUS GROUP INFORMED CONSENT 

Informed Consent 

Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) Impact Analysis 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study. You are being invited to participate 
voluntarily in the SACYHN Impact Analysis research project. The purpose of this project is to 
document the relationships between and among the participants of SACYHN and to assess 
what impact these collaborative relationships have on SACYHN’s efforts to improve child 
and youth health and well-being in Southern Alberta. You are being invited because you have 
been identified as someone who has served on a SACYHN committee or working group and 
your perception of SACYHN’s impact on the child and youth health system is important. 
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to attend a focus group to inform us about 
the role you have performed in SACYHN, your perception of SACYHN’s impact on the 
child and youth health system, and what effect parent inclusion in SACYHN has had on 
its efforts to improve child and youth health.  The focus group will be 90 minutes long. 
 
There are no risks involved with your participation. You will not receive any personal benefit 
from taking part in this study. However, it is likely that the research will produce results that 
will benefit others. The information gathered through this project should benefit SACYHN 
participants, the goals of the provincial government and ultimately, the children, youth, and 
families in the region, by providing an analysis of the current state of collaboration and 
integration of services and activities to benefit child and youth health and well-being.  The 
findings will be used to assist the organizations involved in child and youth issues to improve 
the way they work together to advance the goals of child and youth health and well-being.   
  
Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study.  You will not be paid for 
your participation. 
 
The only persons who will know that you participated in this study will be the research team 
members; specifically, the Principal Investigator and the Co-PIs.  Your records will be 
confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or publications resulting from the study.  
The research from this study will be used for the Principal Investigator’s doctoral dissertation; 
however, you will not be identified in the dissertation.  Representatives of regulatory agencies 
(including The University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program) may access your 
records.  Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) is funding the 
expenses for this project and will receive a summary report of the findings, but individual 
information will not be disclosed to SACYHN.   
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decide to not begin or to stop the study 
at any time.  Your refusing to participate or your decision to discontinue your participation 
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will have no effect on your involvement with SACYHN. Also any new information 
discovered about the research will be provided to you. This information could affect your 
willingness to continue your participation. 
 
You can obtain further information about the research or voice concerns or complaints 
about the research by contacting the Principal Investigator, Robin Hargroder Lemaire, 
MA at 520-626-3290, or rlh@email.arizona.edu; or Keith Provan, Ph.D., at 520-621-
1950 or kprovan@eller.arizona.edu; or Brint Milward, Ph.D., at 520-621-7476 or 
bmilward@eller.arizona.edu. If you have questions concerning your rights as a research 
participant, have general questions, concerns or complaints or would like to give input 
about the research and can’t reach the research team, or want to talk to someone other 
than the research team, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects 
Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721.  (If out of state use the toll-free number 1-
866-278-1455.) If you would like to contact the Human Subjects Protection Program via 
the web, please visit the following website: http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/. 
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APPENDIX B: DATA COLLECTION AND SUBJECT SOLITICITATION 

INSTRUMENTS 
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B1: QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTER 

 
Subject:  SACYHN Impact Analysis Questionnaire 
 
Dear _________________ (key informant name): 
 
Following-up on the information you received several weeks ago regarding the Southern 
Alberta Child & Youth Health Network (SACYHN) evaluation research project, we 
would like to request your assistance on the network analysis project.  This research is 
being conducted as part of the evaluation research project that has been approved and 
supported by SACYHN’s Steering Committee and your response is critical to the success 
of this project. To accomplish this, we would like you to complete the enclosed 
questionnaire.  The questionnaire should take about 45 minutes of your time.  

I would like to address two particular sections of the questionnaire.  The first major 
section of the questionnaire, General Information, has been excluded.  The purpose of 
this section is to gather “demographic” information about the organizations involved in 
the network.  We are asking only one person from each organization to respond to this 
section and someone else has been identified to respond on behalf of your organization.   

The next section of the survey, Links to Other Organizations, is where we are asking you 
to indicate what links your organization has to other organizations involved in SACYHN.  
Here, we are trying to capture how the organizations involved in SACYHN are linked to 
each other in the context of the child and youth system; this does not mean the links are 
necessarily attributable to SACYHN.  Please respond to this question on behalf of your 
organization as a whole, not from your particular program, and indicate all the 
relationships of which you are aware.  In the list of organizations, we have included a row 
for “SACYHN Facilitators”.  We, the researchers, needed to include these individuals as 
a separate row in order to isolate them in the analysis because of the role they play in 
coordinating SACYHN.  Please refer to the questionnaire for more detailed directions.     

If you have any other questions about the questionnaire, please contact me preferably at 
rlh@email.arizona.edu or using the contact information listed below.  I will be available 
to quickly reply to questions in the mornings Monday through Friday.  If requested, I can 
also arrange to contact you to discuss the questionnaire and any questions you may have.   

It would be very helpful if you could return your completed survey within 10 days.  It is 
very important that we complete the data collection of this project before the year’s end 
because of the provincial re-structuring of the health system. You can mail your 
completed survey to me in the stamped, addressed envelope, or you may also fax the 
survey to me at 520-626-5549.  Once I have your completed survey, it may be necessary 
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for me or a member of the research team to re-contact you to follow up on a few answers 
that may need clarification.  

Thank you very much for considering this invitation.  We want to assure you that your 
responses are confidential and any questions that call for your judgment on how well or 
poorly the system is functioning will be held in strictest confidence and will only be 
reported in the aggregate.  We hope you will decide to collaborate with us. If you have 
questions concerning your rights as a research subject, please call the University of 
Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program office at 01-520-626-6721. 
 
Sincerely, 
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B2: QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Inter-Organizational 

Child and Youth Health Networks 

 
Adapted from Maricopa County Survey by  

Child and Youth Health Networks of Canada 
In conjunction and with permission of 

 
  H. Brinton Milward, Ph.D.            

and Keith G. Provan, Ph.D. 
School of Public Administration and Policy 

University of Arizona 
Fax: (520) 626-554
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Your Name (for tracking responses only): _________________________ 

Name of Your Organization: ____________________________________ 

What is your position/job title?  ___________________________________ 

           

How long have you been in your current position? ____________________ 

How long have you personally been involved with Southern Alberta Child & Youth Health 
Network (SACYHN)?  

______________________ 

How long has your organization been a part of SACYHN? _______________________

General Information

 

To start, please indicate the basic characteristics of your organization for each 
category listed below.  It is fine to estimate if exact figures are not available. 
 
1) Is your organization public? ____    

Non-profit? ____     (please check one) 

 

2) What is the total number of full-time 
equivalent employees in your 
organization? 

___________________ 

3) What is the total number of employees 
working at least half time on services or 
programs for children and/or youth 
and/or their families (C&Y clients) in 
your organization? 

__________________ 

4) What was your organization’s total 
operating budget in the past fiscal year 
(i.e. for programs and services in all 

areas)? 

 
$__________________ 

 

5) Approximately what percentage of your 
total operating budget is devoted to the 
administration and delivery of services, 
programs, and activities related to 
children, youth and their families?  
Since you may not have exact figures, 
please provide the best estimate you can. 

_______ % of budget for C&Y 
services, programs & activities 

 

6) Overall, how important would you say 
are services or programs for children 
and/or youth and /or their families to the 
overall mission of your organization?  
Please use a scale ranging from 1 = very 
little importance, to 5 = great 
importance. 

 

Importance = _______ (rate 
1 to 5) 
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Child and Youth Related Services, Programs, or Activities  

 

7) Following is a list of child and youth related services, programs, or activities.  Please go 

through the list and indicate those that your organization has been engaged in with 

regard to children and youth over the past twelve months or so.  Your organization could 

be working at any level in relation to these areas (e.g. policy, research, service delivery, 

etc).  If you provide services or programs that are not listed, please indicate these in the 

“other” category.  Please respond in the space to the left of each category listed by giving 

your best estimate as to the percent of your organization’s total child and youth resources 

devoted to that area.  The percent figures should add up to 100%.  
 
 

a. ______ % Health Care Services (Physical) 
 
b. ______ % Child/Adolescent Mental Health 
 
c. ______ % Health Promotion/Injury Prevention 
 
d. ______ % Substance Abuse/Addictions 
 
e. ______ % Education (K to Grade 12 schools) 

 

f. ______ % Education (Post-secondary) 
 
g. ______ % Psycho-Social Rehabilitation (vocational counseling, training, building 

daily living skills, transitional employment, etc.) 
 
h. ______ % Youth Justice  
 
i. ______ % Public Social Services (e.g. child welfare, support for children with 

disabilities, child care, income support)       
 
j. ______ % Recreational services 
 
k. ______ % Community Services (e.g. Big Brothers and Sisters, Boys and Girls Clubs, 

community library, referral, and/or advocacy) 
 

l. _____ % Other Services (please list)       
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Links to Other Organizations Serving Children, Youth and Families 

 
8) Listed below are organizations involved in the Southern Alberta Child and Youth Health 

Network.  We would like to know what links or ties your organization maintains with the 
others on the list when engaging in services, programs, or activities benefiting children and 
youth. 

 
We have listed several types of involvement your organization might have with other 
organizations in regard to child and youth services, programs, or activities.  Please go through 
the list and indicate (with a �) which ones your organization has been involved with for the 
provision of services, programs, or activities related to C&Y clients over the past 12 months 
for each of the types of relationships listed.  Please only consider those relationships that 

have value to your organization and are more than incidental.  Examples are listed below 
for each type of activity. 
 
Strategic Planning – working together to advance an agenda, advocacy, priority setting, 
developing or advising on policies/procedures 
Shared Resources – funding, sponsorship of events, shared staff, space, technology 
Service Delivery – client referrals, outreach, service coordination, case management, service 
planning, joint programming 
Education – professional development, public education, community education (rounds, 
workshops, student and staff training, etc.) 
Research/Evaluation – research proposals, literature reviews, knowledge creation, 
evaluation activities 
Information Sharing – regarding programs, upcoming events, organizational changes, 
administration, etc. 

 

In the last column, we would like you to rate the overall quality of your organization’s 
working relationship with those with whom you share a tie.  Please base the rating of the 
quality of the relationship on how confident you are that the organization will follow through 

on partnering work, and not just focus on the needs of their own organization.  Examples are 
listed below: 
 

• Confident that the organization will share information that is necessary to the 
relationship 

• Confident that the organization will take your views into consideration when 
making decisions 

• Confident that the organization will devote whatever resources (money, staff, 
technology, etc...) it can to the relationship. 

 
For each row where you have checked any of the shared activities, please circle, in the far 
right column, the number that best reflects the overall relationship quality using the 
following scale:   
 
1 = poor relationship  2 = fair relationship  3 = good relationship  4 = very good relationship 
5 = excellent relationship 
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ORGS 

SHARED ACTIVITIES  QUALITY 

Name of 

Organization 
Strategic 
Planning 

Shared 
Resources 

Service 
Delivery 

Educ 
Res / 
Eval 

Info 
Sharing 

Please Circle 

Alberta Alcohol  & 
Drug Abuse 
Commission 

      
1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Cancer 
Board 

      
1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Centre for 
Child, Family & 
Community 
Research 

      

1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Children & 
Youth Services 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Education       1   2   3   4   5 
Alberta 
Employment & 
Immigration 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Health & 
Wellness 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Justice & 
Attorney General 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Mental 
Health Board 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Alberta Solicitor 
General & Public 
Security 

      1   2   3   4   5 

BRIDGES, 
Medicine Hat 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Calgary & Area 
Child & Family 
Services Authority 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Calgary Board of 
Education 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Calgary Catholic 
School Division 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Calgary Health 
Region 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Capital Health        1   2   3   4   5 
Central Alberta 
Child & Family 
Services Authority 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Chinook Health       1   2   3   4   5 
City of Lethbridge       1   2   3   4   5 
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City of Medicine Hat       1   2   3   4   5 
David Thompson 
Health Region 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Eastern Irrigation 
District (EID) 
Ministerial, Duchess 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Family Centre, 
Lethbridge 

      1   2   3   4   5 

First Nations & Inuit 
Health Branch - 
Health Canada 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Independent 
Schools Advisory 
Committee 
(Calgary) 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Lethbridge 
Community Links 

      1   2   3   4   5 

McMan Parent Link 
Centre, Medicine 
Hat 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Medicine Hat 
Community 
Corrections 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Medicine Hat 
Women's Shelter 
Society 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Medicine Hat Youth 
Action Society 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Miywasin Society 
Of Aboriginal 
Services 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Palliser Health 
Region 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Parent Links, 
Coaldale 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Prairie Rose School 
Division 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Rocky View School 
Division #41 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Ronald MacDonald 
House Southern 
Alberta 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Sexual Assault 
Response 
Committee (SARC), 
Medicine Hat 

      1   2   3   4   5 

South Eastern 
Alberta Support 
Coordination 
Services, Medicine 
Hat  

      1   2   3   4   5 

Southeast Alberta       1   2   3   4   5 
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Child & Family 
Services Authority 

SACYHN 
Facilitators 
(Directorate, 
Outreach, Resource 
Centre, Evaluation, 
Communication, 
Network 
Coordinators) 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Southwest Alberta 
Child & Family 
Services Authority 

      1   2   3   4   5 

SPEC Association 
for Children and 
Families, Brooks 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Siksika 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Piikani 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Nakoda 
(Stoney) 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Kainai 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Eden 
Valley 

      1   2   3   4   5 

Treaty 7 First 
Nations, Tsuu Tina 

      1   2   3   4   5 

United Way of 
Calgary & Area 

      1   2   3   4   5 

University of Alberta       1   2   3   4   5 
University of 
Calgary, Faculty of 
Medicine, 
Community Health 
Sciences 

      1   2   3   4   5 

University of 
Calgary, Faculty of 
Medicine, 
Department of 
Pediatrics 

      1   2   3   4   5 

University of 
Calgary, Faculty of 
Medicine, 
Department of 
Psychiatry 

      1   2   3   4   5 

University of 
Calgary, Faculty of 
Social Work 

      1   2   3   4   5 
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9) We would now like you to list up to 10 organizations not listed in the above matrix, but 

which you believe are key providers of services to children and youth.  Then we would 

like you to indicate, as in the above matrix, if you have been involved with each 

organization listed for activities related to C & Y clients and what type of activity that 

relationship is based on.  Note that you need not be involved with every provider you 

list.  

 

ORGANIZATIONS SHARED ACTIVITIES 

Name of Organization Strategic 
Planning 

Shared 
Resources 

Service 
Delivery 

Education Research / 

Evaluation 
Information 
Sharing 
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Additional Involvement Information 
 

10) Now please indicate which links 
from questions #8 and #9 have been 
most critical to your organization.  
To do this, simply list no more than 
three (3) organizations for each type 
of involvement. If you have no links 
in a particular category, or no 
critical links, simply leave that 
category blank: 

a. Strategic Planning 
I. _____________________ 

II. _____________________ 
III. _____________________ 

 
b. Shared Resources 

I. _____________________ 
II. _____________________ 

III. _____________________ 
 

c. Service Delivery 
I. _____________________ 

II. _____________________ 
III. _____________________ 

 
d. Education 

I. _____________________ 
II. _____________________ 

III. _____________________ 
 
 

 
e. Research/Evaluation 

I. _____________________ 
II. _____________________ 

III. _____________________ 
 

f. Information Sharing 
I. _____________________ 

II. _____________________ 
III. _____________________ 

 
11) Because most organizations are involved with 

other organizations in one way or another, they 
must often consider these other organizations 
when making decisions.  Please list up to five 
(5) organizations from question #8 or #9 whose 
needs, goals, decisions, and/or expectations are 
generally taken into consideration by your 
organization when major decisions are made 
related to the activities it undertakes regarding 
C&Y clients.  If you feel that your 
organization’s decisions about C&Y activities 
are affected by fewer than five other 
organizations, list only these. 

 
a. _____________________________ 
b. _____________________________ 
c. _____________________________ 
d. _____________________________ 
e. _____________________________ 
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12)  From the list in questions #8 and #9, 
which organizations do you believe have 
norms, values, and ways of working that 
are most similar to yours?  Please list up 
to five such organizations.  
 
a. _____________________________ 
b. _____________________________ 
c. _____________________________ 
d. _____________________________ 
e. _____________________________ 

13) Again from the list in questions #8 and 
#9, which organizations, other than your 
own, do you most admire for doing an 
especially good job of their work related 
to C&Y clients.  Again, please list up to 
five. 

a. ________________________________ 
b. ________________________________ 
c. ________________________________ 
d. ________________________________ 
e. ________________________________ 
 

 
14) The following is a list of areas where networks may sometimes have an impact on individual 

organizations, in this case concerning the services or activities your organization may be 
involved in on behalf of C&Y clients.  Please go through the list, and for each, indicate how 
you believe your organization and its services or activities have been affected by the way in 
which SACYHN has influenced the C&Y system.  For each item, circle the number (1 to 5) 
that best matches your answer using the following scale: 

 
 1 = SACYHN has had a significant negative impact on my organization 
 2 = The impact on my organization has been mostly negative 
 3 = The impact on my organization has been pretty much neutral 
 4 = The impact on my organization has been mostly positive 

5 = SACYHN has had a significant positive impact on my organization 
 

ISSUE IMPACT ON YOUR 
ORG. 

Number of C&Y services and/or activities   1   2    3    4    5 

Number of C&Y clients we can serve 1    2    3    4    5 

Reach of our C&Y services/activities 1    2    3    4    5 

Quality of our C&Y services/activities 1    2    3    4    5 

Coordinating C&Y care/activities with other organizations 1    2    3    4    5 

Stabilizing provision of care to C&Y clients 1    2    3    4    5 

Ease of client access to our services/activities 1    2    3    4    5 

Planning new services/initiatives 1    2    3    4    5 

Transfer of knowledge/use of evidence 1    2    3    4    5 

Advocacy 1    2    3    4    5 

Reputation of my organization or unit 1    2    3    4    5 

Acquisition of additional funding or other resources 1    2    3    4    5 

Opportunities to participate in or benefit from research 1    2    3    4    5 

Able to get tasks done more quickly/efficiently 1    2    3    4    5 

Opportunities to connect with other partners 1    2    3    4    5 
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Access to knowledge in other areas other than my own (spillover) 1    2    3    4    5 

Development of new tools, methods, and approaches 1    2    3    4    5 

Knowledge of business practices and issues of other partners 1    2    3    4    5 

Other areas (please list)  

 1    2    3    4    5 

 1    2    3    4    5 
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15) Next, we would like your opinion about the impact that SACYHN has had on the overall 
C&Y service delivery system in Southern Alberta (i.e. not just the impact on your 
organization, as in the last question) over the past twelve (12) months.  Circle the number 
that best matches your answer for each aspect of the overall C&Y system, using the following 
scale: 

 1 = SACYHN has had a significant negative impact on the overall C&Y system 
 2 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been mostly negative 
 3 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been pretty much neutral 
 4 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been mostly positive 

5 = SACYHN has had a significant positive impact on the overall C&Y system 
 
The last column is for you to indicate your opinion about the impact that SACYHN has had on 
the overall C&Y service delivery system in Southern Alberta since the network’s inception.  If 
you were not involved in child and youth services or activities at the time of SACYHN’s 
inception, please respond only to column 1, “Past 12 Months.”  If you were involved in these 
activities, even if not as part of SACYHN, then please circle the number (1 to 5) in column two 
that best matches your answer using the same scale as above. 
 

ASPECT OF THE OVERALL SYSTEM PAST 12 MONTHS SINCE THE 
NETWORK’S 
INCEPTION 

Development of a shared vision 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Development of shared policies, protocols or ways 
of working 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Minimizing/managing politics in the system 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced funding for C & Y services 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Communication among C&Y organizations 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Raising awareness & value of child and youth 
issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced uptake of new technologies & 
approaches to improve delivery of C & Y related 
services or activities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Coordinating the system of care 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Cooperation among providers 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased availability of C&Y services  1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved accessibility of needed services 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved quality of services offered 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved continuity of care 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased responsiveness to emergent problems 
and/or opportunities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved community capacity to address C&Y 
health issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased opportunities for families, children and 
youth to have a voice in service/system planning 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 
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Increased access for families to education and 
information on  
C & Y health issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced professional / staff development 
opportunities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced Inter-sectoral linkages and relationships 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced Inter-regional linkages and relationships 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Other aspects of the C&Y system (please list)   

 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 
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16) Below is a list of common challenges that organizations sometimes face when involved in a 

network. We would like to know what the challenges have been, in your view, from your 
involvement with SACYHN.  For each possible challenge listed, please indicate, by placing a 
check in the appropriate box, the extent to which you and your organization has experienced 
the challenge listed.  Check (√) only one box for each challenge regarding how often you 
think each occurs. 

 

 

 
17) Overall, to what extent does your organization identify with SACYHN? Again, circle the 

number that best matches your answer using the following scale:   
 
 1 = My organization does not identify at all with SACYHN 

 2 = My organization identifies itself only minimally with SACYHN 

 3 = My organization identifies itself somewhat with SACYHN 

 4 = My organization identifies itself fairly strongly with SACYHN 

5 = M y organization identifies itself as an integral part of SACYHN 
 

 

Challenges Occurs Rarely or Not 

at All 

Occurs 

Sometimes 

Occurs 

Often 

a. Diversion of time and resources 
from other activities 

� � � 

b. Insufficient resources to support 
effective collaboration 

� � � 

c. Loss of control/autonomy over 
decisions 

� � � 

d. Frustration or aggravation in dealing 
with partners  

� � � 

e. Insufficient credit given to my 
organization or unit  

� � � 

f. Difficulty due to geographical 
distances  

� � � 

g. Strained relations within my own 
organization due to: 

   

    Limited flexibility and freedom to 
work with SACYHN 

� � � 

    Not enough support of my work 
with SACYHN 

� � � 

    Other: � � � 
h. Other challenges (please list other 
major challenges): 
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18) Please use the reverse side to include any additional thoughts you may have on the Southern 
Alberta Child & Youth Health Network and how it might impact the service delivery system 
and the health and well being of children and youth in southern Alberta. . 

 
 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH.   
Please return to: 

 
Robin Hargroder Lemaire 

School of Public Administration & Policy 
Eller College of Management 

McClelland Hall 405 
PO Box 210108 

University of Arizona 
Tucson, AZ 85721-0108 

 
Fax: 520-626-5549 

Email: rlh@email.arizona.edu 
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B3: INTERVIEW SAMPLING MATRIX 

 
Interview Matrix 

Perspectives To Be Captured 

Sector FP M TA RG M / P L R U C P 

Health   x  x     x 

Health  x   x    x  

Children's 

Services 

 x   x     x 

Education  x   x     x 

SACYHN co-Chair   x  x    x  

network 

coordinator 

 x  x     x  

network 

coordinator 

 x  x     x  

network 

coordinator 

 x    x x  x  

Education   x  x    x  

Children's 

Services 

  x  x    x  

Health x     x  x x  

Health x     x  x x  

Justice / Solicitor 

General 

 x    x x  x  

Children's 

Services 

  x x    x  x 

Education  x    x  x x  

Not-for-profit   x   x  x  x 

First Nation  x    x x   x 

University   x   x  x x  

University  x    x  x x  

Perspective Codes 

FP – Frontline provider 

M – Manager 

TA – Top Administrator 

RG – Regional 

M/P – Ministry / Provincial 

L – Local 

R – Rural 

U – Urban 

C – Core Involvement 

P – Peripheral Involvement 
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B4: INTERVIEW QUESTION GUIDE 

 
Interview Guide 

 

1. Please describe your current position and how your role involves you in the 
Network? 

 
2. Why does your organization participate in the Network?  Is the work of the 

Network important to you and your organization? Why or why not? 
 

3. What have been the key benefits and challenges of being involved in the Network 
over the past few years, and what has facilitated or hindered your organization’s 
involvement in the Network?  
 

4. The Network has several initiatives such as outreach, professional and community 
education, children’s mental health initiatives, work to promote family centered 
care, etc as well as working groups organized around specific Network activities 
such as evaluation, communication, etc.  In your opinion which Network 
initiatives and projects have been most successful and why?  Which ones have not 
been and why?  
 

5. Is it easier to rally Network participants around some initiatives rather than 
others?  Which ones and why do think this is? 

 
6. Where could the Network have had more of an impact and how could this have 

been accomplished? 
 

7. Do you feel that the priorities of the SACYHN Steering Committee are congruent 
with the priorities of the Network participants on the ground in the Regions? Is 
this important? Why or why not? 

 
8. What challenges have you faced in building relationships within your region, 

across regions or sectors, and to the SACYHN Steering Committee? 
 

9. What kind of ongoing infrastructure and leadership support is necessary for the 
future of the Network? 

 
10. What is your overall assessment of the usefulness of the Network? 

 
11. How have policy changes affected the Network? 

 
12. What are the key issues facing the network over the next three years?  What are 

the opportunities?  Challenges? 
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B5: FOCUS GROUP GUIDE 

 

Focus Group Guide 
Part 1 We will begin our discussion with the following four questions.  In addition to the 
group discussion, though, I would like for you to write down your answers to these 
questions: 

1. How long have you had a particular interest in the health and well-being of 
children and youth? 

 

 

2. How long have you been (were you) involved in the work of SACYHN? 
 

 

3. In what ways have you participated (did you participate) in SACYHN?  In what 
SACYHN activities have you been involved (were you involved)? 

 

 

4. Describe to me what your participation in these activities involved? 
 

 

Part 2 The next six questions are the questions that will guide us through our discussion.  

This section is for you to use as a guide.  Please do not feel it is necessary to write down 

your answers for this section: 

 

5. What challenges have you faced regarding your participation in SACYHN? 
 

6. Do you feel your time spent on SACYHN programs or activities was valuable? 
Why or why not? 

 

7. If you feel your time could be made more valuable, what suggestions do you have 
for SACYHN? 

 

8. Do you feel your inclusion in SACYHN has had an impact on its efforts to 
improve child and youth health and well-being in southern Alberta? Why or why 
not? 

 

9. Do you feel that parents have a collective voice in SACYHN? 
 

10. What have been the personal benefits from your involvement in SACYHN? 
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Part 3 Finally, I would like your opinion on what has been the impact of SACYHN on 

the child and youth system.  These responses are anonymous and any report on these 

results will come from all the parent responses pooled together.  Please use the following 

scale to answer the items below: 

1 = SACYHN has had a significant negative impact on the overall C&Y system 

2 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been mostly negative 

3 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been pretty much neutral 

4 = The impact on the overall C&Y system has been mostly positive 

5 = SACYHN has had a significant positive impact on the overall C&Y system 

 

ASPECT OF THE OVERALL 

SYSTEM 
PAST 12 

MONTHS 

SINCE THE 

NETWORK’S 

INCEPTION 

Development of a shared vision 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Development of shared policies, protocols 

or ways of working 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Minimizing/managing politics in the 

system 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced funding for C & Y services 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Communication among C&Y 
organizations 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Raising awareness & value of child and 
youth issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced uptake of new technologies & 
approaches to improve delivery of C & Y 
related services or activities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Coordinating the system of care 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Cooperation among providers 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased availability of C&Y services  1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved accessibility of needed services 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved quality of services offered 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved continuity of care 1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased responsiveness to emergent 
problems and/or opportunities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Improved community capacity to address 
C&Y health issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 
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Increased opportunities for families, 
children and youth to have a voice in 
service/system planning 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Increased access for families to education 
and information on C & Y health issues 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced professional / staff development 
opportunities 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced Inter-sectoral linkages and 
relationships 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Enhanced Inter-regional linkages and 
relationships 

1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

Other aspects of the C&Y system 

(please list)   

 
1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 1    2    3    4    5 
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APPENDIX C: DATA ANALYSIS SUPPORT FILES 
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C1: CONCOR BLOCK MODELS OF UNCONFIRMED TIES 

 

NETWORK BLOCK DENSITIES 

 

Method:                                 Average 

Input dataset:                          

CorrelationMatrix_unconfirmed_no transpose (E:\SACYHN 

DATA\Ucinet_Robin\CorrelationMatrix_unconfirmed_no transpose) 

 

Row 

Block  Members: 

-----  --------------- 

    2:  MHYAS 

    5:  AADAC ACB ACCFCR ASGPS CapH ChinH Cleth DTHR FCLeth FNIH PHR 

PLCoal T7Sik T7Pii T7Nak T7Kai T7Eden T7Tsuu UALB UCALCH UCALPSYCH 

    6:  ACYS AE AHW AMHB CACFSA CBE CCSD CHR ISAC RVSD SACYHNF UWCA 

UCALPED UCALSW 

    7:  AEI AJAG CACF SEACFSA SWACFSA 

    8:  BMH Cmed MPLCMed MHCC MHWSS MSAS PRSD RMHSA SARCMed SPEC 

 

Column 

Block  Members: 

-----  --------------- 

    2:  MHYAS 

    5:  AADAC ACB ACCFCR ASGPS CapH ChinH Cleth DTHR FCLeth FNIH PHR 

PLCoal T7Sik T7Pii T7Nak T7Kai T7Eden T7Tsuu UALB UCALCH UCALPSYCH 

    6:  ACYS AE AHW AMHB CACFSA CBE CCSD CHR ISAC RVSD SACYHNF UWCA 

UCALPED UCALSW 

    7:  AEI AJAG CACF SEACFSA SWACFSA 

    8:  BMH Cmed MPLCMed MHCC MHWSS MSAS PRSD RMHSA SARCMed SPEC 

 

 

Reduced BlockMatrix 

 

            1     2     3     4     5 

        ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 

    1                                 

    2         0.325 0.193 0.196 0.130 

    3         0.193 0.383 0.193 0.121 

    4         0.196 0.193 0.459 0.299 

    5         0.130 0.121 0.299 0.652 
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C2: CONCOR BLOCK MODELS OF CONFIRMED TIES 

 

NETWORK BLOCK DENSITIES 

 

Method:                                 Average 

Input dataset:                          CorrelationMatrix_joined 

(E:\SACYHN DATA\Ucinet_Robin\CorrelationMatrix_joined) 

 

Row 

Block  Members: 

-----  --------------- 

    2:  AEI 

    5:  AADAC ACB ACCFCR ACYS AHW AJAG AMHB ASGPS CapH ChinH DTHR 

FNIH PHR T7Pii UALB UCALCH UCALPSYCH 

    6:  AE CBE CCSD CHR RVSD RMHSA SACYHNF UWCA UCALPED UCALSW 

    7:  BMH MPLCMed MHCC MSAS PRSD SARCMed SPEC 

    8:  CACFSA CACF FCLeth ISAC PLCoal SEACFSA SWACFSA 

 

Column 

Block  Members: 

-----  --------------- 

    2:  AEI 

    5:  AADAC ACB ACCFCR ACYS AHW AJAG AMHB ASGPS CapH ChinH DTHR 

FNIH PHR T7Pii UALB UCALCH UCALPSYCH 

    6:  AE CBE CCSD CHR RVSD RMHSA SACYHNF UWCA UCALPED UCALSW 

    7:  BMH MPLCMed MHCC MSAS PRSD SARCMed SPEC 

    8:  CACFSA CACF FCLeth ISAC PLCoal SEACFSA SWACFSA 

 

 

 

Reduced BlockMatrix 

 

            1     2     3     4     5 

        ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 

    1                                 

    2         0.259 0.131 0.018 0.050 

    3         0.131 0.325 0.023 0.131 

    4         0.018 0.023 0.508 0.086 

    5         0.050 0.131 0.086 0.220 
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C3: DEGREE AND BETWEENNESS CENTRALITY AND CRITICAL TIES 

 

 

 

Strategic Planning Shared Resources Service Delivery 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

AADAC 10 24.39 19 46.341 21 51.22 

ACB 8 19.512 6 14.634 6 14.634 

ACCFCR 10 24.39 5 12.195 1 2.439 

ACYS 15 36.585 18 43.902 16 39.024 

AE 21 51.22 20 48.78 17 41.463 

AEI 0 0 0 0 2 4.878 

AHW 18 43.902 7 17.073 1 2.439 

AJAG 6 14.634 6 14.634 3 7.317 

AMHB 16 39.024 11 26.829 9 21.951 

ASGPS 7 17.073 9 21.951 11 26.829 

BMH 1 2.439 3 7.317 2 4.878 

CACFSA 15 36.585 13 31.707 15 36.585 

CBE 8 19.512 9 21.951 8 19.512 

CCSD 8 19.512 5 12.195 5 12.195 

CHR 19 46.341 22 53.659 20 48.78 

CapH 7 17.073 8 19.512 8 19.512 

CACF 7 17.073 4 9.756 8 19.512 

ChinH 12 29.268 10 24.39 14 34.146 

DTHR 11 26.829 11 26.829 11 26.829 

FCLeth 2 4.878 2 4.878 3 7.317 

FNIH 5 12.195 1 2.439 3 7.317 

ISAC 5 12.195 5 12.195 6 14.634 

MPLCMed 3 7.317 1 2.439 2 4.878 

MHCC 3 7.317 0 0 3 7.317 

MSAS 2 4.878 2 4.878 3 7.317 

PHR 15 36.585 14 34.146 18 43.902 

PLCoal 2 4.878 3 7.317 2 4.878 

PRSD 3 7.317 4 9.756 4 9.756 

RVSD 8 19.512 7 17.073 6 14.634 

RMHSA 3 7.317 2 4.878 1 2.439 

SARCMed 2 4.878 3 7.317 3 7.317 

SEACFSA 13 31.707 11 26.829 14 34.146 

SACYHNF 30 73.171 24 58.537 14 34.146 

SWACFSA 9 21.951 9 21.951 9 21.951 

SPEC 2 4.878 2 4.878 2 4.878 

T7Pii 3 7.317 1 2.439 5 12.195 

UWCA 7 17.073 7 17.073 3 7.317 
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UALB 3 7.317 2 4.878 1 2.439 

UCALCH 8 19.512 7 17.073 0 0 

UCALPED 9 21.951 8 19.512 6 14.634 

UCALPSYCH 6 14.634 5 12.195 2 4.878 

UCALSW 8 19.512 6 14.634 0 0 

 
Education Research / Evaluation Information Sharing 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

Degree Norm 

Degree 

AADAC 19 46.341 8 19.512 27 65.854 

ACB 5 12.195 8 19.512 9 21.951 

ACCFCR 15 36.585 19 46.341 17 41.463 

ACYS 19 46.341 11 26.829 21 51.22 

AE 22 53.659 19 46.341 24 58.537 

AEI 0 0 0 0 3 7.317 

AHW 14 34.146 15 36.585 20 48.78 

AJAG 6 14.634 5 12.195 11 26.829 

AMHB 12 29.268 9 21.951 15 36.585 

ASGPS 8 19.512 3 7.317 17 41.463 

BMH 3 7.317 2 4.878 6 14.634 

CACFSA 9 21.951 10 24.39 19 46.341 

CBE 7 17.073 5 12.195 10 24.39 

CCSD 6 14.634 3 7.317 9 21.951 

CHR 22 53.659 19 46.341 26 63.415 

CapH 10 24.39 6 14.634 11 26.829 

CACF 4 9.756 2 4.878 11 26.829 

ChinH 17 41.463 12 29.268 16 39.024 

DTHR 16 39.024 11 26.829 18 43.902 

FCLeth 3 7.317 0 0 5 12.195 

FNIH 5 12.195 2 4.878 10 24.39 

ISAC 4 9.756 2 4.878 8 19.512 

MPLCMed 5 12.195 0 0 10 24.39 

MHCC 1 2.439 0 0 4 9.756 

MSAS 4 9.756 2 4.878 7 17.073 

PHR 21 51.22 16 39.024 23 56.098 

PLCoal 4 9.756 1 2.439 5 12.195 

PRSD 3 7.317 3 7.317 4 9.756 

RVSD 4 9.756 5 12.195 8 19.512 

RMHSA 2 4.878 0 0 1 2.439 

SARCMed 4 9.756 1 2.439 6 14.634 

SEACFSA 12 29.268 7 17.073 17 41.463 

SACYHNF 27 65.854 20 48.78 36 87.805 

SWACFSA 10 24.39 6 14.634 12 29.268 
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SPEC 4 9.756 1 2.439 6 14.634 

T7Pii 5 12.195 2 4.878 6 14.634 

UWCA 7 17.073 9 21.951 10 24.39 

UALB 4 9.756 5 12.195 9 21.951 

UCALCH 6 14.634 9 21.951 10 24.39 

UCALPED 10 24.39 11 26.829 14 34.146 

UCALPSYCH 6 14.634 7 17.073 11 26.829 

UCALSW 15 36.585 10 24.39 14 34.146 

 
Any Tie 

    

Degree Norm 

Degree 

    

AADAC 33 80.488     

ACB 11 26.829     

ACCFCR 28 68.293     

ACYS 21 51.22     

AE 25 60.976     

AEI 5 12.195     

AHW 21 51.22     

AJAG 11 26.829     

AMHB 18 43.902     

ASGPS 20 48.78     

BMH 7 17.073     

CACFSA 20 48.78     

CBE 12 29.268     

CCSD 9 21.951     

CHR 28 68.293     

CapH 14 34.146     

CACF 11 26.829     

ChinH 17 41.463     

DTHR 19 46.341     

FCLeth 5 12.195     

FNIH 10 24.39     

ISAC 9 21.951     

MPLCMed 10 24.39     

MHCC 5 12.195     

MSAS 8 19.512     

PHR 24 58.537     

PLCoal 6 14.634     

PRSD 5 12.195     

RVSD 10 24.39     

RMHSA 5 12.195     

SARCMed 7 17.073     
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SEACFSA 17 41.463     

SACYHNF 37 90.244     

SWACFSA 12 29.268     

SPEC 7 17.073     

T7Pii 8 19.512     

UWCA 11 26.829     

UALB 10 24.39     

UCALCH 13 31.707     

UCALPED 15 36.585     

UCALPSYCH 14 34.146     

UCALSW 18 43.902     

 
Strategic Planning Shared Resources Service Delivery 

 Between Norm 

Between 

Between Norm 

Between 

Between Norm 

Between 

AADAC 4.711 0.574 70.361 8.581 140.06 17.08 

ACB 4.218 0.514 16.154 1.97 1.914 0.233 

ACCFCR 7.803 0.952 0.85 0.104 0 0 

ACYS 39.714 4.843 49.441 6.029 74.933 9.138 

AE 79.632 9.711 82.914 10.111 43.372 5.289 

AEI 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AHW 46.341 5.651 0.674 0.082 0 0 

AJAG 0.22 0.027 0.067 0.008 0.333 0.041 

AMHB 22.387 2.73 6.455 0.787 16.953 2.067 

ASGPS 1.156 0.141 2.32 0.283 21.947 2.677 

BMH 0 0 0.659 0.08 0 0 

CACFSA 28.907 3.525 13.791 1.682 46.153 5.628 

CBE 1.025 0.125 3.515 0.429 5.929 0.723 

CCSD 1.025 0.125 0.333 0.041 0.96 0.117 

CHR 45.849 5.591 79.94 9.749 128.342 15.651 

CapH 5.57 0.679 22.146 2.701 38.965 4.752 

CACF 1.45 0.177 0.067 0.008 2.354 0.287 

ChinH 46.719 5.697 25.785 3.145 53.168 6.484 

DTHR 9.407 1.147 9.749 1.189 6.59 0.804 

FCLeth 0 0 0 0 0.463 0.057 

FNIH 1.21 0.148 0 0 0.698 0.085 

ISAC 0 0 1.341 0.164 1.183 0.144 

MPLCMed 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MHCC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MSAS 0 0 0.659 0.08 0 0 

PHR 88.732 10.821 95.545 11.652 131.264 16.008 

PLCoal 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PRSD 0 0 36 4.39 0 0 
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RVSD 1.025 0.125 1.027 0.125 1.141 0.139 

RMHSA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SARCMed 0 0 2.393 0.292 0 0 

SEACFSA 104.629 12.76 69.249 8.445 71.822 8.759 

SACYHNF 218.246 26.615 109.007 13.294 27.256 3.324 

SWACFSA 33.917 4.136 23.86 2.91 23.57 2.874 

SPEC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T7Pii 0 0 0 0 4.869 0.594 

UWCA 0.75 0.091 1.866 0.228 0 0 

UALB 0.25 0.03 0 0 0 0 

UCALCH 3.068 0.374 3.748 0.457 0 0 

UCALPED 5.476 0.668 5.305 0.647 7.76 0.946 

UCALPSYCH 0.339 0.041 1.277 0.156 0 0 

UCALSW 3.226 0.393 1.503 0.183 0 0 

 
Education Research / Evaluation Information Sharing 

Between Norm 

Between 

Between Norm 

Between 

Between Norm 

Between 

AADAC 37.432 4.565 5.098 0.622 54.937 6.7 

ACB 4.175 0.509 4.875 0.594 1.978 0.241 

ACCFCR 34.487 4.206 123.979 15.119 13.539 1.651 

ACYS 38.301 4.671 36.844 4.493 16.734 2.041 

AE 74.45 9.079 91.388 11.145 57.619 7.027 

AEI 0 0 0 0 0.111 0.014 

AHW 24.673 3.009 31.912 3.892 26.435 3.224 

AJAG 0.127 0.015 0.69 0.084 1.474 0.18 

AMHB 9.663 1.178 9.133 1.114 3.729 0.455 

ASGPS 1.493 0.182 0.15 0.018 12.693 1.548 

BMH 0 0 0 0 0.167 0.02 

CACFSA 2.677 0.327 7.166 0.874 24.416 2.978 

CBE 1.331 0.162 0.226 0.028 1.655 0.202 

CCSD 0.833 0.102 0 0 0.791 0.096 

CHR 62.192 7.584 45.727 5.576 41.537 5.065 

CapH 10.392 1.267 2.369 0.289 2.045 0.249 

CACF 0 0 0.167 0.02 1.634 0.199 

ChinH 53.556 6.531 43.087 5.255 15.221 1.856 

DTHR 17.356 2.117 21.428 2.613 46.632 5.687 

FCLeth 0 0 0 0 0.567 0.069 

FNIH 1.001 0.122 0 0 2.073 0.253 

ISAC 0 0 0 0 0.926 0.113 

MPLCMed 9.514 1.16 0 0 6.296 0.768 

MHCC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MSAS 1 0.122 35 4.268 0.333 0.041 
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PHR 142.543 17.383 99.616 12.148 61.658 7.519 

PLCoal 0.721 0.088 0 0 0.237 0.029 

PRSD 0 0 2.064 0.252 0 0 

RVSD 0 0 3.905 0.476 0.872 0.106 

RMHSA 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SARCMed 4.733 0.577 0 0 0.167 0.02 

SEACFSA 48.443 5.908 78.398 9.561 27.578 3.363 

SACYHNF 128.799 15.707 59.861 7.3 186.004 22.683 

SWACFSA 21.972 2.68 8.009 0.977 6.741 0.822 

SPEC 2.423 0.296 0 0 0.167 0.02 

T7Pii 1.274 0.155 0 0 0.111 0.014 

UWCA 2.007 0.245 5.933 0.724 3.115 0.38 

UALB 1.293 0.158 1.395 0.17 2.046 0.25 

UCALCH 0.886 0.108 2.969 0.362 1.909 0.233 

UCALPED 13.895 1.694 10.015 1.221 6.833 0.833 

UCALPSYCH 0.7 0.085 0.725 0.088 3.373 0.411 

UCALSW 28.656 3.495 6.874 0.838 5.65 0.689 

 
Any Tie 

    

 Between Norm 

Between 

   

AADAC 87.203 10.635    

ACB 2.344 0.286    

ACCFCR 45.233 5.516    

ACYS 12.121 1.478    

AE 38.556 4.702    

AEI 0 0    

AHW 14.781 1.803    

AJAG 0.933 0.114    

AMHB 5.703 0.696    

ASGPS 18.622 2.271    

BMH 0.167 0.02    

CACFSA 16.929 2.065    

CBE 2.32 0.283    

CCSD 0.379 0.046    

CHR 37.304 4.549    

CapH 4.923 0.6    

CACF 0.831 0.101    

ChinH 11.99 1.462    

DTHR 8.731 1.065    

FCLeth 0.452 0.055    

FNIH 1.078 0.131    

ISAC 0.959 0.117    
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MPLCMed 4.48 0.546    

MHCC 0 0    

MSAS 1.154 0.141    

PHR 47.087 5.742    

PLCoal 0.529 0.065    

PRSD 0 0    

RVSD 0.98 0.12    

RMHSA 0 0    

SARCMed 1.017 0.124    

SEACFSA 20.354 2.482    

SACYHNF 156.703 19.11    

SWACFSA 4.602 0.561    

SPEC 0.167 0.02    

T7Pii 0.299 0.036    

UWCA 2.179 0.266    

UALB 1.445 0.176    

UCALCH 1.774 0.216    

UCALPED 5.223 0.637    

UCALPSYCH 3.022 0.369    

UCALSW 11.427 1.393    

Critical Ties 

 Strategic 

Planning 

Shared 

Resources 

Service 

Delivery 

Education Res / 

Eval 

Information 

Sharing 

AADAC 0.59 0.65 2.35 2.34 0.39 1.91 

ACB 0.28 0.18 0.31 0.06 0.35 0.06 

ACCFCR 1.19 0.55 0 0.79 4.39 0.7 

ACYS 7.14 3.7 3.24 5.03 3.34 3.52 

AE 3.02 1.21 0.83 1.95 1.54 2.23 

AEI 0.1 0 0 1 0 0 

AHW 2.66 2.24 1.53 1.29 2.11 1.96 

AJAG 0.36 0.13 0.11 0.95 0.67 0.28 

AMHB 2.24 2.89 2.27 2.24 2.54 3.01 

ASGPS 0.2 0.2 0.34 0 0.2 0.28 

BMH 0.1 0.38 0.1 0 0.35 0.08 

CACF 0.61 0.33 0.54 0.25 0.13 0.34 

CACFSA 2.25 1.78 3.96 1.19 0.33 1.57 

CapH 1.06 1.25 1.21 1.28 1 1.39 

CBE 0.49 1.17 0.56 1.53 0.5 0.29 

CCSD 0.06 0.51 0.21 0.43 0.17 0.2 

ChinH 0.97 0.68 2.26 1.27 0.5 1.49 

CHR 4.27 4.29 4.28 3.77 3.5 2.8 

DTHR 1.13 0.3 1.26 0.25 0.1 0.24 
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FCLeth 0 0.11 0.25 0.13 0 0.13 

FNIH 0 0.05 0.09 0 0 0 

ISAC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MHCC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MPLCMed 0 2.45 0.78 0.09 0.25 0.75 

MSAS 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 

PHR 1 1.01 1.47 2.82 2 1.92 

PLCoal 0 0 0 0.18 0 0 

PRSD 0.16 0.13 0.1 0.15 0.1 0.08 

RMHSA 0.2 0 0.09 0 0 0.06 

RVSD 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0 0.09 

SACYHNF 1.64 1.3 0.6 2.32 3.15 2.33 

SARCMed 0 0 0.5 0 0.33 0 

SEACFSA 3.06 1.29 2.11 2.07 1.99 2.26 

SPEC 0 0.25 0.2 0 0.25 0.67 

SWACFSA 0.92 1.44 0.48 0.33 0.2 0.52 

T7 0.14 0.24 0.2 0.11 0.13 0.24 

UALB 0 0 0 1.36 1.3 0 

UCALCH 0.11 0.39 0.14 0.63 0.71 0.31 

UCALPED 0.58 0.68 0.7 0.96 0.89 0.48 

UCALPSYCH 0.36 0.39 0.68 0.67 0.74 0.39 

UCALSW 0.17 0.32 0.14 0.39 0.41 0.21 

UWCA 0.88 1.15 0 0.14 0.45 0.2 
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C4: DEGREE CENTRALITY DESCIPTIVE STATISTICS 
 

 Strategic Planning Shared Resources Service Delivery 

 Degree NrmDegree Degree NrmDegree Degree NrmDegree 

Mean 8.333 20.325 7.429 18.118 6.857 16.725 

Std Dev 6.198 15.117 6.001 14.636 5.866 14.307 

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Maximum 30 73.171 24 58.537 21 51.22 

N. of Obs 42 42 42 42 42 42 

 Education Research / Evaluation Information Sharing 

 Degree NrmDegree Degree NrmDegree Degree NrmDegree 

Mean 9.048 22.067 6.81 16.609 12.524 30.546 

Std Dev 6.633 16.178 5.811 14.174 7.349 17.925 

Minimum 0 0 0 0 1 2.439 

Maximum 27 65.854 20 48.78 36 87.805 

N. of Obs 42 42 42 42 42 42 

 Any Tie   

 Degree NrmDegree 

Mean 14.19 34.611 

Std Dev 7.86 19.17 

Minimum 5 12.195 

Maximum 37 90.244 

N. of Obs 42 42 
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C5: fs-QCA TRUTH TABLE FOR PERFORMANCE OF COMMUNICATION 

SYSTEM 

 

fzcohesive fztrust fzreach number fzinteg raw 
consist. 

PRI 
consist. 

product 

0 1 1 12  0.973779 0.970317 0.944875 

1 1 0 2  0.967303 0.956835 0.925548 

1 0 1 1  0.966197 0.951021 0.918873 

1 1 1 1  0.964497 0.952381 0.918569 

0 0 1 5  0.912365 0.893896 0.815559 

1 0 0 7  0.862119 0.826007 0.712116 

0 1 0 1  0.854839 0.806748 0.68964 
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C6: cs-QCA MODEL FOR MULTIPLEXITY WITH SACYHNF CONDITION 

**********************   

*TRUTH TABLE ANALYSIS*   

**********************   

   

File:  E:/Dissertation/Purpose/PurposeVariables2.csv   

Model: csorgimp2 = f(sacyhnf, bridge, bond, link, nonhss)   

 Rows:      38   

 Algorithm: Quine-McCluskey   

      True: 1   

  0 Matrix: 0L   

Don't Care: -   

--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION ---  

Assumptions:  

link (present)    

                                      raw       unique                

                                     coverage   coverage consistency   

                                    ----------  ----------  --------

--    

~sacyhnf                            -4.269231   0.038462    1.009091  

~bridge*link                          0.192308    0.115385    

1.000000  

bond*link                            0.423077    0.307692    

0.916667  

bond*nonhss                          0.115385    0.076923    

1.000000  

bridge*~bond*~link*~nonhss            0.076923    0.038462    

1.000000  

solution coverage: 0.730769  

solution consistency: 0.904762   

  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term ~sacyhnf: PRSD (1,0),   

  ACB (1,1), AEI (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term ~bridge*link: CBE 

(1,1),   

  AHW (1,1), AMHB (1,1), UCALCH (1,1),   

  UCALPSYCH (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term bond*link: AE (1,1),   

  AADAC (1,0), AHW (1,1), AMHB (1,1),   

  CHR (1,1), ChinH (1,1), DTHR (1,1),   

  PHR (1,1), CHR (1,1), ACCFCR (1,1),   

  ACYS (1,1), CACFSA (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term bond*nonhss: UWCA 

(1,1),   

  AE (1,1), ASGPS (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term 

bridge*~bond*~link*~nonhss: AEI (1,1),   

  SWACFSA (1,1)  
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C7: cs-QCA MODEL FOR IDENTIFICATION WITH SACYHNF CONDITION 

 

**********************   

*TRUTH TABLE ANALYSIS*   

**********************   

   

File:  E:/Dissertation/Purpose/PurposeVariables2.csv   

Model: csident = f(sacyhnf, nonhss, bond, bridge, link)   

   

 Rows:      22   

     

 Algorithm: Quine-McCluskey   

      True: 1   

  0 Matrix: 0L   

Don't Care: -   

   

--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION ---  

Assumptions:  

   

                                       raw       unique                

                                     coverage    coverage   

consistency   

                                    ----------  ----------  --------

--    

~sacyhnf                         -7.062500   0.000000    1.027273  

~nonhss*bond*~bridge*~link     0.062500    0.062500    0.500000  

~nonhss*~bond*bridge*link      0.125000    0.125000    1.000000  

nonhss*bond*bridge*~link       0.062500    0.062500    1.000000  

solution coverage: 0.250000  

solution consistency: 0.571429  

  

  

  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term ~sacyhnf: ACB (1,0),   

  AEI (1,0), PRSD (1,0)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term 

~nonhss*bond*~bridge*~link: AEI (1,0),   

  SWACFSA (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term 

~nonhss*~bond*bridge*link: AHW (1,1),   

  AMHB (1,1)  

Cases with greater than 0.5 membership in term 

nonhss*bond*bridge*~link: ASGPS (1,1)  
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C8: cs-QCA TRUTH TABLE FOR MULTIPLEXITY 

 

link bridge bond new nonhss number 
org 
imp 

raw 
consist
. 

PRI 
consist
. product 

1 0 1 0 0 1  1 1 1 

0 1 1 0 1 1  1 1 1 

0 1 1 0 0 1  1 1 1 

1 1 0 1 0 2  1 1 1 

0 0 1 1 0 2  1 1 1 

1 1 1 0 0 3  0.6667 0.6667 0.44444 

1 0 0 0 0 2  0.5 0.5 0.25 

0 0 0 1 1 4  0.5 0.5 0.25 

1 1 1 1 0 6  0.5 0.5 0.25 

0 0 0 0 1 5  0.4 0.4 0.16 

0 0 0 0 0 4  0.25 0.25 0.0625 

0 1 0 1 1 1  0 0 0 

0 0 1 0 1 1  0 0 0 

0 1 1 1 0 1  0 0 0 

1 0 0 1 1 1  0 0 0 

0 0 0 1 0 1  0 0 0 

1 0 1 1 0 1  0 0 0 

1 1 1 1 1 1  0 0 0 

0 0 1 0 0 0     

0 0 1 1 1 0     

0 1 0 0 0 0     

0 1 0 0 1 0     

0 1 0 1 0 0     
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C9: cs-QCA TRUTH TABLE FOR TRUST 

 

link bridg bond nonhss number ~csident 
raw 
consist. 

PRI 
consist. 

produc
t 

1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 

1 0 0 1 1  1 1 1 

0 1 0 1 1  1 1 1 

0 0 1 1 1  1 1 1 

1 0 1 0 2  1 1 1 

0 0 0 0 5  0.8 0.8 0.64 

0 0 0 1 9  0.77778 0.77778 
0.6049

4 

0 0 1 0 2  0.5 0.5 0.25 

1 0 0 0 2  0.5 0.5 0.25 

0 1 1 0 2  0.5 0.5 0.25 

1 1 1 0 9  0.22222 0.22222 
0.0493

8 

0 1 1 1 1  0 0 0 

1 1 0 0 2  0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 0     

1 0 1 1 0     
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