Towards Measuring Relational Embeddedness:
Study 1: Background 2 Factor Analyses of TRENDS Pilot Survey Data Study 2: Background

The two previous TRENDS pilot survey validation The data analyzed for this study was generated as part
studies had utilized the BYU teaching faculty as the of a larger survey conducted with school head teachers

Factor Analysis Conducted by Tim Walker, PhD student in Educational In-

survey population. Each professor who agreed to par- : : in Uganda. The head teachers were asked to answer
b Yy Pop p g p . quiry, Measurement & Evaluation g. . . .
ticipate filled out the survey form regarding one of their In partial fulfillment of the course requirements of Sociology 706r, taught by questions about relationships with other head teachers
work-related relationships. \LY o Dr. Joseph Olson What 1 ? which provided them with resources beneficial to the
hat 1S ... ? Social networks studies data collected by Dr. Julie Hite, Department of Edu- Seees

accomplishment of their work. This network of school
administrators was defined geographically by district (a
Ugandan political division, not equivalent to a US
school district). However, the respondents were not lim-
ited in choosing the relationships they rated to only
their relationships with other head teachers in the same
district.

Relational Embeddedness. A theoretical con- cational Leadership & Foundations, McKay School of Education, BYU Factor Analysis. A statistical method which uses
analysis of the ways in which survey or test

items tend to be answered in the same ways to
empirically estimate the degree to which items
are related to one another and to latent con-
structs.

The data utilized in this study was similarly generated
by surveying a sample of the BYU faculty. Each profes-
sor who agreed to participate was asked to select a sin-
gle individual and answer 45 items dealing with their
work-related relationship with that individual. The par-
ticipants were asked to choose a person with whom
they have interacted, but who is not a member of their
own college.

struct that attempts to describe reasons why per-
sons maintain certain interpersonal relation-
ships.

The specific theory of interest was formulated
by Hite (2001). Simply stated relational em-
beddedness 1s a function of the level to which
an individual’s relationship involves more or

TRENDS. A survey designed to measure the
levels of three theoretical constructs present in
relationships. Ultimately the survey is designed

This type of study design may be helpfully pictured
with a network diagram or map like the one below in

Among the 45 items in the TRENDS III were several less of three components: to be used in network studies. which individuals are displayed as circles and the rela-
items which had not been piloted as part of the Dyadic Interaction: The extent and auality of tionships between them are line segments.

- : adic Interaction: The extent and quality o
TRENDS I and II pilots. This was due to the poor per- y quality ersonal Network Studies: A genre of research which

interpersonal interaction.

formance of some of the existing items in the TRENDS As part of this study a number of items which had been

11 anal hich included CFA of TRENDS items f Relationsinp analyzes relationship patterns. To use a survey included in the TRENDS 11 piloti ked regard
analyses, which include 0 items for b {Relationshio: A e such as TRENDS in a network setting will re- included in the TRI piloting were asked regard-
the first time. ersonal Relationship: Amounts ot the emo- : : ; ing each relationship. Many of these items were elimi-
: S : - quire methods of assessing and controlling for g P- Y
tional connections in the relationship. Dyadic : C . - nated from the final TRENDS II factor models due to
, 5 e non-independence as participants will be asked , , ,
The data were collected on paper copies of the survey. Interaction factor loadings which did not correspond to the theory-

to complete surveys for as many relationships
as appropriate given their network standing and
the purpose of the instrument.

Social Capital: The level of mutual and commu-

Undergraduate research assistants (URA’s) contacted . : _ : .
nal reciprocity affecting the relationship

the sampled faculty and made arrangements to invite

based latent constructs. The first step in this analysis
was to conduct exploratory factor analyses of these

them to participate. The URA’s then arranged for the items to determine an appropriate factor model which
retrieval of the surveys. could be tested in CFA using the M+ program.
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Stlldy 1: Hyp otheses S 1: R I Having established an empirical factor model, the next
. . , , ° TRENDS Il . . I I
Two essential hypotheses were tested in this study. First, tUdy : Results Survey Studv 2: Results & Discussion step was to test the model in a confirmatory analysis to
- - : : : Yy ~. determine its model fit and factor loading characteris-
the hypothesized factor structure of the 45 items identi- . o 45 items Val | 1.0 are desired for CFT and TLI :
. o Model Fit Statistics alues closer to 1.0 are desired for an meas- tics.
fied n the TRENDS Il piloting were analyzed to deter- L ures of model fit. RMSEA ideal values are closer to
mine 1f they still represented a model for the surve ' . :
which was};tatisticglly significant and returned gog d Model CFl - TLI RMSEA TRENDS Zero. Steps 2a and b were to conduct two additional CFA’s in
model fit statistics Full TRENDS lli 087 0.93 0.149 Net‘fgri';e?nuswey which the identity of the survey respondent and the
' 16-ltem Short 096 098 0.083 Model Fit Statistics identity of the survey’s “target” (subject) was used to
The second hypothesis was that through an iterative Model CFl TL RMSEA cluster the daftvzh{n ordetr to ;:tgnltrol fort.the effects of) the
process like that outlined above a significant, well- f)?ﬁ“‘fggiid T LoadmeERRELby itar;(_ﬂardi;es Factor Non-Clustered 090 094 0.12 f}?mftpersg’n fl Hlilgt .0111 If{lﬁ (lip etqueS 1tc.)nna1r.es Or 6¢Ing
. . . . oadings ovariances ) =
fitting model could be identified with a reduced number RIEGI 078 RPACI 0.656 Dlmﬁgby Future Studies Subject Clustered 0.96 0.97 0.06 © target ol muitple Hiied out quesionnaires.
of items. RIEQS 0493 RPALL 0.833 RIEQS 0.817 - : - Object Clustered 092 094 0.12 .
RIETS 0715 RPAR4 0883  mEGL 0.48 I.The sixteen item survey should be utilized Specifically, the hypotheses were that:
The second hypothesis was crucial as it represents a vi- gggfL > 0.629 giﬁm g_;gg — 0.8 . ne.t work seting. T}-HS would enable The respondent-clustered CFA returns the best model fit The identified factor structure would be statistically sig-
JHe HYPOLASS P . RIOL2 0713 RPSKA 0766 PE2B 0715 analysis of the appropriateness of these spe- statistics. This 1s in keeping with the hypotheses. nificant and exhibit fair model fit, factor loading and co-
tal step in the evolution of the TRENDS from the pi- Q RIFPS 0.627 o s
oted P | i o dosired Ii’{ RIQS2 0933 RPSS? 0660 > i cific items and factors in this type of study variance statistics.
(t)tii single-response studies to the desired networ Egz; g;g ;‘(Y;I(?C AP by 0910 pixes 0.641 setting. Additionally, it might allow work As TRENDS moves towards use in the intended net-
STEL: RIQV3 0827 RSDE3 0.55 :‘::;ELW 0.861 on the following questions: . work settings clustered CFA analyses will be crucial. The effect of survey respondent would be significant,
Oy KRB e oo A. When respondents answer multiple Standardized Factor Loadings  Standardized Factor Covariances leading to improvements in model fit over the Ist model
Stlld 1 . DiSCllSSi on RIFE2 0482 RSNSA 0.628 RPPK3 0.837 surveys what are appropriate FAC1by Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 FAC1 with due to the clustering of the survey respondents.
y . RIFIOT 0596 TYPIB 0192  RPSKA 0.758 ways of measuring respondent RIFEAA1  0.647 0649 0.642 FAC2 0.672 0.691  0.67
The typottesized TRENDS Il ctor stnicture based. {0 Trmis 02 D0A0TY 1 oo influence on the subscquent elation KPS 07T 0 JmHAGH 06 W% 075 Theeffectof survey subject would ot make sgnificat
apon analysis and tite's relational em- RIFW?2 0518 DIQUAL 0997  RSDE3 0.69 ship scores. _ swzzee  osc R o3 FaCA O3y 08 improvement in model fit due to the diffuse nature of
beddedness theory did not exhibit good model fit. This RIFPS 0630 DIEFFORT 0881  RSDR3 0.706 B. When individuals are the subject of ' ' %9 FAC2 with - : :
J h k sub 11 h k
0 Iv due to th ; fth Iv piloted D T'by D T 076 : FAC?2 by FAC3 0655 0659 0.651 the network subjects as 1llustrated in the above networ
was largely due to the performance of the newly pilote TEXTEN IEXTENT 0. RSNB3 0.622 : - : :
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By eliminating these items from models used within the Eﬁ g’s’i; SOCCAP 0914 soccap 0.836 relationship scores. SWE2 0652 0.657 0.655 Works Cited
iterative process illustrated above to 1dentify a shortened RIXMA 0.889 SOCCAP with C. At what level of clustering in respon- FAC3 by
survey instrument, and by simplifying the factor struc- PERRE Lz dent and subject 1s statistical control f{hsigg Ooéi 8'22 Ooéf Granovetter M. 1983. The strength of weak ties: A network theory re-
ture to three factors, good model fit was obtained for the necessary? SWIS . e ~ visited. Sociological Theory.1: 201-233.
shortened model. In short, while only batting .500 we TS 0.859 0856 0.864 Hite J. 2003. I.’atterns of mult1d1m§n51ona11ty among erpbedded net-
still managed to hit “at least a double, and perhaps a FACA by work ties: A typology of rel.atlonal embeddedness In emerging en-
homerun.” (Olsen 2010) EMBF1 0.806 0818 0.801 trepreneurial firms. Strategic Organization. 1:9-49.
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