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ABSTRACT,  

Prior research has been conducted on the behavior of formal leaders in an 

organizational culture change process. But with the current need for Dutch 

municipalities to change drastically, the role of informal leaders becomes more and 

more important. To examine how informal leaders manifest themselves during a 

culture change process, a group session was organized following the design of Edgar 

H. Schein (2010), which provides a rapid way to identify drivers for culture change. 

During this session two candidates were identified as informal leaders. One scored 

high on both social and practical behavioral characteristics, and the other scored 

high mainly on practical behavioral characteristics. These two individuals take on 

slightly opposite roles in the culture change process: one can be characterized as an 

optimistic storyteller and the other as a pessimistic square shooter. It is believed that 

in big organizations like Dutch municipalities that are changing towards self-

managing teams and multidisciplinary collaboration, the roles of these informal 

leaders will become more important. It is crucial to find out how the possible 

influence of informal leaders can be used best for the organizations to benefit from 

it. However, more research is needed to be able to conclude what the specific 

influence of informal leaders will be. Hence, a first next step for organizations as 

such, and possibly other kinds of, is to recognize the existence of informal leaders in 

their own organization, and to keep the eyes open for the possible influences they 

might have on a culture change process. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Dutch municipalities are currently confronted with the 

implementation of a program developed by the Dutch Cabinet 

that will pragmatize several agreements stated in the national 

government coalition formed in 2017 (Rijksoverheid, 2018). 

This program (Interbestuurlijke Programma, IBP) states that the 

issues that the Netherlands is currently facing (e.g. climate 

change, and migration), can only be overcome when there is 

close collaboration on a local level, a national level, as well as on 

a global level. Municipalities that before were working in a 

hierarchical, centralized, and compartmentalized organizational 

design, now have to break the walls between departments and 

start working on project basis (Rijksoverheid, 2018). It is for this 

interesting U-turn Dutch municipalities are facing in their 

organizational management, why this paper was written. In this 

research “municipality” refers to a specific part within the Dutch 

local government system, namely the Civil Service (see 

Appendix A, Figure 1). It was chosen only to focus on this part 

of the local government, due to the political nature of the other 

parts, and therefore complication when viewing it from a 

business literature perspective. Next to that, another reason to 

only focus on this part is because in practice the Civil Service can 

be perceived as a separate organization, which supports the 

political parts of the local government. The Civil Service is the 

organization within the Dutch local government system that 

functions as the operational body that implements decisions 

made by the local council. The research for this paper was 

conducted at one Dutch Civil Service. Throughout this paper, 

when “municipality” is mentioned it is referred to the Civil 

Service. 

The implementation of the program developed by the 

national government, confronts also the municipality studied 

during this research with a need for rapid change in the 

organizational structure, strategy, and culture. Studies have 

shown that these three factors are closely related (Zheng, Yang, 

& McLean, 2010, p. 770). Even to the extent that when changing 

one factor, the other two undergo changes too. For as culture can 

be defined as “the foundation of the social order that we live in 

and of the rule we abide by” (Schein, 2010, p. 3), this paper 

interprets the organizational culture to be the foundation for 

strategy and structure in their triangular relationship, and that it 

acts as an underlying facilitator, and motivator for these two. 

Moreover, it is important to recognize that with change comes a 

lot of anxiety amongst employees, as the scholar Lewin (1947) 

has made clear in his work some time ago. Especially changes in 

culture can be the cause of a lot of anxiety (Schein, 2010, p. 33). 

Literature furthermore states that anxious groups seek leaders, 

and when formal leaders cannot step up to solve the problems 

that cause the anxiety, other leaders will emerge (Schein, 2010, 

p. 232). Bales (1953) goes even further by stating that in 

leaderless groups, two informal leaders will often emerge: one of 

which will be focused on the task that needs to be achieved, and 

the other will be focused on the relational issues between people. 

However, leaders cannot by themselves fully clarify the 

organizational culture. It is difficult to define culture, but it 

manifests itself in the behavior of individuals (Schein, 1996, p. 

229). Therefore, studying the behavior of individuals in an 

organization can help to explain the concept of culture. However, 

to reduce the anxiety associated with cultural change, individuals 

must become involved in the change process (Lewin, 1947). 

A problem found after analyzing literature is the 

disagreement of scholars on how an organizational culture 

should be defined, clarified, and how to cope with a need for 

rapid organizational culture change (Bass & Bass, 2008; Schein, 

2010). However, scholars do agree on the close relationship of 

organizational culture and leadership (Bass & Bass, 2008; 

Hickman & Silva, 1984; Schein, 2010).  

Schein, an eminent scholar mentioned widely when it comes 

to organizational culture and leadership, mentions that “culture 

is ultimately created, embedded, evolved, and ultimately 

manipulated by leaders” (Schein, 2010, p. 3), and he even calls 

leaders and culture “two sides of the same coin” (Schein, 2010, 

p. 3). To study culture, one must study the manifestation of 

behavior Schein (1996) mentioned. However, there are two 

different types of leaders: formal leaders and informal leaders 

(Carson, et al., 2007; Luria & Berson, 2013; Pielstick, 2000). In 

Dutch municipalities there are several formal leaders: the 

director being the most important one. However, the need for 

organizational change brings anxiety and therefore might assume 

the emergence of informal leader(s) (Bales, 1953). The impact 

on an organization as well as the impact of leadership on people 

of an organization, would differ from one type of leader to the 

another (Luria & Berson, 2013; Neubert & Taggar, 2004; 

Pielstick, 2000; Wheelan & Johnston, 1996). So, this would 

mean formal and informal leaders might have different impacts. 

The manifestation of the behavior of formal leaders in change 

processes has been studied before (Hunt & Dodge, 1997; Lord, 

1977; Reynolds, 1984), but what about the informal leaders? In 

a process that includes a lot of anxiety amongst people, who 

therefore seek leadership, and who most likely will find this 

through informal leaders and not formal leaders, how do these 

informal leaders rise up to the task? This leads to the following 

research question:  

“How does an informal leader manifest itself in a culture 

change process?” 

 

2. RESEARCH AND THEORETICAL 

BACKGROUND 
To design this research, literature has been studied on the 

topics of culture change process, formal versus informal 

leadership, and Dutch municipalities. The method used in this 

research was taken from the widely quoted research of 

organizational culture and leadership scholar Edgar H. Schein. 

He describes in chapter 18 of his book “Organisational Culture 

and Leadership” (Schein, 2012) how organizational culture 

change usually is a very lengthy process, which takes years to 

finish. However, when there is a need for rapid change due to 

external or internal forces in the organizational environment, 

Schein (2010) has come up with a method to define the 

organizational culture rapidly. People from within the 

organization would be able to define the elements of the 

organizational culture. Consequently, they would distinguish 

cultural elements that will drive the change, from the cultural 

elements that would interfere with the organizational change. 

The method would conclude with finding out how to strengthen 

the drivers, and how to minimize the influence of the interfering 

elements. Given the situation of Dutch municipalities, this 

method would fit, and provide the best chances to study the 

behavior of an informal leader in a culture change process. 

In this paper, the definition of Schein (2010) is used for 

organizational culture. He defines culture as “the foundation of 

the social order that we live in and of the rule we abide by”. Also, 

to provide a clearer definition for the participants during the 

method described by Schein, organizational culture is defined as 

“a pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it 

solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

integration, which has worked well enough to be considered 

valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct 
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way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” 

(Schein, 2010, p. 18).  

To explain the other terms used in this research, a formal 

leader is defined as an individual working in an organization that 

has formally been appointed to a position of leadership by an 

authority in the position of appointing people to this role (Carson, 

et al., 2007, p. 1221; Luria & Berson, 2013, p. 999; Pielstick, 

2000, p. 99). As mentioned before, culture change will cause the 

anxiety level to rise eminently. This may lead to the emergence 

of one or more “informal leader(s)”, this is defined here as a 

leader that is not formally appointed in the position of a leader, 

but nevertheless gets recognized as a leader by other people in 

the organization and engaged in leadership tasks. They tend to 

naturally surface in an anxious group of people, which faces an 

unsolved problem (Carson et al., 2007, p. 1221; Goktepe & 

Schneier, 1988; Luria & Berson, 2013, p. 999; Pielstick, 2000, p. 

99; Wheelan & Johnston, 1996, p. 35). 

The Dutch municipality where the research has been 

conducted had also done some prior research beforehand. They 

had written various reports on their ideas regarding the desired 

future state for structure and strategy as well as their culture 

(Advies projectgroep, 2017; Goed Beter Best, 2014; Van Beter 

naar Best, 2017). However, observations prior to this research 

give reason to assume that these plans were implemented entirely 

nor accepted by all people in the organization. To live up to the 

IBP of the government they implemented the United Nations 

Sustainable Development Goals (United Nations, 2015), as 

drivers for all tasks in their organization. Next to that, they came 

up with new working methods which would help them handle the 

changes ahead of them. Through observations it is concluded that 

not everyone fully understands how the organization desires to 

use these Goals. Prior observations furthermore point out that the 

municipality’s prior research regarding culture, has mainly 

focused on aspects that need improvement. However, the group 

session method developed by Schein (2010, Chapter 18) focusses 

on the determination of cultural elements that will be able to help 

drive the municipality towards the achievement of the desired 

change goal.  

This paper will take the group session as an organizational 

culture change process and will assume that with the exclusion 

of a formal organizational leader, informal leader(s) will arise in 

this anxious group in the process of change. During this group 

session, the researcher will observe the behavior of participants 

using a Behavior Observation Scheme (B.O.S.). All behavior 

characteristics that are used in this B.O.S. are found in different 

researches. Each characteristic in the B.O.S. is referenced to the 

research it was found in (see Table 1). The characteristics that 

refer to a same kind of behavior, like “Praising” and “Thanking” 

were ordered together in the B.O.S.. Furthermore, the 

characteristics can be categorized as social behavioral 

characteristics and practical behavioral characteristics, as derived 

by what Bales (1953) set clear before, because of the possibility 

of two informal leaders arising of which one is more concerned 

with people and the other with the task ahead. Social behavior 

has to do with “dealing with team interaction and/or 

development” (Pratoom, 2018), while practical behavior refers to 

performing tasks and being concerned with the final outcome of 

the session (Pratoom, 2018).  

To test the outcome of this B.O.S., informal leader(s) will 

be recognized through a process of voting (Goktepe, Schneier, 

1988; Luria & Berson, 2013; Neubert & Taggar, 2004; Yoo & 

Alavi, 2004), and will be asked individually to answer several 

self-reflective questions on leader characteristics. This because 

an informal leader should be able to recognize themselves as a 

leader (Anderson & Wanberg, 1991; Hunt & Dodge, 1997; Lord 

& Alliger, 1985).  

 

3. METHODS 
The method chosen for this research was taken from Schein 

(2010). Because of the constraining factor of time for this 

research, Schein’s method provided a way to study the 

manifestation of one or more informal leader(s), when one would 

consider this session the cultural change process. This method 

describes an afternoon-long session, where five to fifteen 

municipality employees will have a conversation about their 

current culture, and its elements. They will define elements in all 

three layers (Schein, 2010, see Appendix A, Figure 2) of the 

culture, and find the change drivers among them. This is 

followed by a discussion on how to strengthen these drivers and 

apply them practically. This session will not only provide a 

culture change process, it will also provide the setting and 

ambience that brings people throughout the organization 

together. This would help the municipality in reaching their own 

change goal, namely to become flexible, and facilitate open 

conversation between former departments and people throughout 

the organization, as an extra benefit to this research. Also, people 

will be able to express their own visions on the culture, and 

differences might be discovered and settled. 

To help the municipality become a network organization 

that is flexible, project-based, an organization where individuals 

show initiative, and are able to form project teams throughout the 

organization, the researcher proposed a method that formed a 

group of people from different former departments of the 

organization. A small group of people from the organization 

could try this out the first time. When they would find the method 

helpful, conversations like these could be recommended to be 

organized more often and repeated after the conductance of this 

study to help establish and retain their desired change goal, which 

is important in a change process (Lewin, 1947). However, these 

benefits are not the main goal of this research. 

The selection of the meeting participants was not done by 

random selection (Marriott, 2002), but by the human resources 

manager of the organization, even though she stated to have 

selected participants at random. Despite mentioned constraints 

for this research, the used sample will consciously be assumed to 

be a random sample. This to draw conclusions on the research 

question in the end. Of the thirty participants invited by the 

organization director via email, seven people attended the 

afternoon session. They were set down in a meeting room and 

positioned in a circle, in a way that made it possible to look each 

other in the eye during conversation (see Figure 3). Ahead of  

Figure 3. Seating arrangement during the conversation. 
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time, they had been informed in writing of the procedure of the 

afternoon session. In the introduction presentation of the session, 

the course of the session was again explained by the researcher. 

The researcher explained that she would observe the 

conversation during the session between the participants. They 

were going to talk about their organizational culture and which 

culture elements could help them reach their desired overall 

change goal. The introduction presentation, furthermore, gave a 

general definition on organizational culture, and the overall 

organizational change goal. This was meant to give the 

participants an equal starting point for discussion and make the 

chance for misconceptions from the beginning smaller. The 

organizational culture was going to be defined layer-for-layer, 

starting with the observational layer, continuing with the so-

called norms and values layer, and concluding with the layer of 

underlying assumptions (Schein, 2010, and see Appendix A, 

Figure 2). After defining the organizational culture, the 

participants would talk about which of the defined elements 

could drive them towards their desired overall change goal, and 

which practical steps should be undertaken to achieve the change 

goal. The focus was put here on the driving elements, because of 

combination of first, the fact that interfering elements need a new 

session that explains how to work with them (Schein, 2010), and 

second, because the organization itself had conducted research 

on their culture before, where the focus was put on negative 

factors that needed change, and not positive factors (driving 

factors) (see Research and Theoretical Background). For it is 

usually the changing factors that face resistance from people in a 

change process, the emphasis in this session was put on 

strengthening the existing driver elements (Pardo del Val & 

Martínez Fuentes, 2004). Participants signed a form of consent 

and therewith agreed for the session to be taped on film, for post-

analysis purposes. 

Throughout this session, the researcher would observe the 

individuals using a pre-developed B.O.S. and making objective 

observations. The B.O.S. was developed by taking behavioral 

characteristics of informal leaders as found in literature and 

creating a mutually exclusive scheme of variables. During the 

session, the B.O.S. was filled out by the researcher in a way that 

every time a behavioral characteristic occurred, the observer 

would put in a “1” at that type of behavior per candidate. At the 

end of the session, every cell would show an overall score per 

behavioral characteristic per candidate. The researcher would 

only interfere during the session by steering the conversation 

back on topic if necessary and asked some kick-starting questions 

if conversation would fall still. However, the researcher would 

never actively interfere or participate in conversation herself. 

After the session, participants were handed a short eighteen-

questions survey. The survey was developed using formats for 

reflection on workshops (Scribd, 2018) and found out 

characteristics of informal leadership in literature. The survey 

was filled out individually, and participants needed to answer 

their agreeableness with different proposed statements. Answers 

could be given on a 5-point Likert scale, where scores 1 to 5 

meant 1, “fully agree”, to the range of 5, “fully disagree” (Yoo 

& Alavi, 2004). The first eleven questions were asking for the 

opinion of participants on the design of the session. The twelfth 

question asked the participants who they thought took the most 

initiative in conversation. This was done to be able to define 

informal leader(s) through the voting method (see theoretical 

background). Questions thirteen to eighteen made participants 

rate themselves on characteristics of informal leadership, to be 

able to define informal leader(s) on the self-report method 

(Anderson & Wanberg, 1991). This resulted in the following. 

 

4. RESULTS 
The group of the seven participants consisted out of three 

women and four men. Their average age was about 40, and their 

occupancies ranged from working in the telephone team to  being 

a strategist. Furthermore, some were working there for a few 

years, others already for several. The group session with the 

seven employees from the Dutch municipality led to the 

following results. Because of privacy reasons, the candidates’ 

identities were made anonymous. They were numbered from 1 to 

7. The course of events of the session will be shortly reflected on, 

followed by a reflection of the questionnaire, and concluded will 

be with the B.O.S. results. For the sake of a better overall 

understanding of the organization’s change situation and to 

understand the context in which people showed behavior, the 

content of the group session will also be reflected on. 

 

4.1 The course of events 
In observation of the group session, several things are 

noteworthy to mention. It started off with the low attendance of 

the session. While thirty people were invited per email on behalf 

of the director, in the end only seven showed up. The candidates 

present at the session described this as a first culture element, 

without the session even being started.  

What participants remarked in the first layer was a poor 

reachability of colleagues, lack in communication, and a fear of 

taking on responsibility for decisions because “it might escalate, 

we would rather only show our good side. It is not in the people’s 

habit to look beyond their own task description.” Moreover, they 

mentioned a gap between the “old” and the “new” employees, 

referring to different approaches and working methods, and a gap 

between former departments. Nevertheless, participant 

expressed that they did have a curiosity for what other people are 

doing in the organization, and that there actually should be more 

contact between people. Yet, “the organization is so big and so 

diverse”, that makes it hard to reach everyone. Lastly, one 

candidate stated it is “unstable and agitated” in the organization. 

“We might have broken with the former hierarchy but there is a 

need for structure and a point of call. We will need time and space 

to become self-managing.” 

For the second layer, candidates emphasized more than once 

that the well-being of the citizens is the organization’s main 

driver. But then again “these citizens have a broad array of 

needs”. The candidates stated themselves that this is why they 

need integral cooperation. Besides this, norms and values as 

certainty, clarity, equality, and being able to be yourself came up. 

However, not all norms and values mentioned were lived out 

quite as well as they should be in practice, was the opinion of the 

candidates. Some even were barely lived up to at all. And even 

the current vision and its motivation, was not clear to all people 

present. 

Underlying assumptions that came up during the session 

were the fact that the organization needs to adjust to and follow 

the movements society makes to be able to keep serving their 

customers’ (citizens’) needs. Everyone in the organization 

should move as one. It is not possible to get left behind. However, 

without knowing what people could expect, they keep working 

along their old protocols. Without a praising culture, were people 

provide feedback to each other, there is no way for people to 

know if they are performing well. As is the opinion of a majority 

of the candidates.  

Nevertheless, a culture element that could drive the change 

process is the fact that one must take part in the change and that 

there is no way of being left behind. Participants mention that it 
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is the first time that a reorganization has followed through. They 

believe that the Global Goals adopted will really help them if 

they become more practical and clearer. “With a leader in a 

coaching and stimulating role, this municipality can get there.” 

The candidates are convinced that the municipality is in fact an 

organization that would like to develop. And the network that 

already exists between other municipalities in the Netherlands 

provides a great opportunity to learn from each other, a 

participant mentioned.  

Ideas to make these drivers practical were to organize so 

called “networking days”, to get to know colleagues from within 

the organization or people from other municipalities and learn 

“how they do it”. Another idea was to provide more feedback and 

appraisal to colleagues if they do their job well. Communication 

should improve throughout the organization, and people should 

be made to feel safer and more certain to have them take 

“ownership” of certain problems, and act responsibly for them. 

A participant concluded the session with the following statement:  

“The movement towards the change goal is already there. 

Nevertheless, we just need more knowledge and time. We should 

never forget our overall goal: the well-being of our citizens.” 

 

4.2 Questionnaire results 
The first part of the questionnaire, about how the 

participants experienced the session, resulted in averages of 

either “agree” (2) or “agree nor disagree” (3). Three candidates 

were on average positive about the session, three were more 

neutral, and one was slightly negative. What was, furthermore, 

remarkable was that four people mentioned that they liked 

discussing and hearing others’ opinions. However, the 

questionnaire does not show clear results that point towards the 

fact that people would recommend this session to others or would 

be interested in a follow-up session. The respondents were quite 

neutral on this. Lastly, all questions were answered very 

disparate, expect for the statement “this session has made me 

(more) enthusiastic to continue the organizational change 

process”. Four people circled “agree” (2) to this statement, the 

other three checked “agree nor disagree” (3).  

With question 12, three candidates voted for both Candidate 

4 as Candidate 7, answering who they found taking the lead in 

conversation. This was remarkable because the question hinted 

more for an answer of one person than multiple. One candidate 

voted for Candidate 3, and three people did not fill out the 

question. A reason for not filling out the question could be 

because the candidates did not know how to answer because they 

did not understand the question, or because they did not know 

what answer to give due to the situation that the question asks 

more literally for one candidate and not two. The question could 

also have been overlooked by the three participants due to a bad 

lay-out of the questionnaire, or a cause of not filling out the 

question could be a lack of concentration at the end of the 

session. Nevertheless, the motive of these three participants for 

not filling out the questions remains unclear. 

Questions 13 to 18 showed the self-evaluation of the seven 

candidates. From these questions, Candidate 4 can be clearly 

distinguished from the rest in terms of overall score with six 

points more than his runner-up. Candidate 4 scored 22 out of 30 

points, where his runner-up (Candidate 7) scored 16 points. The 

questionnaire, and the score table of the answers of the seven 

candidates can be found in Appendix B, Figure 4 and Table 2. 

As mentioned shortly before, there is no clear reason to 

repeat or to abrogate the session according to this questionnaire, 

for outcomes were mainly neutral or slightly positive. This 

survey gives reasons to believe Candidate 4 to be an informal 

leader with most certainty because he scored highest on the self-

report questions and was voted for most time together with 

Candidate 7. However, given that Candidate 7 also received as 

many votes as Candidate 4, he might as well be an informal 

leader. 

 

4.3 Behavior Observation Scheme (B.O.S.) 
Due to no clear occurrence of the variables “Initiating 

conversation”, “Thanking”, “Dividing tasks”, “Technical 

contribution”, and “Talking volume”, these are left out of the 

analysis below. Reasons for the none-occurrence will be 

discussed later. The complete filled out B.O.S. and derived tables 

from it can be found in Appendix B, Table 3 to 7.  

The B.O.S. ratios were calculated, per variable, per 

candidate. To be able to draw general conclusions, the score of 

candidate per variable was taken and this was divided by the total 

score of that variable. Individuals were compared with each 

other. To get to a notable difference, the highest candidate’s ratio 

was compared to that of the second highest. If the two ratios 

would differ more than 0.2, this difference is considered 

significant for this research. An example of this would be 

variable 9 in Table 4, where Candidate 4 scores more than 0.2 

higher (a difference of 0.357) than the second highest scoring 

candidate, namely Candidate 5. Six variables show significant 

differences, of which five belong to Candidate 4. 

Practice has shown that “No hesitance” is hard to observe, 

for it is more a feeling of a person, rather than a visible occurring 

behavior. The variables “Praising”, “Persuading”, “Proposing 

goals”, and “Addressed for expertise”, did not occur often in this 

session, with an appearance of five and lower, however these are 

still taken into account in the overall analysis. 

Overall, Candidate 4 scored highest in most of the variables 

except never on the variable “Addressed for expertise”, even 

when not taking into account the runner up: Candidate 7. When 

Candidate 4 would be considered the only informal leader 

(because of his overall highest score), with most certainty it can 

be said that he scores highest on “Integrating ideas”, “Asking for 

opinions”, and “Including”. This is when considering that the 

difference with the second highest scoring candidate is more than 

0.2. These variables all have to do with social behavior. When a 

difference of more than 0.15 would be considered significant 

enough, one can add “Support and positivity” and “Praising”. 

These are again characteristics that have to do with social 

behavior. And with a significant difference of more than 0.1, one 

could add “Proposing activities”. This has to do with practical 

behavior. 

When taking Candidate 7 out of the analysis if one assumes 

Candidate 7 to be another informal leader due to his overall score 

being second highest, one can compare Candidate 4 to the 

assumed non-informal leader candidates. In this case, Candidate 

4 scores highest in all variables except for “Addressed for 

expertise”. If considering a difference with the then second 

highest of more than 0.2, Candidate 4 scores highest on “Steering 

towards new topic”, “Praising”, “Integrating Ideas”, “Asking for 

opinions”, “Including”, “Persuading”, “Proposing activities”, 

“Proposing goals”, “Deciding”, and “Consistent involvement”, 

both social and practical behavioral characteristics. When 

considering a difference of more than 0.15, “Support and 

positivity”, a social behavioral characteristic, can be included as 

well. And if a difference of 0.1 would be considered big enough, 

variables 8, 13 “Input”, and 15 can be included as well. 
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Continuing with taking Candidate 7 into account as a second 

informal leader because of his second highest overall score, a 

comparison can be made between him and the non-informal 

leader candidates. In this case he scores highest in all variables 

except for variables “Kicking-off topic”, “Support and 

positivity”, “Integrating Ideas”, “Showing interest”, “Asking for 

opinions”, and “Addressed for expertise”. In the case of 

Candidate 7 the differences between the then second highest are 

in all cases more than 0.2 or less than 0.1. With this information 

it is seen that Candidate 7 scores highest on variables “Steering 

towards new topic”, “Including”, “Persuading”, “Input”, 

“Proposing activities”, “Proposing goals”, “Deciding”, and 

“Consistent involvement”. What is noteworthy only the variable 

“Including”, is a social behavior variable, and all the rest are 

practical behavior variables. 

 By comparing both candidate 4 and candidate 7 to the other 

candidates, other solutions can be derived. This comparison was 

made by calculating the differences in ratios between the second 

highest score and the third highest. After conducting this 

analysis, four variables stay put when assuming significance at a 

difference in ratio of more than 0.2. What is worth recognizing is 

that within these four variables, Candidate 4 scored better on the 

variable “Proposing activities”, and Candidate 7 scored higher on 

the variable “Deciding”. With both “Persuading” and “Proposing 

goals”, the two candidates score equally. With a significance of 

difference of 0.1, one can include “Steering towards new topic”, 

“Input”, and “Consistent involvement” Nevertheless, with all 

variables except for “Addressed for expertise”, either one of 

Candidate 4 or 7 scored highest. In the cases of the variables 

“Kicking-off topic”, “Support and positivity”, “Integrating 

ideas”, “Showing interest”, and “Asking for opinions”, 

Candidate 4 scored highest, but Candidate 7 was not the second 

highest scorer. Except for the variable “Kicking-off topic”, these 

were social behavioral characteristics. All results are summed up 

in Table 8. 

 When attaching scores to the differences (>0.2, >0.15, and >0.1) 

per variable of  >0.2 times three, >0.15 times two, and >0.1 times 

one, for each variable an overall score can be calculated. The 

total scores of the variables can be found in Table 9. In the 

Recommendations part, a suggestion for a new B.O.S. is made 

were experiences from this research are applied. 

 

4.4 Other observations 
Some noteworthy individual objective observations that 

were done during the session are described in the table below per 

candidate (see Table 10).  

Especially the difference between Candidate 4 and 7 

considering the variables about positive and supporting behavior 

are supported here. Candidate 4 shows signs of a storyteller, 

using monologues with metaphors, and people interested in what 

he tells. Candidate 7 can be characterised as a person not afraid 

to bring up problems who people seem to share. In a most 

extreme suggestion Candidate 4 can be characterised as the 

person people relate to through positivity (jokes, stories, people’s 

opinion seeming to be valued), whereas Candidate 7 is the one 

bringing up negativity people relate to by being able to point out 

the problems others also experience. Overall, these observations 

seem to support the other derived results. 

 

5. DISCUSSION 
Apart from the low attendance, the group session itself can 

be seen as successful, as the candidates were in conversation a 

lot and came up with some new insights. They mostly shared the 

opinion that people throughout the organization were not in touch 

with each other enough, and that communication between the 

people should improve. However, drivers they shared throughout 

the organization were the well-being of the citizens, the fact that 

there is a strong awareness that nobody in the organization can 

get left behind, the adopted Global Goals, and the fact that there 

already is an existing network with other municipalities. 

Table 9. Total scores per variable. 

 

. 

 

 

Table 10. Other objective observations per candidate. 

 

. 

 

 

 Variable(s) Score 

16 10 

10, 11, 17 

& 18 

9 

3 & 20 7 

7 & 9 6 

5 & 13 5 

4 4 

15 1 

2, 21 & 23 0 

Table 8. Results analyses. Significant difference >0.2 

marked green, significant difference from >0.15 on 

marked orange, and significant difference from >0.1 on 

marked red. 

 

. 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Candidate 4 

Analysis 

Candidate 4 
compared to 

non-informal 

leaders 
(excluding 

Candidate 7) 

Analysis 

Candidate 7 
compared to 

non-informal 

leaders 
(excluding 

Candidate 4) 

Analysis 

Candidate 4 
& 7 

7 3 3 11 

9  5 10 16 

10  7 11 17 

4 9 13 18 

5 10 16 3 

16 11 17 13 

 16 18 20 

 17 20  

 18   

 20   

 4   

 8   

 13   

 15   

Left out: 2, 

3, 8, 11, 13, 

15, 17 18, 
20, 21 & 23 

Left out: 2, 21 & 

23 

Left out: 2, 4, 

5, 7, 8, 9, 15, 

21 & 23 

Left out: 2, 

4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 15, 21 & 
23 
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Strengthening and integrating these further would help them 

reach and maintain the change goal. 

The group session itself was perceived slightly positive to 

neutral, as one can conclude from the questionnaire. Overall 

answers regarding the session were very dispersed. In the end 

there is an argument against arranging a session like this again, 

nor is there an argument in favor of doing it again, in the opinion 

most of the candidates. From the voting method for identifying 

informal leaders, the most votes went to both Candidate 4 and 7. 

The self-report method pointed strongly towards Candidate 4 as 

being an informal leader. These findings are in line with what is 

found during the analysis. This is described in more detail below. 

During that analysis was also found that Candidate 4 is the most 

convincing informal leader, scoring highest overall in both social 

behavioral characteristics and practical behavioral 

characteristics. Candidate 7 however, still distinguishes himself  

from the candidates not perceived as informal leaders in a 

convincing way. In nine out of seventeen analyzed behavioral 

characteristics, he scores more than 0.2 higher compared to the 

thereafter highest scoring candidate. However, of these nine 

behavioral characteristics, eight are practical and only one is 

social.  

“Initiating conversation”,  “Thanking”, “Dividing tasks”,  

“Technical contribution”, and “Talking volume” did not occur at 

all in the two-and-a-half session. Reasons for these variables not 

occurring could be the design of the group session, where for 

example conversation was initiated through the session itself. 

Other reasons might be that the culture (either national or 

organizational) itself does not include expressing thankfulness 

much. Why the characteristic “Dividing tasks” did not occur is 

hard to find a logical answer to. It might just be that is was not 

necessary in this particular session to divide tasks, or that it never 

fits to the behavior of an informal leader. The lack of “Technical 

contribution”, could be related to the non-technical organization 

or the nature of the conversation that was mainly about culture. 

Why “Talking volume” did not occur during this conversation 

might had to do with the non-mutually exclusiveness after all 

with the sub variables. “Talking volume” and “Consistent 

involvement” turned out to be very much alike in practice. After 

conducting this research, it can be stated strongly debatable to 

include variables as well as sub variables. One would be better 

off not making any distinction between this. Nevertheless, with 

the results for this research, these five behavioral characteristics 

are concluded to be not how an informal leader manifests itself 

in a culture change process.  

A reason why “Praising” showed a low appearance in the 

session can be linked to what was said during the session “that 

there is a lack of feedback and appraisal of colleagues in this 

culture. “Persuading” did not occur much possibly because the 

session was more a conversation than a discussion, and there was 

no clear persuasion occurring. Because of the form of the session 

being a conversation more than a discussion, “Deciding” also did 

not occur enough. Neither did “Addressed for expertise” occur 

often, for a municipality might not really hold clear experts as for 

example a technical project-based organization would. 

Additionally, “No hesitance” turned out to be more of a feeling 

than a behavior and was difficult to observe. Results out of the 

questionnaire hinted towards informal leaders not being hesitant 

to speak, but it is hard to draw clear conclusions from it. 

For the variables that were included in the final analysis, the 

variables “Kicking-off topic”, “Long silence” and “Addressed 

for expertise” did occur as behavior, but not as differing enough 

(more than 0.1) from the non-informal leader candidates or not 

as highest with one of the assumed informal leaders. The other 

variables did. The variable “Kicking-off topic” was occurring 

also often with candidates that are assumed in this research as 

non-informal leaders. “Long silence” was in practice hard to test 

for, because the observer is more focused on behavior that 

occurs, whereas a long silence is behavior that is observable as 

something not occurring (in this case speaking). This makes it 

hard to rate while filling out a B.O.S.. “Addressed for expertise” 

occurred most often with Candidate 1, who furthermore did not 

score high on other characteristics expect for variable 5 

“Praising”, however both variables are also discussed as not 

occurring often. This makes any sharp conclusion tough to make.  

When only this research is considered, it is concluded that 

an informal leader will manifest itself by the following 

behavioral characteristics (in range of most frequent to least 

frequent): proposing task-relevant activities to undertake; 

making sure to include everyone in the process; persuading other 

people to join the same opinion of the person itself; proposing 

goals to achieve in the future; drawing final decisions; steering 

towards a new direction or topic; being consistently involved in 

conversation; integrating others’ ideas; asking for other opinions; 

praising people for their contribution; providing content related 

input; expressing positive behavior and support; informing others 

on non-technical subjects.  

Further observation could add a less objective overall 

interpretation to the conclusion. If one would put the conclusion 

in a more visional and opposing perspective, the two assumed 

informal leaders could be characterized as an optimistic 

storyteller and a pessimistic square shooter. An optimistic 

storyteller, because the informal leader jokes around now and 

then, tells stories from experience, uses metaphors, seems to 

value others’ opinions, and shows both social and practical 

behavioral characteristics. Whereas the pessimistic square 

shooter relates to people by not being afraid of stating problems 

and things that go wrong. An informal leader who expresses 

people’s frustrations, and who scores high in mostly practical 

behavioral characteristics. These are somewhat contrasting 

characters, but they clearly sketch the conclusion in one picture. 

Interestingly it matches well with a statement Bales (1953) made 

a long time ago that in leaderless groups two informal leaders 

will emerge. One focused on social issues, and the other on task 

that needs to be achieved. The question now raises what the 

informal leaders’ specific impact is on the culture change 

process, and how organizations can use this impact for the benefit 

of the organization. This because the informal leaders are 

particularly important considering the anxiety a culture change 

process comes with. It will make people to search for leadership, 

and from observations became clear that people from the 

municipality were already in search of leadership. In a large 

organization like a municipality, which is dispersed in a lot of 

small self-managing teams where roles are not divided in 

advance (Van Beter naar Best, 2017), and only few formal 

leaders exist, informal leaders might become very influential. 

Maybe on even more fields that just culture. Their possible 

impact is in the name: they are leaders. However, more research 

must be conducted to be able to draw any conclusion on this 

topic. This research pleads for the first step to be the realization 

by organizations that informal leaders do exist. Then to recognize 

them in their own organization, and to keep their eyes open to the 

possible impact of informal leaders. Especially on organization 

culture change, but maybe even on more processes in the 

organization.  

Nevertheless, the image of an optimistic storyteller and  a 

pessimistic square shooter, who appeal to two sides of a human 

mind, sketch a cartoon-like image of two figures. One on each 

shoulder of the organization, whispering to its conscious which 

way to pursue. 
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6. CONCLUSION 
Two informal leaders arose in a culture change process, 

taking on two types of roles. One scored high on both social 

behavioral characteristics that involve being concerned with 

other people’s opinions and well-being, and practical 

characteristics that relate to contributing to the task that needs to 

be achieved. To sketch the conclusion in on picture, this informal 

leader can be characterized as an optimistic storyteller that 

explains opinions by sharing own life experiences that are 

relatable to others, using metaphors when speaking, and 

expressing value towards another people’s contribution. This 

behavioral set probably appeals to others through the positivity 

and an engaging way of talking. The second informal leader can 

be seen as a pessimistic square shooter, not afraid of stating 

opinions and pointing out problems that others recognize. This 

informal leader scores high on practical behavioral 

characteristics mostly and appeals to people because he is able to 

articulate the frustrations they share. Both might have a great 

influence in an organizational change process, or even beyond 

that, be it positive or negative. 

 

7. LIMITATIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
This research has faced multiple limitations concerning the 

design and execution. Limitations in time (given short timeframe 

of fifteen weeks) and other resources (like only one observer) 

caused that only one session was conducted for this research at 

one Dutch municipality. Additionally, the selection method for 

the thirty selected participants for this research cannot be taken 

as a random sample (Marriott, 2002). Selection of the meeting 

participants was not done by random selection, but by the human 

resources manager of the organization, even though she stated to 

have selected participants at random. When research would be 

repeated in the same way, a recommendation is to have more than 

one observer. This would make the overall observations more 

reliable, because it will decrease the risk of non-objectivity (for 

there can be taken an average). The observants could be other 

more researchers in the field, or even people from inside the 

organization that are already familiar with the participants. In 

that way, an average of those people could give an indication of 

not only the session, but also the behavior of the participants in 

their daily operations. Another recommendation is to have 

multiple shorter session with the same group, to be able to test if 

observations per individual are reliable over time. Multiple 

sessions could be organized with different groups. The sessions 

could be organized keeping the same people in the same groups, 

or people can be mixed per session to research if the same 

informal leaders will emerge, and what the effects on their 

behaviors are when confronted with other people. 

Other recommendations for future research would be to 

extend this research beyond Dutch municipalities. Research 

could be done in other type of organizations. It would be 

expected that the overall behavioral patterns of informal leaders 

would be similar, i.e. if the setting of the research would still be 

happening during a culture change process. If this research would 

be conducted in different countries, it is expected that the specific 

behavior might differ significantly due to differences in national 

culture, where leadership would be perceived differently or 

expressed in a different way. Other characteristics may then need 

to be researched. Other interesting topics to explore would be 

what the longitudinal effects of informal leaders is on others, 

non-leaders, in the process of culture change.  

After having carried out this research and its limitations, the 

following recommendations can be made regarding its execution. 

Below, a table can be found (see Table 11 on the next page) that 

provides characteristics to take into account in a B.O.S. when 

research like this will be repeated. The characteristics that are 

included are the ones that were proven in this research to occur 

with informal leaders in a culture change process at a 

municipality. The first thirteen characteristics are ordered on the 

basis of how often they are expected to occur. The last four 

characteristics are added based on this research. It is not tested 

yet how often they are expected to occur. A good addition for the 

group session would be to include an assignment were people 

will not only be having a conversation, but also need to carry out 

a small task related to culture change. A part where possible 

leaders would need to take on the lead of the assignment, divide 

tasks clearer, make final decisions, and give them the opportunity 

to propose future goals. The group session as it was now, was 

merely a conversation, and did not test some of the characteristics 

as well as they could be tested. This because of the lack of 

“doing”, more than just “talking” in the session. Almost all 

leadership literature that was studied for this research based their 

research on observing leaders in the position of leading projects 

or assignments, not leaders in a conversation. Therefore, it is 

debatable if the group session carried out as it was in this 

research, would indeed be the best way to test the manifestation 

of informal leaders in a culture change process. A method that 

would not organize a special session, but just observe informal 

leaders in an everyday working environment might give better 

results regarding informal leader behavior. However, the 

lengthiness of a culture change process, and the fact that it is a 

process that is happening mostly in the background of 

organizational operations, will complicate observations 

regarding informal leadership behavior in the day-to-day 

operations of organizations. Another way of observing this could 

be to conduct a series of observations, over a long stretch of time, 

with gaps between the observations of several months or even 

years. 
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Figure 4. The informal leaders and their organization. 
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Figure 1. Schematic overview of the Dutch local government system. 
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Figure 2. Iceberg model illustrating Schein (2010)’s three layers of organizational culture. 
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Figure 3. Empty questionnaire used in research. 
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ques-
tion 

topic code score 
Candidate 1 

score 
Candidate 2 

score 
Candidate 3 

score 
Candidate 4 

score 
Candidate 5 

score 
Candidate 6 

score 
Candidate 7 

1 understanding 

of 

organizational 
culture 

UC 2 3 2 4 3 2 3 

2 organization of 

workshop 

OW 2 4 2 3 2 1 2 

3 knowledge 
facilitator 

KF 1 4 3 3 3 1 2 

4 usefulness 

workshop 

UW 1 4 1 3 4 1 3 

5 enthusiasm on 
organizational 

change 

EC 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 

6 workshop can 
positively 

contribute 

PC 2 4 2 4 3 1 2 

7 recommending 

to colleagues 

RC 2 4 1 4 3 1 3 

8 interested in 

follow-up 

IF 2 3 3 1 4 1 3 

9 length 

workshop 

LW b c c c c b b 

10 best and 

feedback 

BF clearance, 

further 

developing 
/ watching 

others. 

Talking 

with 

colleagues, 
hearing 

other 

perspective
s and 

seeing 

more 
awareness 

// took too 

long. 

 I do not 

know the 

knowledge 
of the 

facilitator. 

What she 
did do well 

was asking 

further, 
summarizin

g and 

creating 
clearance. 

My 

compliment
s. 

Interesting 

to share 

opinions, 
my not 

many facts. 

This makes 
it hard to 

give it a 

future. 

A whole 

afternoon 

asks a lot 
from the 

agenda and 

as a 
participant 

it is not 

clear what 
the result 

will be for 

me. 

There was 

room for 

discussion. 
Would be 

nice if there 

would be 
more 

people. 

[empty] 

11 other comments OC N.A. [empty] [empty] N.A. N.A. With a bit 

more 

steering, 

you get a 

clearer 
outcome. 

[empty] 

12 lead in 

conversation 

LC Candidate 4 

& 7 

Candidate 4 

& 7 

[empty] Candidate 3 [empty] [empty] Candidate 4 

& 7 

13 active 
participation 

AP 2 4 2 1 2 4 2 

14 often spoke OS 3 4 2 1 4 4 2 

15 complemented 

someone 

CS 4 5 4 2 4 2 3 

16 asked other's 
opinions 

AO 4 5 3 1 2 3 3 

17 (neg.) hesitance 

to speak 

HS 2 2 5 5 2 3 4 

18 convincing 
others 

CO 2 5 4 3 3 4 3 

 total score q12 
 

0 0 0.143 0.423 0 0 0.42857142

9 

total score q13-18  
 

12 4 15 22 12 11 16 

  

  

 

 

 

Table 2. Score table of questionnaire answers. 
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 Variable subvariables code C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 total  total excl. 
C7 

total excl. 
C4 

1. Initiating 

conversatio

n 

  IN                                                

-    

    

2.  Kicking-off 

topic 

KO                                    

2  

                                   

1  

                                   

3  

                                   

7  

                                   

6  

 
                                   

2  

                                

21  

                                

19  

                                

14  

3.  Steering 

towards new 
topic 

SC                                    

1  

 
                                   

7  

                                

12  

                                   

1  

 
                                

15  

                                

36  

                                

21  

                                

24  

4. Support 

and 
positivity 

 
EP                                    

1  

                                   

1  

                                   

5  

                                   

8  

  
                                   

2  

                                

17  

                                

15  

                                   

9  

5.   Praising PP                                    

1  

                                     

1  

                                   

2  

                                       

1  

                                   

5  

                                   

4  

                                   

3  

6.   Thanking TH                                                
-    

                                 
-    

                                 
-    

7.  Integrating 

ideas 

II 
   

                                

17  

                                   

2  

 
                                   

1  

                                

20  

                                

19  

                                   

3  

8.  Showing 
interest 

SI                                 
15  

                                   
4  

                                
20  

                                
24  

                                   
2  

                                   
1  

                                   
3  

                                
69  

                                
66  

                                
45  

9.  Asking for 

opinions 

AO 
 

                                   

1  

                                   

2  

                                

24  

                                   

9  

 
                                   

6  

                                

42  

                                

36  

                                

18  

10
. 

 Including IE 
  

                                   
1  

                                
13  

                                   
1  

 
                                   
2  

                                
17  

                                
15  

                                   
4  

11

. 

Persuading   JO                                          

2  

                                       

2  

                                   

4  

                                   

2  

                                   

2  

12
. 

Dividing 
tasks 

  DT                                                
-    

                                 
-    

                                 
-    

13

. 

Input 
 

CI                                 

18  

                                   

7  

                                

30  

                                

49  

                                

23  

                                   

3  

                                

52  

                              

182  

                              

130  

                              

133  

14
. 

  Technical 
contribution 

TI                                                
-    

                                 
-    

                                 
-    

15

. 

 Informing NT                                 

14  

 
                                   

5  

                                

21  

                                   

9  

 
                                

17  

                                

66  

                                

49  

                                

45  

16  Proposing 
activities 

TA                                    
1  

                                   
1  

                                   
3  

                                
20  

  
                                
15  

                                
40  

                                
25  

                                
20  

17   Proposing 

goals 

DG                                          

1  

                                       

1  

                                   

2  

                                   

1  

                                   

1  

18  Deciding FD                                    
2  

 
                                   
6  

                                
21  

                                   
4  

                                   
1  

                                
30  

                                
64  

                                
34  

                                
43  

19

. 

Talking 

volume 

  TV                                                

-    

                                 

-    

                                 

-    

20
. 

 Consistent 
involvement 

IC                                 
25  

                                   
7  

                                
38  

                                
82  

                                
32  

                                   
2  

                                
76  

                              
262  

                              
186  

                              
180  

21

. 

 Long silence 

(neg. cor.) 

LS                                 

10  

                                

50  

                                   

6  

                                   

1  

                                   

7  

                                

58  

                                   

3  

                              

135  

                              

132  

                              

134  

22
. 

  No hesitance HS                                  
-    

                                     
2  

                                   
4  

                                   
1  

-                                 
1  

                                   
2  

                                   
8  

                                   
6  

                                   
4  

23

. 

Addressed 

for 
expertise 

  AO                                    

2  

                                       

1  

                                   

1  

                                       

4  

                                   

4  

                                   

3  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Filled out Behavior Observation Scheme. 
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Analysis 

Candidate 4 as 

informal leader 

        

variable  code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 difference 

highest two 

2 KO 0.095 0.048 0.143 0.333 0.286 0.000 0.095 0.048 

3 SC 0.028 0.000 0.194 0.333 0.028 0.000 0.417 0.083 

4 EP 0.059 0.059 0.294 0.471 0.000 0.000 0.118 0.176 

5 PP 0.200 0.000 0.200 0.400 0.000 0.000 0.200 0.200 

7 II 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.850 0.100 0.000 0.050 0.800 

8 SI 0.217 0.058 0.290 0.348 0.029 0.014 0.043 0.058 

9 AO 0.000 0.024 0.048 0.571 0.214 0.000 0.143 0.357 

10 IE 0.000 0.000 0.059 0.765 0.059 0.000 0.118 0.647 

11 JO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 

13 CI 0.099 0.038 0.165 0.269 0.126 0.016 0.286 0.016 

15 NT 0.212 0.000 0.076 0.318 0.136 0.000 0.258 0.061 

16 TA 0.025 0.025 0.075 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.375 0.125 

17 DG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 

18 FD 0.031 0.000 0.094 0.328 0.063 0.016 0.469 0.141 

20 IC 0.095 0.027 0.145 0.313 0.122 0.008 0.290 0.023 

21 LS 0.074 0.370 0.044 0.007 0.052 0.430 0.022 0.015 

23 AO 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 

sum  
 

1.636 0.649 1.827 7.057 1.465 0.484 3.883 
 

 

 

 

Analysis Candidate 4 as informal 

leader excluding Candidate 7 

     

variable  code 1 2 3 4 5 6 difference 

highest 

two 

2 KO 0.105 0.053 0.158 0.368 0.316 0.000 0.053 

3 SC 0.048 0.000 0.333 0.571 0.048 0.000 0.238 

4 EP 0.067 0.067 0.333 0.533 0.000 0.000 0.200 

5 PP 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 

7 II 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.895 0.105 0.000 0.789 

8 SI 0.227 0.061 0.303 0.364 0.030 0.015 0.136 

9 AO 0.000 0.028 0.056 0.667 0.250 0.000 0.417 

10 IE 0.000 0.000 0.067 0.867 0.067 0.000 0.800 

11 JO 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 

13 CI 0.138 0.054 0.231 0.377 0.177 0.023 0.146 

15 NT 0.286 0.000 0.102 0.429 0.184 0.000 0.143 

16 TA 0.040 0.040 0.120 0.800 0.000 0.000 0.680 

17 DG 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 

18 FD 0.059 0.000 0.176 0.618 0.118 0.029 0.441 

20 IC 0.134 0.038 0.204 0.441 0.172 0.011 0.269 

21 LS 0.076 0.379 0.045 0.008 0.053 0.439 0.038 

23 AO 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.250 

sum  
 

1.930 0.718 2.379 9.686 1.769 0.518 
 

 

 

Table 5. Analysis when taking that Candidate 4 is the informal leader 

excluding Candidate 7. 

 

 

Table 4. Analysis when taking that Candidate 4 is the informal leader. 
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Analysis Candidate 7 as informal 

leader excluding Candidate 4 

     

variable  code 1 2 3 5 6 7 difference 

highest 

two 

2 KO 0.143 0.071 0.214 0.429 0.000 0.143 0.214 

3 SC 0.042 0.000 0.292 0.042 0.000 0.625 0.333 

4 EP 0.111 0.111 0.556 0.000 0.000 0.222 0.333 

5 PP 0.333 0.000 0.333 0.000 0.000 0.333 0.333 

7 II 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.667 0.000 0.333 0.333 

8 SI 0.333 0.089 0.444 0.044 0.022 0.067 0.111 

9 AO 0.000 0.056 0.111 0.500 0.000 0.333 0.167 

10 IE 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.500 0.250 

11 JO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 

13 CI 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.173 0.023 0.391 0.218 

15 NT 0.311 0.000 0.111 0.200 0.000 0.378 0.067 

16 TA 0.050 0.050 0.150 0.000 0.000 0.750 0.600 

17 DG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 

18 FD 0.047 0.000 0.140 0.093 0.023 0.698 0.558 

20 IC 0.139 0.039 0.211 0.178 0.011 0.422 0.244 

21 LS 0.075 0.373 0.045 0.178 0.433 0.022 0.022 

23 AO 0.667 0.000 0.000 0.333 0.000 0.000 0.333 

sum  
 

2.250 0.789 2.857 3.086 0.512 7.218 
 

 

 

Analysis Candidate 4 & 7 

as both informal leaders 

       

variable  code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 difference 

highest 

two 

2 KO 0.095 0.048 0.143 0.333 0.286 0.000 0.095 0.143 

3 SC 0.028 0.000 0.194 0.333 0.028 0.000 0.417 0.139 

4 EP 0.059 0.059 0.294 0.471 0.000 0.000 0.118 0.176 

5 PP 0.200 0.000 0.200 0.400 0.000 0.000 0.200 0.200 

7 II 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.850 0.100 0.000 0.050 0.050 

8 SI 0.217 0.058 0.290 0.348 0.029 0.014 0.043 0.072 

9 AO 0.000 0.024 0.048 0.571 0.214 0.000 0.143 0.071 

10 IE 0.000 0.000 0.059 0.765 0.059 0.000 0.118 0.059 

11 JO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.500 

13 CI 0.099 0.038 0.165 0.269 0.126 0.016 0.286 0.104 

15 NT 0.212 0.000 0.076 0.318 0.136 0.000 0.258 0.045 

16 TA 0.025 0.025 0.075 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.375 0.300 

17 DG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.500 

18 FD 0.031 0.000 0.094 0.328 0.063 0.016 0.469 0.234 

20 IC 0.095 0.027 0.145 0.313 0.122 0.008 0.290 0.145 

21 LS 0.074 0.370 0.044 0.007 0.052 0.430 0.022 0.022 

23 AO 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 

sum  
 

1.636 0.649 1.827 7.057 1.465 0.484 3.883 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 6. Analysis when taking that Candidate 7 is the informal leader 

excluding Candidate 4. 

 

 

Table 7. Analysis when taking both Candidate 4 and Candidate 7 

as informal leaders. 

 

 


