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Public Health Collaboratives

• As Complex Systems

• As Collective Action

• Major challenge = how to partner with other 
organizations, agencies, and groups to collaboratively 
address goals in population health while effectively 
maximizing resource sharing of the partners involved  

• Today’s efforts require multi-agency partnerships 
between (both governmental and non-governmental)

• These partnerships are created by an understanding 
that the antecedents of poor health are multi-factorial 
and thus require a multi-systemic approach 



Why Current Efforts Are Not 
Sufficient

• The process by which public health departments have 
engaged partners in PHCs to address the multiple 
influences of these systems has varied
– Few ways to measure and evaluate the success of these 

partnerships and how organizations interact with one 
another. 

• Public health leaders, and partners involved in 
collaboratives, are eager to understand how to 
quantify and analyze the collaboratives

• Thus, a deeper understanding of how to assess the 
strength of a collaborative, what motivates and moves 
constituents to action on public health issues, and 
benefits from particular relationships in a collaborative 
is required.  
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The MAPP Paradigm Shift

Graphic from:  NACCHO (MAPP website):  
http://www.naccho.org/topics/infrastructure/MAPP/index.cfm



O
U
T
C
O
M
E
S

M
I 
S
S 
I
O
N
S

Stakeholders

Strategic 
Planning

• Goal devt

• Needs 
assessment

• Gap identification

• Priority setting

• Resource 
inventory

ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS & SOCIAL CONTROL      

•Existing collaborative infrastructure

•Geographic/SES diversity

•Regulatory environment

•Population norms, attitudes, cultural diversity

•Community & Public Attitudes

•Institutional norms, cultures

NETWORK PROCESS

•Coordinating Structure
•Composition

•Governance

•Management

•Trust

•Value

•Capacity (Resources)

Framework for Community Collaboration
(Network Process is a unique piece of this framework)



What is the Network Process?

• Operationalize partners as a “network” 

• Optimizing, not just a single relationship, the 
entire network of relationships 

• Leads to policy/management decisions about 
– Priority of programs

– Variances between actual and budgeted performance

Helps to answer PROCESS QUESTIONS:
– How well did the process meet the committee’s 

expectations?

– What action steps can be taken to improve the process?



Current PHC Strategy:  
More Collaboration is Better

• Granovetter: Strength of Weak Ties
– “Connect on your similarity, and profit from your diversity (Krebs 

and Holley)

– More Weak Ties = More Diversity

• Is More Really Better?
– Counting Noses

– Many stakeholders at the table

– Greater Density

• Problems:  
– Law of N-Squared 

– Risk of Burn Out & Overuse

– Collaboration Failure



Less is More as an Alternative Solution

• Discriminate choices based on less is more theories

• Relationship Budgeting
• Burt:  Structural Holes

– Less Ties to More Subgroups = Structural Advantages

– High Quality Ties = Generates Information Benefits; Increasing 
Efficiency; Reduces Redundancy

Public 

Manager
Public 

Manager

New Relationship



Applying These Concepts to 
Public Health Collaboratives 

3 MAPP Examples



Core Dimensions of Connectivity in 
Public Health Collaboratives

Dimension Measures

Membership

Organizational identification by name, type, and other 

organizational characteristics (e.g. size, mission of 

organization)

Network 

Interaction

Network patterns and positions identified by subgroups, key 

players, etc.

Role of HD Convener/facilitator vs. equal member

Frequency of 

Interaction
Types and levels of communications among members

Organizational 

Value to the 

Collaborative

Power, involvement, resources

Trust
Reliability, shared belief in mission, opportunity for frank 

discussion

Reciprocity Evidence of mutual exchange of resources



PARTNER

PROGRAM TO ANALYZE, RECORD, AND 

TRACK NETWORKS TO ENHANCE RELATIONSHIPS

3 Components: 

• Data Gathering: Survey

• Analysis Tool

• Technical Guide



Members of the Collaborative 
Answer Surveys

One Person Collects 
Surveys and Uses 
PARTNER to Analyze Data

How It Works



PARTNER

Before Analysis,

Data Gathering: Survey

































PARTNER

Analysis Tool



Members of the Collaborative 
Answer Surveys

One Person Collects 
Surveys and Uses 
PARTNER to Analyze Data

How It Works



















What Would I Do With All This 
Information?

Engage in Strategic Management



4 Steps in Strategic Network 
Management

• Step 1:  Take Note of Potential Partners

• Step 2:  Assess the Characteristics of 
Relationships

• Step 3: Consider the Connectivity Among 
Members of the Network

• Step 4:  Match Evaluation to Collaborative’s 
Goals



Social Network 
Analysis:  Measure of 
the relationships 
between actors rather 
than a measure of the 
actors themselves

3 MAPP PH Collaboratives:  
Operationalizing Measures



Step 1

• Step 1:  Take Note of Potential Partners

– Knowing the Network:  Are the right connections in 

place? Are any key connections missing? Who are playing 

leadership roles in the community?  Who is not, but should 

be?  

– List of Members; Type of Org; Centrality of 
Members

• Gather information, describe & discuss 
structure and quality of network



Know the Network:  
Members Descriptions

Collaborative/ 

Mission 

Maturation 

of 

Collaborative

# of 

Members 

(Response 

Rate)

Types of 

Partners 

Central 

Players 

(of top 10) 

Role of 

HD 

#1  - Multiple 

Workgroups to 

Improve Community’s 

Health

Most Mature 53 

(85%)

20% NP 

27% Bus 

51% Govt 

6 Govt (60%)

3 NP (30%)

1 Bus (10%) 

Most 

Central 

#2 – Collaborative to 

Increase Flu 

Vaccination

Least Mature 55  

(90%)

36% NP 

18% Bus

45% Govt 

7 Govt (70%)

3 Bus (30%) 

Most 

Central 

#3 – Multiple 

Workgroups to 

Improve Community’s 

Health

47

(75%)

23% NP

30% Bus

47% Govt 

6 Govt (60%)

4 Bus (40%) 

Most 

Central 



Step 2 & 3

• Step 2:  Assess the Characteristics of Relationships
– Dimensions of Trust

– Strategic Value of Organization

– Resource Exchange

– Governance

– Level of Interaction

• Step 3: Consider the Connectivity Among Members of 
the Network
– Does a structure exist?

– What is the role of the health department?

– What is the level of connectivity?

– Is the collaborative centralized/decentralized?

– Who are the key players?

– Does it meet the goals of the collaborative?



Frequency of Interaction



Whole Network Scores

Network Scores – Collaborative #1
Density 27.20%
Degree Centralization 44.30%
Trust 83.10%

Network Scores – Collaboration #2
Density 8.00%
Degree Centralization 74.30%
Trust 70.00%

Network Scores – Collaboration #3
Density 20.20%
Degree Centralization 83.30%
Trust 71.30%

Local Health 
Department is Most 

Central Member

Health Depts. Are 4 of 
the Top 7 Most Central 

Members

Local Health 
Department is Most 

Central Member



Relative Connectivity

• Utilizes qualitative + structural nature of ties

• Connectivity(j) =  

– Where: 
• Vi – value score for organization (node) i;

• Tij – trust that organization (node) i has in organization j;

• δij – binary variable (0 or 1) for connection between i and j. 

– Then, to find the relative connectivity score we just divide 
the above connectivity score by the maximum score 
among all organizations in the network:

– Relative connectivity (j) = 
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Relative Connectivity

• A measure of the “benefit” 
each member of the 
collaborative gets in return 
for their participation

• # of “others” that trust you 
and are considered valuable 
to the collaborative

– So, as more people who are 
valuable trust you, your 
score goes up.

Degree 
Centrality 
(max 46)

Relative 
Connectivity

Total Value 
(1-4)

Total Trust 
(1-4)

32 100% 2.33 4
28 88% 3.3 3.85
26 99% 3.95 3.97
25 93% 3.5 3.64
25 69% 3.17 3.46
23 87% 3.46 3.67
23 64% 2.87 3.2
22 90% 3.5 3.72
22 65% 3.37 3.4
20 65% 4 4
19 68% 3.17 3.4
17 79% 3.71 3.89
15 59% 3.03 3.36
15 56% 3.52 3.79
14 56% 2.87 3.36
14 39% 3.33 3.67
13 51% 3.33 3.58
13 40% 1.67 2.33
12 38% 2.83 3
12 55% 3.53 3.8
12 37% n/a n/a
11 33% 3.33 3.5
11 33% 4 4





Value of Partner

• Power/Influence

• Level of Involvement: strongly committed, gets 
things done

• Resources:  brought to collaborative (i.e. funding, 
information, etc.)

Power/Influence
Resource 

Contribution









Trust
• Reliable: follows through on commitments

• In Support of Mission:  common vision of end goal

• Open to Discussion:  open, civil discussion, talk 
together, consider a variety of viewpoints

Network Scores – Collaborative #1
Density 27.20%
Degree Centralization 44.30%
Trust 83.10%

Network Scores – Collaborative #2

Density 8.00%

Degree Centralization 74.30%

Trust 70.00%

Network Scores – Collaborative #3

Density 20.20%

Degree Centralization 83.30%

Trust 71.30%



Conclusions

• Maturity of collaborative may impact outcomes

– Centralization (less centralized over time)

– Frequency of Interaction

• High levels of trust, mission congruence, resource 
contribution, and transparency

• Centrality and structural equivalence are not 
related to these characteristics

– Centralization and frequent interaction is not 
necessarily related to those characteristics that 
promote the development of public goods



Steps Toward Strategic Management
Step 4

• Step 4:  Match Evaluation to Collaborative’s 
Goals
– Relationship building, particularly across traditional divides 

to provide access to innovation and info

– Relationship budgeting; collaboration failure

– Facilitate collaboration for mutual benefit: through short 

term or long term projects (Krebs & Holley)

• What action steps should be taken to 

improve/meet collaborative’s process goals?



Step 4
Match Evaluation to Collaborative’s Goals

• Consider levels of trust and value:  changes?
• Increase/Decrease network ties
• Leverage existing relationships/resources
• Identify gaps, vulnerable points
• Account for the cost of strategizing and 

fostering new relationships
• Report progress of collaborative to funders, 

stakeholders, community members, partners
• In other words – engage in strategic network 

management



danielle.varda@ucdenver.edu

Questions?


