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Starting Point

• Networks are the best point of leverage for increasing the 
extent and improving the quality of PLC
• PLC advocates should support effective network 

implementation and capacity building



What are Networks?

Groups of individuals and/or organizations 
that work together to achieve not only their 

own goals but also a collective goal

modified from Provan & Kenis, 2007

“ ”



Functions

• Information exchange

• Capacity building

INTERNAL EXTERNAL

• Policy or program advice 
and advocacy

• Better planning for social, 
ecological, or land use 
purposes

• Better delivery of collective 
services

Head, 2008



Governance/Administration

Shared / Participant-Led Lead Organization
Network 

Administrative 
Organization

“Brokered”



Scattered Emergence

adapted from Holley, 2012



Hub-and-Spoke

adapted from Holley, 2012



Multi-Hub / Multi-Channel

adapted from Holley, 2012



Core and Periphery

adapted from Holley, 2012



What is Effectiveness?

The attainment of positive network-level 
outcomes that could not normally be 
achieved by the participants acting 

independently

adapted from Provan & Kenis, 2007

“ ”



Trust

Willingness to accept vulnerability based 
on positive expectations about another 
person’s intentions or behaviors

McEvily et al., 2003

2 factors:
• Density: do many people trust each other?
• Distribution: is trust centralized or diffuse?



Number of participants

An increase in the number of network 
members leads to an exponentially increasing 
number of potential relationships. 

Related to network governance
• Shared governance: max 6-8 organizations 
• NAO: most effective for large networks



Goal convergence

Consensus in network goals allows 
organizational participants to perform 
better than when there is conflict

Related to network governance
• Shared governance: high consensus
• NAO and lead organization: moderate



Need for network competencies

Internal: what is the nature of the tasks being 
performed by network members?
• Shared governance difficult when some members lack 

competencies

External: what demands are being 
faced by the network?
• E.g., buffering, bridging

• Shared governance difficult when external demands are high 

• NAO effective at centralized action



Relationship with Governance

Shared
Lead 

Organization NAO

Trust Widely shared 
(high density, 
decentralized)

Narrowly shared 
(low density, highly 

centralized)

Moderately to 
widely shared 

(moderate 
density)

No. participants Few Moderate Moderate to 
many

Goal consensus High Moderate to low Moderate to high

Need for competencies Low Moderate High



Evolution over Time

Shared Governance

Lead Organization

NAO



Tensions

Inclusiveness Efficiency

Internal legitimacy External legitimacy

Flexibility Stability

Strong ties Weak Ties

vs.



Network Weavers

• Not the same as networking
• Network weavers make the network more effective by 

increasing the quantity and quality of connections
• Build community 
• Circulate ideas and practices
• Promote a shared identity, the foundation for common 

purpose
• Make horizontal and vertical connections, within and 

bridging

Goldstein et al., 2017; Holley, 2012



Tips for Weaving Networks

• Know members’ value propositions
• Engage a manager-facilitator 
• Shift power from the founder to the members
• Prepare for an increase in complexity
• Create a strong central core 
• Use multiple channels
• Make connections both professional and personal
• Develop a pipeline of leaders
• Teach network-building practice to members
• Assess network connectivity

Pastrik et al., 2014



Assessing Networks

Scale for relationships strength:
• exchange useful information with 

this person on a regular basis
• work directly with this person on 

one or more projects
• depend on this person regularly for 

important advice



Applicable Lessons

• Networks require active cultivation
• Effectiveness is affected by alignment between

administrative/governance model and network
characteristics
• Focus on both process and outcomes
• Monitoring is critical
• Strengths/weaknesses
• Engagement
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