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Introduction 

The theme for the Networks Leadership Symposium 2018 was Networks as Balancing Acts: Managing 

Inherent Tensions. Held in Vancouver, British Columbia, over 75 Symposium participants explored a broad 

range of network tensions and how, or if, they can be managed. The objectives of the two days were to: 

▪ Examine how working in networks often requires a balancing act 

▪ Explore if and how inherent tensions in networks can be practically managed 

▪ Discuss the key characteristics of highly functioning networks 

▪ Share lessons learned and realities of networks from different sectors and locations 

▪ Explore the importance of developing a collaborative culture as key to growth and sustainability 

 

In addition, the critical issue of stakeholder/citizen participation in networks was explored in detail. 

 

When planning the Symposium, we looked forward to spending two days with people who shared a curiosity 

about and/or passion for networks; two days full of thought-provoking presentations based on both network 

research and practice, and lots of time for interaction with presenters and among participants. This 2018 event 

lived up to and at times surpassed our high expectations. We hope this report captures some of the insights 

and topics discussed and debated throughout the two days, and that you find it useful in your ongoing thinking 

about, leading or studying networks.  

 

The two days were organized into five general topics for discussion, followed by a final “bear pit” panel where 

all speakers were invited to reflect on what was heard throughout the Symposium, challenge each other’s 

perspectives and allow participants to pose provocative questions: 

 

1. Keynote: Networks as Balancing Acts – Managing the Inherent Tensions 

2. Balancing Network Tensions – What are the Real Life Experiences? 

3. What are the Tensions in Building the Culture and Quality of Collaboration? 

4. Citizen/Stakeholder Engagement in Networks: Does it Matter? 

5. What is the Future for Networks? 

6. The Bear Pit  

 

Each topic area was organized similarly in order to maximize interaction among the panelists, between the 

panelists and the participants, and among the participants. Following each panel presentation there were 

opportunities for the participants to make comments and ask questions of the panelists. This was followed by a 

brief panel discussion and exchange with the audience. Following panels #2 and #4, participants had the 

opportunity to have a more focused conversation at their tables, after which they were invited to engage the 

panelists in an interactive dialogue by bringing forward ideas and questions that had emerged from these 

tabletop conversations.  
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We have structured these proceedings into six sections corresponding with the five topics and the final ‘bear 

pit’ session. In each section key themes are summarized that emerged in the panel presentations and 

discussion, and through the interactive discussion with the participants. Equal emphasis is placed on discussion 

and content, as drawing from the experience in the room was an important focus of the Symposium. In the 

bear pit session section, which we envisioned as asking “so what and where to next?”, many of the highlights 

from the other sections are revisited and built upon. See Appendices 1 and 2 for the full program and speaker 

biographies. 

 

Symposium Highlights: Day 1 
 

1. Keynote Panel: Networks as Balancing Acts: Managing Inherent Tensions? 
 

Moderator:  Ann Casebeer, University of Calgary 

 

Panelists:  Angel Saz-Carranza, ESADE Business & Law School, Barcelona; Brint Milward, School of Government 

and Public Policy, University of Arizona 

 

Keynote speakers, Angel Saz-Carranza and Brint Milward, opened the conference by delving into what the 

evidence base tells us about inherent tensions in networks, the impact of tensions on network development and 

governance, and how (or if) they can be resolved or strategically managed. Are there times when tensions are a 

sign of network health or should be encouraged? When should tensions be tackled or let go by leaders? They 

shared their insights concerning the balancing act facing network leaders and the risks and rewards of efforts to 

address network tensions. 

 

The Governance of Networks: 4 Tensions  

Angel Saz-Carranza described four tensions related to the governance of networks that have emerged through 

his research on goal-directed networks, most of which were regulatory and policy networks rather than 

implementation networks (e.g., Wind energy producers network, Interfaith immigration advocacy network, 

European energy regulators network). Referencing the work of Provan and Kenis, Saz Caranza defined goal-

directed networks as: “groups of three or more legally autonomous organizations that work together to 

achieve not only their own goals but also a collective goal”1. Most of these are networks governed through a 

Network Administration Organization (NAO) model, which is the most structured governance model of the 

three described by Provan and Kenis. These four tensions are briefly described in Table 1. 

 

 

  

                                                           
1 Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: Structure, management, and effectiveness. Journal of 
public administration research and theory, 18(2), 229-252, p 231  
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Table 1: Four Network Tensions 

 

- Unity – Diversity 

 

“Successful networks differentiate 

among dimensions around which 

unity and diversity are sought” 

 

- Research on US based immigration networks found that diversity 

around some dimensions of the network helped make them 

strong, but that it was equally important to have unity over other 

dimensions 

- The dimensions around which diversity is of value include: 

organizational characteristics, culture and sub-issues; national 

culture and geographic base.  

- The dimensions around which unity is of value include: meta-

vision/objective; identity, experiences, problem; and valuing 

diversity 

- Inclusiveness - Efficiency 

 

“Effective networks complement a 

(centralized) NAO governance 

with a large inclusive executive 

board” 

- There is a contradiction between being participatory and being 

efficient (i.e., being able to act quickly and get things done) 

- Research conducted on European business and nonprofit interest 

networks found that the size of the steering committee or board 

affected network performance, with bigger boards having better 

performance 

- A bigger board allows more diverse membership, therefore 

balancing the efficiency provided by centralizing coordination 

through a Network Administrative Organization 

- Broker subordination - 

Broker autonomy 

 

“Successful brokers are both 

accountable to members and 

institutional stewards.” 

 

- Brokers are subordinate to members, but they also need to be 

very savvy and strategic to ensure that the network achieves its 

goals 

- This is a paradox that needs to be recognized, accepted and 

managed 

- Strategies used by successful brokers include: exploiting mandate 

voids, using information strategically, building consensus among 

members, acceptance of paradox, playing the 2-level game (i.e., 

exploiting inconsistencies within member organizations), and 

sustaining trustworthiness  

- Member control - Network 

efficiency 

 

“Network members will not give 

up individual control when 

network output implies high 

uncertainty.” 

 

- A network often needs agile and streamlined decision-making, 

both among members--overcoming vetos and unanimity 

requirements--as well as with regards to the broker, who needs to 

be sufficiently autonomous to move the collaborative forward. 

This need for agility and autonomy often contradicts the will of 

members to maintain full (individual) control over the network 

- Research suggests that the more uncertainty related to the 

network (either due to fellow member behaviour or to network 

goal ambiguity) the less willing are members to cede individual 

control  
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The Tensions Inherent in Network Leadership: The Problem of Toxic Nodes 

Brint Milward’s presentation centred on some of the tensions inherent in network leadership, with one of 

these being the problem of toxic nodes. He began his presentation 

by reminding us of the value proposition of goal-directed networks: 

problems are complex and multi-faceted, meaning that we need to 

bring relevant organizations together in a collaboration to address 

the problem that no single organization can tackle alone. “The good 

news is you are managing a program with hundreds of employees.  

The bad news is that none of them think that they work for you.” 

 

Milward described a dilemma of network leadership as being that: “Managing in the absence of a typical chain 

of command is a craft skill that that relies on trust to make reciprocity 

do the work of hierarchy”, and yet most of the people participating in 

the network work in hierarchies. The network manager must deal with 

what can be called “the two hats problem”; that is, every person in an 

interorganizational network wears two hats, an organizational hat and 

a network hat. There are implications to this ‘two-hats’ problem as 

follows. In a network of organizational hierarchies there will be: 

▪ Varied commitment to network mission 

▪ Imbalance of commitment and motivation between network players 

▪ Organizational culture clash  

▪ Turf/power/autonomy issues 

And since these issues take time to work out, there can be high coordination costs, particularly if members are 

reluctant to take off their organizational hats and wear their network hats.  

 

Milward then went on to talk about his interest in the problem of toxic nodes, as one of the dilemmas or 

tensions that network leaders or managers might be faced with. His interest in this concept emerged in 

response to a quote by Karl Weick (2016) who, when asked ‘What’s missing in our theories of organizations?’, 

responded that our theories: “…. neglect that self-interest, malign intent, vested interest and disinterest [are 

things that]….animate managers”.  

 
Recently, Milward asked experienced network managers participating in a workshop to describe the different 

kinds of toxic nodes they encountered in their networks. These are summarized in Box 1.  

 

Box 1: Types of toxic nodes and their approaches to collaboration 

- Free Rider – wants benefits, no burdens 

- Transactions Hound – process, process, process 

- Double Agent – trades in indiscretion 

- Saboteur – booby traps projects 

- Kidnapper – keeps raising the ransom 

- Arsonist – constantly starting fires 

- Suicide Bomber – personally and organizationally destructive 

Managing in the absence of a 
typical chain of command is a 
craft skill that that relies on 
trust to make reciprocity do 
the work of hierarchy 

The good news is you are 
managing a program with 
hundreds of employees. The 
bad news is that none of them 
think that they work for you 
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Some questions a network leader might ask to inform how to manage a toxic node include: 

▪ What is the nature of the toxicity? 

▪ Is it the person or the organization? 

▪ Can I afford to keep this person/organization in my network (create a relationship budget)? 

▪ Can I use side payments to deal with the “not-my goals” nodes? 

▪ Is it an existential threat? 

 

Interactive Dialogue 

The keynote panel presentations stimulated a number of questions, comments, and engaged discussion. A 

brief summary follows.  

 

Are networks now becoming mature enough as an organizational typology that they are developing a “network 

meta-language” at the practice level (i.e., beyond network research)? This could play out at two levels: 1) 

within networks, where a mature network develops an internal language of its own (i.e., at the network level), 

which ultimately contributes to its success; and 2) across networks, where the language of network 

practitioners spans multiple networks (i.e., at the meta level) strengthening our understanding of networks as 

a way of organizing. We know that creating a network identity that is different from the identity in the home 

organizations is a requirement for unity, and a shared language or narrative helps with that. In addition, 

research on narrative networks shows that they develop a language they all share; it binds them together in a 

field of practice. “Successful networks come up with common terminology at both the meta and the network 

level.”  

 

Clearly there are different management and leadership styles required in networks; yet most of our training is 

in managing hierarchies. How can one overcome the assumption that hierarchical management is the way to 

go, when it is often counter-productive to networks? Although there have been many more years of systematic 

study and serious thought about organizational management (125 years) than about networks (40 years), if we 

look back at history through a network lens one might argue that networks are, and have always been, 

ubiquitous2. With historians now looking at networks, and research on networks blossoming, the knowledge 

base is changing rapidly. As well, the world is moving toward more complexity; many issues we are seeing 

across the world can only be addressed through a network type of organization or response. Why has it taken 

so long to insert teaching and thinking about networks into management training? In part, the explanation for 

why business schools have paid so little attention to networks may be that networks tend to operate in the 

non-market arena. And yet, businesses do, in fact, use networks to extend their competitive advantage (e.g., 

alliances among airlines). Networks have also proliferated in the public service sector, but in public policy 

schools there is a tendency to think of government in a more hierarchical way. Now, in part due to the 

complexity of problems and the overlapping of programs to address these problems, there is increasing 

interest in networks.   

 

                                                           
2 Milward recommends a book called: The Square and the Tower”, for those interested in this. 
https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/549846/the-square-and-the-tower-by-niall-ferguson/9780735222915/ 

https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/549846/the-square-and-the-tower-by-niall-ferguson/9780735222915/
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Interest was expressed in funding structures, and specifically 

in whether these structures have an impact on network 

effectiveness (e.g., membership funded versus centrally 

funded). There has been little research done on this topic to 

date, in part because funding structures are often aligned 

with other factors being studied, such as mandated versus 

non-mandated networks. Mandated networks, for example, often come with external funding; but, if a 

mandated network is unwanted by its members, even the extra funding may not be enough to promote 

network effectiveness. A small study on ‘mandated collaborations’ in Alberta3 showed that providing funding 

did help where there were already collaborations underway. A recent article on the Collective Impact model by 

Danielle Varda, published in Non-Profit Quarterly, contains some discussion about funding in relation to 

‘backbone organizations’ and networks4. 

 

With respect to toxic nodes, the question was raised as to whether there is a distinction to be made between 

legitimate and illegitimate toxicity? The short answer is ‘yes’. Part of the role of a good network manager is to 

be able to distinguish between healthy diversity and toxicity. Do you have someone who is an arsonist, or are 

they legitimately representing the interest of their organization in a network of hierarchies? Networks can still 

be successful even if not every member is completely on board with 

the goal – the scale and scope of the opposition, however, can 

certainly impact the outcome. Sometimes when diversity shows up, it 

can feel uncomfortable; there may be a tendency to label this as toxic 

when, in fact, it is not. It is important, then, to explore the motivation 

of a behaviour that you think of as toxic, and, if possible, to transcend 

it by using the concept of valuing diversity as a unifying factor. The 

ability to reframe toxicity as a valued component of diversity in the network may, in effect, reduce its power 

and ultimate impact on the network. 

 

If network management is a “craft skill”, a skill that is learned and honed over time and experience, then an 

element of this craft might be “scheming virtuously”5. Virtuous 

scheming as a strategy to manage toxic nodes and/or using a bit 

of “network [collaborative] thuggery”6 to unstick entrenched 

positions may well be acceptable given the greater good you are 

trying to achieve together as a network. “We [network 

managers] all have to scheme behind the scenes, and hope we do this virtuously to help make networks work.”  

 

                                                           
3 Heffren W, McDonald A, Casebeer A, Wallsten D. Mandated intersectoral, interdisciplinary collaboration: Opportunity or 

oxymoron? In Hibbert P, ed. Co-creating Emergent Insight. Glasgow: Graduate School of Business, University of 

Strathclyde; 2003:221-227. 
4 https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2018/02/06/backbone-organizations-eroding-norms-make-networks-succeed/ 
5http://www.cpsrenewal.ca/p/handbook-scheming-virtuously.html 
6 Vangen, S., & Huxham, C. (2003). Enacting leadership for collaborative advantage: dilemmas of ideology and pragmatism 
in the activities of partnership managers . British Journal of Management, 14, 61–76 . 

…if a mandated network is unwanted 
by its members even the extra funding 
may not be enough to promote 
network effectiveness 

We all have to scheme behind the 
scenes, and hope we do this virtuously 
to help make networks work 

The ability to reframe toxicity as a 
valued component of diversity in 
the network may…reduce its 
power and ultimate impact on the 
network 
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Within this context, a cautionary note was made regarding network management, particularly in voluntary 

networks: the biggest mistake a network manager can make is to think of themselves as a CEO. It bothers 

members to feel that someone else is making decisions for them; they want to see themselves as key 

participants and decision-makers. It is important to remember that 

the network secretariat or NAO serves the members and it would do 

network managers well to engage in self-reflective practice to ensure 

they avoid becoming toxic nodes themselves. 

 

Given all of this, how can we incentivize participation in networks? What are some strategies or interventions 

that can help change mindsets from a deficit model to a truly collaborative frame of reference? One way of 

influencing mindsets is by creating meta-narratives that can appeal to all. What are we doing here? Who are 

we? How are we diverse or similar? Diversity is necessary in networks, but equally so are a shared vision and 

values – which need constant reinforcing. Framing the work of the network together and clearly is important, 

as is developing and celebrating a unique ‘network way of working’ for any particular network. This requires 

time, and especially so if you are bringing together a diverse group of people to work on a collective issue. A 

central function of a network is to recognize difference, but also recognize that without collaboration there is 

no progress.  

 

A discussion ensued with respect to priority-setting and “getting it done” in order to show the success of the 

network. How do you do this when, in moving forward with a priority, you are likely to alienate some members 

of the network? One idea discussed was the importance of identifying the things that need to be done at 

different points in time or along the trajectory of the network’s development, thereby helping network 

members see when and where their priorities might fit and 

keeping all members engaged. One specific suggestion was to 

consider using side-payments; that is, be upfront with the 

member(s) by letting them know you realize that this is not a high 

priority for them, but “if you go with us on this – later on we can 

address this thing that you’re interested in.” 

 

  

…the biggest mistake a network 
manager can make is to think of 
themselves as a CEO 

If you go with us on this – later on 
we can address this thing that 
you’re interested in  
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2. Balancing Network Tensions – What are the Real-Life Experiences? 
 

Moderator: Sharla Drebit, BC Emergency Medicine Network 

 

Panelists: Kathryn Todd, Alberta Health Services; Victoria Schuckel, BC Ministry of Health; Jim Christenson, BC 

Emergency Medicine Network; Jude Kornelsen, BC Rural Surgical and Obstetrical Networks. 

 

This panel provided practice examples from a number of networks from the health sector in Canada (Alberta 

and British Columbia) describing their real-life experiences of network tensions, the dilemmas these can pose 

for network leaders, and lessons learned from attempts to manage them (successful or not). 

 

Alberta Health Services Strategic Clinical Networks 
Kathryn Todd, from Alberta Health Services (AHS), described their Strategic Clinical Networks (SCNs) as a 

mechanism to improve equity across the province. The SCNs serve as an arm’s length broker across the whole 

system, with a focus on improving access to and quality of care. 

 

There are currently 15 SCNs in Alberta; some are more operationally related (e.g., surgery, critical care, 

emergency) and others are more practice-related SCNs (e.g., maternal newborn, seniors health). The first six 

SCNs were mandated, in order to address critical areas such as addictions and mental Health. Now, groups of 

health professionals trying to function as a provincial network approach them and ask to become an SCN. AHS 

established a number of criteria to take into consideration when determining the need for a new SCN (e.g., 

readiness, patient/public need).  

 

Todd identified the lessons learned with respect to what is 

needed for networks to be successful. These are: 

▪ Visible commitment of leaders 

▪ Focus on shared outcomes 

▪ Risk taking – movement away from status quo; 

change management 

▪ Bring in early adopters, naysayers will be 

converted 

▪ Ability to determine return on investment – 

‘Dragon’s Den’ SCN process 

▪ Evidence and measurement++ 

 

Additional factors contributing to success, according to Todd, include the following: 

▪ A culture of change  

▪ Support from multiple levels 

▪ Ability to incorporate new funding models 

▪ Data and analytics 

▪ Building consensus across the province 

Transforming Alberta’s Health System

The SCN process

Innovations in care are advanced through this four-step 
process using the SCN Priority Setting Process. 

IDENTIFY
opportunities 
& challenges

CO-DETERMINE 
priorities & innovations

to advance

CO-DEVELOP
business case & 

innovative solutions

CO-DELIVER
innovative solutions,

value & outcomes
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Government Mandated Health Networks in BC 
Victorial Schuckel, from the BC Ministry of Health, spoke about two government mandated networks that she 

had close experience with, a mental health network created to develop a mental health plan and a network 

dedicated to scaling up pockets of excellence. 

 

The mental health network was created, building on an existing smaller network that was already in place. 

There was considerable diversity in the network, both in the size of the organizations involved (i.e., some were 

very large and some very small) and in their interests. They did 

share a common view that the status quo was not working, which 

enabled them to come together in certain areas; but there were 

also major differences. The Ministry of Health made the decision 

that the mental health plan would be focused on the needs of 

women living with severe mental illness. Among the member 

organizations, some were concerned by the specific issues faced 

by women, but others were concerned more broadly about the 

decanting of psychiatric hospitals and the need for the 

development of community services. Thus, there was some 

controversy over the decision to focus exclusively on women.  

 

Schuckel identified two main tensions experienced by the mental health network:  

▪ Competing and deeply held views about what was important to focus on; the opportunity to develop 

a mental health plan only comes about every 10 years, so people very much wanted to get their 

issues included 

▪ The reality of the short policy/electoral cycle and the necessity of keeping your eye on the long game 

 

Two things that worked well in this same network, according to Schuckel, were that: 

▪ People living with mental illness were able to relay their experience of how re-traumatizing some of 

the protocols in the current mental health system are, so trauma-informed mental   became a focus 

of the plan 

▪ There was huge value seen in the coalition of people who came together to do this work 

 

The second example provided by Schuckel was a network established to address this question: “How can we 

address the issue where we have pockets of excellence, but have problems scaling these?” The main tension 

experienced here was related geography, with the accompanying diverse sense of power, resources, and 

influence: “Is this going to be a Vancouver based initiative, or are the Regional nodes going to be full 

participants?” Schuckel used the term ‘precarious harmony’ to describe how this network functioned. Two 

important lessons learned, according to Schuckel, were: 

▪ Hire a credible CEO with experience working in a network and a good reputation 

▪ Select case studies where you can demonstrate quickly that it actually makes a difference when you 

integrate research and practice/care 

  

 
…the problem of difference as depicted in 

Schuckel’s presentation 



 
 

Proceedings – Networks Leadership Symposium 2018 

14  

The BC Emergency Medicine Network 
Jim Christenson, the Executive Lead for the BC Emergency Medicine Network, described the purpose and 

structure of this network and the processes used in its development. Patients requiring emergency support 

present to emergency departments (ED’s) across the province – but there is a wide variety of capacity to 

provide the needed support, meaning there is a wide range in quality of care. The BC Emergency Medicine 

Network was designed to address this issue. 

 

To better understand the issues and needs, Christenson indicated that a “road trip” was taken across the 

province, with information collected through focus groups and surveys. Four key needs identified were: clinical 

resources, clinical professional development, innovation (i.e., opportunity to get involved in research), and 

real-time support. With respect to the latter, there was a huge need identified to support clinicians working in 

emergency departments in rural areas who are not emergency specialists. A central piece of the network’s 

strategy was the development of an online provincial platform where emergency room physicians could talk to 

each other in real time. “The big audacious vision is one emergency department with 108 rooms.” Currently the 

network has 75 emergency departments involved, and 541 clinician members.  

 

Christenson provided the following definitions of a tension as 

found in the Mirriam-Webster dictionary: 

a) inner striving, unrest, or imbalance often with 

physiological indication of emotion  

b) a state of latent hostility or opposition between 

individuals or groups  

c) a balance maintained in an artistic work between 

opposing forces or elements 

[Canadian readers will understand the references to pipelines in 

the schematic background on the PowerPoint slide. Indeed, 

there were a number of references to the tensions between 

Alberta and BC throughout the two days – including if it was okay for Alberta participants to drink BC wines 

with the happy conclusion being “I won’t tell if you won’t”.] 

 

Three key tensions to date for the BC Emergency Medicine Network were described as follows: 

▪ How to sustain and expand a worthwhile network from the project to the program phase 

▪ How to deal with the desire for interaction and demand for involvement from network members, but 

their hesitation to take action (post questions and ideas) and a tendency to wait for someone else to 

do the work 

▪ How to develop and maintain a grassroots feel to the network when a large network such as this 

requires some organization and facilitation from some central and committed group 

  

Definition of tension (Mirriam-

Webster)

a : inner striving, unrest, or imbalance 

often with physiological indication of 

emotion

b : a state of latent hostility or opposition 

between individuals or groups

c : a balance maintained in an artistic work 

between opposing forces or elements
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BC Rural Surgical and Obstetrics Network 
Jude Kornelsen spoke about the Rural Surgical and Obstetrics Network in BC through her lens as a health 

services researchers and evaluator of the network. The network emerged from a “grand plan to link together 

specialists with rural family docs, to provide support in small, rural communities”. The need for this network 

arose from the closure of many obstetrics services, something which had been ongoing since 2001. This has 

had a negative impact on patient care, as there is a need for local access to caesarean section as part of 

obstetric care. There is unity around the vision of the network, which is “improved access to maternity and 

surgical care for all rural residents”. The tensions arise, according to Kornelsen, around the ‘how’. 

 

It is the responsibility of the network to meet surgical needs, and this depends on the relationships between 

regional surgical specialists and family physicians in rural communities, which have, historically, had 

considerable tension. The issues of contention, as presented by Kornelsen, are outlined in Figure 1.  

 
Figure 1: Issues of Contention 

 

 
 

The work of the Rural Surgical and Obstetrics Network is to resolve these issues by: developing training 

programs with standardized curriculum, focussing on evaluating quality of care and continuous quality 

improvement, supporting people to participate in the network, and prioritizing clinical coaching as a 

mechanism for relationship building. The intent is to actualize the network through joint stewardship of the 

outcomes.  
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Interactive Dialogue 

This panel on ‘real life’ experiences with networks stimulated questions and discussion on a range of issues, 

including:  

▪ The strategies panelists were using to engage patients in their networks 

▪ The maturation and sustainability of networks, and whether the kinds of tensions change over its 

lifespan 

▪ The evaluation of networks, and the importance of having key care improvement indicators and data 

that show you are improving 

▪ The use of networks as mechanisms to support clinical practice change 

▪ How to decide what to tackle as a network 

▪ Keeping a balance between grassroots involvement and getting decisions made and things done 

 

Table Talk and Focussed Conversation 
An opportunity was provided for participants to spend time talking with people at their tables about the issues 

raised in both panel discussions. Participants appreciated this opportunity and expressed that tensions are not 

often explicitly identified or addressed openly within their networks, and that this may be food for thought 

going forward. The table talk led to more thinking about network tensions and toxic nodes, about the 

importance of relationships in networks, and about how leadership and management in networks look quite 

different. Some highlights, including questions posed, follow. 

 
Toxic nodes and diversity 
Symposium participants appreciated the calling out of the tensions, which resonated, including the concept of 

toxic nodes. This led to a revisiting of some of the questions raised earlier about the concept of toxic nodes: 

Who gets to decide when someone is toxic? How do we recognize toxicity versus diversity? What if we are 

labelling someone as toxic when, in fact, they represent a legitimate, divergent voice? It was agreed that being 

able to recognize the difference is critical, but not necessarily easy. One participant shared an example of 

struggling with a network member who represents a very marginalized voice, and who could thus be 

incorrectly identified as a toxic node. One might also wonder if the two (marginalized voice and toxic node) are 

necessarily mutually exclusive. Some participants expressed that there is a 

tension between diversity and inclusivity; how do you get that balance right? 

And finally, a very interesting question arose about whether priority setting 

is a root cause of toxicity. If the answer to this question is “yes”, it is rather 

concerning for networks, especially for emergent networks, where priority 

setting is often a key function throughout their development and implementation over time. Even within 

mandated networks, there is an element of priority setting that occurs, albeit 

within the frame of the mandate. All of these questions, and the lack of 

conclusions about the best strategies for addressing toxicity, take us back to 

network management as a craft skill requiring learning and discerning over 

time and experience – while we might wish for one, there is no pat answer for dealing with toxic nodes.  

 

  

Is priority setting a 
root cause of toxicity? 

There is no pat answer for 
dealing with toxic nodes 
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Relationships and network leadership 

The point was made that much of the work involved in networks is about cultivating the relationships, not just 

about the projects of the network. It was acknowledged that this work on relationships is constant, that 

tending to relationships is critical, and that the quality of relationships affects what the network is able to 

achieve. Related to this, there was the realization that leadership of a Network Administrative Organization, for 

example, is not at all the same as being a CEO. It is a very different role and mindset. Working on relationships 

is a big part of this role, as is developing a more distributed or local leadership. Network members need to be 

actively involved, of their own volition, in making change.   

 

One other important tension 
Participants identified one other important tension in their experience – that is, the tension that can arise with 

the funder(s) of the network. Does the funder drive the agenda for the network or is the network free to 

establish its own direction and ways of accomplishing its goals? Is or should the funder be a network member? 

What are the power dynamics that this might bring into play and how can they be resolved without risking the 

network? This tension resonated strongly with some participants and there was a call for research to explore 

the role of funders and the associated power dynamics in networks.  

 

 

3. What are the Tensions in Building the Culture and Quality of Collaboration? 
 

Moderator: Donna Angus, Michael Smith Foundation for Medical Research 

 

Panelists: Darrin Hicks, Department of Communication Studies, University of Denver; Jocelyne Daw, JS 
Daw and Associates; Brint Milward, School of Government and Public Policy, University of Arizona 
 

Developing a culture of collaboration is key to network success, but fraught with challenges. For example, what 

do you do if you have a “toxic node”? These panelists drew from research and from practical experiences in the 

public, private and not-for-profit sectors to discuss effective ways of building the collaborative culture in networks 

and ensuring that the quality of collaboration is high, along with the tensions involved in doing so and what this 

requires of network leaders. 

  

The panelists began by laying out four questions they would be addressing (see below). Highlights of the panel 

presentation and discussion follow.  

 

1. How do you build a culture of collaboration?  

2. What are the key elements? Where do you start? How do you bring people in? What 

are the tough bits, the potential for tension? 

3. What do you do when collaborations go awry? The presence of toxic nodes? What 

leads to toxic nodes?  

4. What are your top three recommendations on creating and maintaining effective 

collaborations and managing the tensions along the way? 
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Question 1: How do you build a culture of collaboration?  
Jocelyne Daw began by describing what she has learned through her work as a partnership broker about the 

culture of collaboration, including the comment that, “partnerships would be awesome if people weren’t 

involved”, which resonated with the participants. However, she 

went on to say that it is people who create the solutions and 

innovations and described culture as being critical to any 

relationship – culture being defined as the sum of shared attitudes, 

values and practices (behaviours) that characterize a relationship. Since relationships are the core to what a 

network is, how does a new member come to understand the network culture? What does the veteran 

network member tell the new person, when they come to join the network, about what the network is all 

about? What do members say about the network in private? 

 

Daw posed the question of how to build a culture of collaboration. Do you allow a network culture to form on 

its own? The risk here is that culture is often fragile and fluid and can either be driven by a dominant member 

or deteriorate to the least common denominator. Alternately, do you create the culture consciously, spending 

the time to talk about the kind of partnership you want? This affords an opportunity to develop principles to 

define how you are going to collaborate to advance your work and how are you going to behave toward each 

other within the context of the network. Daw referenced Peter Drucker’s popular quote that, “culture eats 

strategy for breakfast”; meaning that you can align your goals, work plan, etc., but if the requisite culture is not 

strong and apparent it can undermine the work of the partnership. Ultimately, it is the relationships that make 

the project successful (or not) so establishing the collaborative culture is critical.  

 

Daw spoke about a global organization, called Partnership Brokers Association7, which has developed principles 

to guide the building of a culture of collaboration. They include: 

▪ A commitment to embracing diversity – of cultures, ways of working, experiences, etc., meaning that 

you need to talk about diversity at the start of the network, recognizing there will be arguments and 

tensions   

▪ A commitment to a principled approach in the way you work together, which requires honest, open 

communication and a genuine effort to build trust  

▪ A commitment to equity, which means enabling everyone to have a voice and valuing each member 

for what they are bringing to the network 

▪ A commitment to mutual benefit. A shared purpose may not be enough to sustain the network in the 

long run, so there must be some commitment to outcomes that will benefit all over time 

▪ A commitment to working in an environment of uncertainty (and the courage this requires)  

 

Tensions are inherent in any innovation; and any time you are working with people there can problems, but, as 

Daw reinforced, it is the relationships – people working together – that create the innovation, the ideas, and 

help us think differently.  

 

                                                           
7 http://partnershipbrokers.org/ 
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Brint Milward described what he has learned through his research and work with people in practice about 

building a network culture. He began with the question: How does collaboration develop amongst a group of 

self-interested individuals? The simplest strategy for collaboration is ‘tit 

for tat’. We are not talking about a game that only lasts one round, but 

one that goes on for many rounds; that is, we tend to collaborate with 

people who collaborate with us. Reciprocity leads to trust which is the 

“coin of the realm” in networks, given that there is no command and control. Milward went on to explain that, 

in his experience with human services, there is an archaeology of 

networks; and network managers need to think like archeologists and 

anthropologists – exploring the structures, customs and cultures of 

the networks that pre-date, but influence, the one being created in 

the present. Many of the networks in human services have existed in 

some way for long periods of time. What typically has not changed is the set of independent organizations that 

have worked together over time, and that have been involved in various iterations of the network. These 

people usually know each other very well, and they have seen various attempts at networks “come and go”. 

Thus, you are not starting from the ground up or with a clean slate to build a culture; there are cultures that 

have come before, and network managers need to be cognizant of and understand the implications of this 

history.  

 

Given this reality, what should a network manager do? Milward gave the example of how people will talk 

about the terrible things that happened to them 20 years ago in a previous network. As a result, network 

managers do need to work at creating a different culture, and that building of a new culture may well include 

undoing the cultural baggage and addressing the grievances that members bring with them to the network 

table. A good analogy, provided by Milward, is that a new network context is often like “new wine in old 

bottles”, making it important to deal with things that came before. Milward also stressed, however, that, while 

understanding and recognizing the previous layers and associated baggage is critical, one cannot in the current 

network be responsible for paying reparations for the damage or injustices done in pervious networks. All 

network managers can do is to ensure that collaborative behaviour demonstrated in the present is rewarded. 

Culture is not something that is happening just now, but something that is evolving over a period of time. Using 

an anthropological lens, network managers can create a new narrative and a culture that all members can see; 

this will help both the people the network is serving, and the organizations involved.  

 

Darrin Hicks spoke about the importance of developing a culture of fairness, as part of a culture of 

collaboration. He suggested that the way to develop this fair culture 

is by creating an authentic experience for network members. In 

authentic collaboration, each of the members of the 

partnership/network have the power to design and implement 

something of their own creation or, as Hicks put it, to have the 

power to be and share authentically is to be the “author of your 

own life”. Inauthenticity is often characterized by “strategic 

disclosure” where an individual chooses to share minimally, or only 

on certain content or at certain times – and with the constant goal 

There is an archaeology of 
networks that influences the one 
being created in the present 

To share authentically is to be 
the “author of your own life” 

Inauthenticity is often characterized 
by “strategic disclosure” 

The simplest strategy for 
collaboration is ‘tit for tat’ 
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of looking out only for their own advantage. Ideally then, an authentic experience is one where there is co-

design involved, and network members have the power to both design and implement. However, Hicks 

indicated this is rare. Often, network members can only design, and have no power to implement. Hicks and his 

colleagues have developed the Process Quality Rating Scale8, which includes 20 questions related to the 

functioning of a collaborative and which they have tested with many networks. Authenticity is one of its 

several sub-scales. There are three key measures in this sub-scale (see Box 2), which help identify problems 

with authenticity. In every study they have done, these three questions related to authenticity are the ones 

that consistently correlate to outcomes. Perceptions of authenticity is what explains the difference between 

effective and ineffective partnerships. 

 

Box 2: Authenticity subscale 

- Often decisions are made in advance and simply confirmed by the process 

- In the process, some people’s “merits” are taken for granted while other people are asked 

to justify themselves 

- In the process, strings are being pulled from the outside, which influence important 

decisions 

 

Question 2: What are the key elements? Where do you start? How do you bring people in? What are 
the tough bits, the potential for tension? 
Darrin Hicks went back to the concept of authenticity; what makes collaborations authentic? He spoke about 

“performing your thought”. Collaboration means to think in relationship with the people you are collaborating 

with. Will I actually be willing to think with you and in front of you? Hicks challenged us to think of how much 

potential risk this involves. Are you able to allow yourself to be totally exposed and vulnerable in front of 

others, with all the risks and rewards that this might imply? When 

does someone feel excluded? What does it feel like to be powerless? 

What does it feel like to be exploited? If network members are 

feeling all or any of these things, then it is not an authentic 

collaboration. Hicks distinguished between the climate in a network and the culture – climate being what it 

feels like and culture being about shared meaning. Both require attention, but it is the climate that will 

influence whether members feel their ability to move in the world is enhanced or diminished.  

 

Hicks also referenced the presumption that is often made that, in order to be inclusive, one must invite 

everyone into a partnership at the same time. According to Hicks, research suggests that this is actually a very 

ineffective strategy (i.e., only effective about 25% of the time). On the other hand, if you engage in step-wise 

transitions and inclusion strategies where people can watch others before committing themselves, 

effectiveness can rise to as much as 95%. A phased process may be helpful in developing a culture of mutual 

benefit over time versus entitlement in the moment. 

  

                                                           
8 The Process Quality Working Together Tool- Hicks, D., Larson, C., Nelson, C., Olds, D. L., & Johnston, E. (2008). The 
Influence of Collaboration on Program Outcomes The Colorado Nurse—Family Partnership. Evaluation Review, 32(5), 453-
477. 

Climate is what it feels like; 
culture is about shared meaning 
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Jocelyne Daw returned to the importance of paying attention to relationships in the network. Who is going to 

take on that role of managing the relationships, not just the projects? In order to build authenticity, build the 

trust, you need to spend time talking about what you want the relationships to look like, from a principles’ 

perspective. Who is taking time to reflect on how the 

relationships are working? Are we achieving goals that will work 

for all? Is everyone showing up? A key then, according to Daw, is 

engaging in reflective practice; taking some time to reflect on 

how things are working and being willing to adjust if necessary. 

She suggested building in a regular, ideally annual review, of the partnership. Do we have the right governance 

structure? The right decision-making process? The commitments? Getting the process piece right is critical, as 

is being committed to reflect and then act on what you have learned. 

 

Brint Milward began with the question: How does trust emerge? How do people learn who to trust and who 

not to trust? Through direct experience – watching others, and through indirect experience – gossip. We talk 

about who we can trust and who we cannot. This is true in both 

social networks and inter-organizational networks. People can 

become isolated in social settings if they choose not to respond in 

tit-for-tat interactions. Axelrod9 suggested that if after two or 

three plays of the game (rounds of interactions) someone has not responded, they are likely to become 

somewhat isolated. If, at that point, they ask you to do something, are you likely to do it? Should you do it? 

Milward suggested that network managers should indeed afford the isolate the opportunity, and then see if 

that builds some trust and changes their behaviour in responding to others. He spoke about trust as the WD40 

of networks – the thing that smooths interactions and builds social capital – social capital being the thing that 

binds a network together (like duct tape).  

 
The panel moderator posed this question to the panelists: Are different approaches required for building 

collaboration in networks that are in different sectors or jurisdictions?  

 

Daw noted that fundamental principles such as trust, authenticity, respect and mutual benefit cut across 

sectors and jurisdictions, although there can be different ways of thinking about partnerships, depending on 

where you are. Working with people across systems takes a different form of process than working on a 

defined project (i.e., more of a traditional partnership working on a simple project). 

 

Milward provided an example from the intelligence sector. There are 16 intelligence agencies in the US, with 

all of these organizations set up to keep secrets. Thus, it was a challenge post-9/11 to get them to collaborate 

when collaboration was seen as necessary. A structural solution was developed for this process problem, 

where young people who were being groomed as future leaders were posted to another intelligence agency 

for 1-2 years. They became the boundary spanners that could explain to people in their home agency what 

went on in these other agencies.  

                                                           
9 Axelrod, R. (1984). The evolution of cooperation. New York: Basic Books. 

Reflective practice – taking time to 
reflect on how things are working 
and being willing to adjust 

How do people learn who to trust and 
who not to trust?….through gossip 



 
 

Proceedings – Networks Leadership Symposium 2018 

22  

Hicks agreed that relational qualities such as authenticity remain constant across contexts. What does differ 

across contexts is what the goal of collaboration ought to be, and how to measure success. The less authentic 

the partnership, the less likely the partners are to adopt the systems point of view and to sell the network back 

to their organization.  

 

Question 3: What do you do when collaborations go awry? The presence of toxic nodes? What leads 
to toxic nodes?  
Brint Milward described the important role that network managers play in paying close attention and, if they 

notice that something has gone awry, finding out what is going on immediately. He reinforced that it is 

important not to jump to the conclusion that someone is a toxic node. It could be a network member has 

legitimate grievances. Sometimes it has nothing to do with the organization as member, and more to do with 

the particular person representing the organization, although this may not be easy to discern. Either way it is 

important to figure out what is going on and then follow up. 

 

Darrin Hicks followed up on the distinction between culture and climate. Culture is about shared meaning, 

practice and values; whereas climate is what it feels like to be in that setting of shared meaning, practice and 

value. How might we define toxicity? Something or someone that undermines a high quality collaborative 

process. A toxic node is someone who deliberately pours 

negative energy into an encounter, often leaving others feeling 

powerless or excluded. A toxic node might create splits in a 

partnership by aligning with certain others and seeding 

skepticism. If you have a moment of doubt in a partnership, 

members may begin to withdraw commitment, slowly withdrawing emotional investment and resources while 

still asking for a benefit. This raises the question of whether there can be a certain dangerous contagion that 

goes along with toxicity. Why does this matter? As members withdraw, trust may be destroyed and the ability 

to achieve outcomes compromised, resulting in network failure. What is the difference between legitimate 

dissent and toxicity? For example, are white supremacists toxic or dissenters? They would be viewed as toxic 

because they are not just a group with a different opinion (‘good’ 

diversity); rather they have a clear objective of promoting exclusion. 

Perhaps a way to think about the difference is that dissent goes 

toward social justice, a more just and inclusive process, whereas 

toxicity does not.  

 

Question 4: What are your top three recommendations on creating and maintaining effective 
collaborations and managing the tensions along the way? 
All three panelists drew upon the previous discussion to identify recommendations for creating and 

maintaining effective collaborations. Darrin Hicks also referred to the landmark work of the highly regarded 

developmental psychologist, Urie Bronfenbrenner10, who saw the process of human development as being 

shaped by the interaction between an individual and his or her environment and developed a theory of human 

development called ecological systems theory. There is much of value in his work for network managers who 

                                                           
10 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Urie_Bronfenbrenner 
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are constantly trying to shape behaviour and relationships through their own interactions. Summary 

recommendations from panelists for creating and maintaining effective collaboration are below in Box 3.  

 

Box 3:  Some recommendations for creating and maintaining effective collaborations 
 

- Manage not just the project, but the process, the relationships 

- Pay attention to the development of trust, as the partnership will only advance at the speed of the 

trust 

- Recognize that the partnership needs to be mutually beneficial, so be committed to helping 

members achieve their own outcomes as well as joint outcomes 

- Be okay with uncertainty; be willing to fail and learn from this failure to adapt how you work 

together 

- Be committed to reflective practice: Is the partnership still working? Do you still have the right 

people around the table? Do you have the commitment? Are you staying on top of any toxic nodes? 

- Although process is important, it is not only about process; you also need a good joint product. You 

cannot afford to lose sight of the connection between the two  

- To ensure an authentic experience, focus on what you are “free to do” first; devote an early meeting 

to map out together how much freedom you truly have to do what you want to do, identify the 

constraints, and then set expectations accordingly 

- Regarding when you collaborate - you should collaborate when the quality of the relationship 

mediates what you are trying to do 

 

Interactive Dialogue  

This panel on creating and maintaining effective collaboration stimulated questions and dialogue on a range of 

issues. There was considerable discussion on the different kinds of dissent, and how to distinguish legitimate 

dissent from toxicity. Is toxicity just a difference in values? Toxicity is more than what a person values; it is 

about being willing to exploit at any moment any system of values in order to profit personally (or 

organizationally). Some expressed curiosity about a facilitated process of reflecting on values, to get into a 

space of reflecting on the toxicity that may be in all of us. As network leaders, it is important to understand our 

inherent biases so as to avoid them getting in the way of trying to understand the perspectives of others and 

inadvertently shutting down useful diversity.  

 

Many liked the distinction between legitimate dissent and toxicity. People who are legitimate dissenters can 

push the rest of us to think differently and can become strong 

network members over time. Toxic nodes on the other hand are 

clear saboteurs; these people are not going to change. The 

challenge becomes how you manage this, especially when there is 

not an option for that member to leave the network. This is where the idea of side payments is so important. If 

you are unable to change out the organizational representative, you can sometimes ‘buy’ their acquiescence. 

Or, if that is not possible, you can tag the behaviour; but be careful not to tag the person. The point is that we 

do not want this toxicity to infect others; that is, if we cannot remove it we want to try to isolate it. There is 

something called the fair process effect: ‘If I believe I was treated fairly, I’ll accept outcome of the process even 

…legitimate dissenters can…become 

strong network members over time 
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if I got less than I wanted’. That is why process feedback is often so 

much more important than outcome feedback and why it is 

important to pay attention to ensuring network processes are fair 

and perceived to be so. A person who may appear to be toxic, may 

actually be reacting to something in the process that they felt was 

unfair. 

 

Finally, it was clarified that there is no specific research on toxic nodes, but it is a concept that has come up in 

discussion with networks around the world and this discussion is becoming progressively rich. And it challenges 

the normative assumption often found within networks, that network members are all here for good – this is a 

contested notion. 

 
 

Symposium Highlights: Day 2 
 

4. Citizen/Stakeholder Engagement in Networks: Does it Matter?  
 

Moderator: Mikie Mork, Strategic Clinical Networks, Alberta Health Services 

 

Panelists: Gail MacKean, citizen; Jocelyne Daw, JS Daw and Associates; Barb Riley, Propel Centre for 

Population Health Impact, University of Waterloo; Kate Chong, kidney patient and transplant recipient 

 

Successful networks are often ‘invisible’ to the key beneficiaries even when some of those networks are supposed 

to be citizen-based. How necessary is it to engage expected beneficiaries in the development and governance of 

an inter-organizational network and what are the best ways to do that? What tensions arise in doing so or not? 

Panelists shared their perspectives on these questions and discussed how supporting the social networks of key 

beneficiaries contributes to stronger outcomes for inter-organizational networks. 

 

Each of the panelists introduced themselves and spoke of what led to their interest in citizen/stakeholder 

engagement in networks, and something about the tensions that arise therein.  

 

Kate Chong is a kidney patient and a transplant recipient. She is involved in the CanSolve network, which is one of 

the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) funded chronic disease networks, a component of their 

Strategy for Patient Oriented Research (SPOR) initiative. As a patient partner, she contributes the patient 

perspective related to the daily quality of life, such as, what it is like to live with chronic kidney disease, and to 

go through a kidney transplant. In CanSolve, patients are being involved in all aspects of research. In the 

context of her involvement in this network, Chong spoke about the importance of: 

▪ Collaboration – working with others towards a common goal, building relationships and trust 

▪ Communication – good communication helps prevent tensions from arising; for patients, developing 

and using common language increases understanding (e.g., there are a lot of acronyms in health care) 

The fair process effect: If I believe I 

was treated fairly, I’ll accept 

outcome of the process even if I got 

less than I wanted  
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▪ Listening, learning, leading – from industry professionals and from patients, from each other 

 

Barb Riley is at the Propel Centre for Population Health Impact at the University of Waterloo. Propel is currently 

leading an evaluation on one of the Movember initiatives. The Movember Foundation is investing in 12 

different projects in three countries (Australia, Canada and the UK) to improve men’s health through improved 

social connections. She described three tensions related to engaging men in this work.  

▪ Burden - benefit tension. We need to be careful how much we are asking of these men. We need to 

protect their time and what is asked of them versus the benefits that would accrue to them for their 

involvement. Meaningful engagement and adding value may be benefits – are they enough for the 

time and effort we ask?  

▪ Tailored template tension – ways of engaging different groups. 

There is an idea that there is some sort of template for best 

practice for engaging citizens/stakeholders. That may not be the 

case. Practices may be tailored to different norms – we have a 

lot to learn on how to engage men. What works for whom, at what time, at what cost, etc.? Citizens 

need to experience a “felt sense of legitimacy”. 

▪ Accountability - learning tension. Evaluations often relate to the needs of the funder, which is 

important, but we also need to answer questions for the leaders and beneficiaries and have a more 

inclusive learning agenda. 

Jocelyne Daw, an expert in brokering partnerships, described three tensions she has observed in engaging 

people in networks.  

▪ No one size fits all for engagement. Who is the right citizen to involve? Why should we engage 

them? Why not? Start with understanding what are you trying to 

achieve and who are the right people to help achieve the goal. Is it 

someone who has lived experience? Is it someone with no 

experience. It depends on the goals and purpose [and perhaps 

whether or not there is room for co-creation]. 

▪ Being a learning partnership. Stepping back and reflecting, so as to constantly evolve, is important, 

but not necessarily easy. What is happening here? What is missing? What is not being said?   

▪ Authentic engagement. Are people truly involved? Are they being respected? Are they allowed to be 

genuinely engaged? What is in it for them to participate? It is critical to make sure when you bring 

people together that they feel like they are making a difference. “People need to feel they are getting 

something out of it. They need to be getting something back.”  

 

Gail MacKean is a parent of two children who are now young adults, one born with complex medical problems 

requiring intense and ongoing interaction with the health care system. She is also a health services researcher 

with an interest in people centred health care. She strongly believes that the people who we believe we are 

trying to ‘help’ through our network efforts should be sitting at the table, so it is not about whether we involve 

the beneficiaries of our networks, but how we do this well. She learned this from experience sitting on a parent 

advisory committee at the Alberta Children’s Hospital, where the experiential knowledge that children and 

Citizens need to experience “a 
felt sense of legitimacy” 
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families bring was so valuable in the planning of a new children’s hospital in Calgary. She is also interested in 

better integration between health care and related services (e.g., education, services for children with special 

needs), and better quality of care across these sectors. She embraced the concept of an inter-sectoral network 

that would help facilitate the development of an on the ground network of services to support children and 

their families. Her interest in networks began with the planning, as a parent representative, for the Southern 

Alberta Child and Youth Health Network. MacKean indicated that a number of tensions that other panelists 

described resonated with her. These included the following. 

▪ Tailored template tension. Referring to Barb Riley’s comments, MacKean spoke about how we often 

tell researchers in the patient-oriented research space that we want them to develop a patient 

engagement plan and we provide a template for that. Why do we not develop the engagement plan 

together with the patient population we are wanting to engage? Ask what is going to work for them?  

▪ Authentic engagement. Authentic collaboration is a big tension and, referring back to Darrin Hick’s 

panel presentation on day one, MacKean spoke about experiencing inauthentic engagement as an 

‘advisor’: 

o Decisions were often made in advance, before you came to the table, as others interact in 

hallways, other settings, between ‘meetings’. 

o Some people (health professionals) were accepted as having merit and others (patients and 

families) had to prove themselves.  

o If we had a patient sitting at the table, someone would check the box – ‘patient engaged’ – 

regardless of whether they had an opportunity to say anything. 

▪ Unity-diversity tension. Drawing from Angel Saz-Carranza’s keynote panel presentation, how do we 

strive to celebrate diversity in our engagement approach? We tend to gravitate to recruiting people 

more like us to get involved (birds of a feather). MacKean 

described hearing the phrase: “We just need more 

parents like you”. She went on to emphasize the need for 

citizens who can be more disruptive to the status quo. 

Ensuring we have a more diverse group around the table might mean we need to change the way we 

do our work. For example, we may need to meet in communities rather than in board rooms. 

 

Chong described a positive example of engagement with CanSolve, which has worked hard to include 

Indigenous people. They have developed an Indigenous Peoples Engagement Research Council, which is a 

dedicated group. The opening of a recent meeting with a sharing circle felt like authentic engagement, with 

[even] the nephrologists in attendance recognizing the limits of what they can do without engaging people and 

communities in their own health and health care.  

 

MacKean agreed that sharing circles seem like one good way of helping people find their authentic voice and 

referred to Darrin Hicks’ comments, “Am I actually going to be able to think with you and speak in front of 

you”. People often are not comfortable, and patients, in particular, may be less comfortable ‘thinking out loud’ 

than the health professionals and researchers sitting around the table. The idea of creating safe spaces where 

people can be vulnerable in front of each other is a good one, and sharing circles seems to be one way of doing 

this. Too often we just jump into ‘the agenda’.  

 

We tend to gravitate to recruiting 
people more like us…. 
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Interactive Dialogue 

Rich conversation followed this session, both through the questions and comments directed to the panel 

members, as well as through the scheduled Table Talk. Some highlights follow.  

 

The question arose as to whether someone can be engaged as a patient if they have a health professional 

background, and there were mixed views on this. Some people felt this is never possible; that you always need 

a pure patient voice in every network, and that person/voice cannot have had a background as a health care 

provider. Others felt this was possible, so long as the individual is clear about which ‘hat’ they are wearing. 

Many people work in health care and can have deep experience as patients or family members. It can also help 

break down an ‘us versus them’ mentality.  

 

The practice of compensating patients for their time was discussed. Does meaningful engagement equal paid 

engagement? There was some sense that if people are giving their time, they should be financially 

remunerated. Remuneration may provide an opportunity for someone to get involved who otherwise could 

not without some compensation (i.e., may not be able to afford to take time off from work to participate). 

Everyone else around the table is being paid to be there as part of their jobs. Some patients/citizens may not 

need or want compensation, but it should be offered, with the option to refuse it. Those patients/citizens 

whose other income may be jeopardized by being paid should be informed of possible implications. 

 

There can be tension involved in how early to engage people: How 

much work do you do in advance, before you take it to the people 

you want to engage? Or do you get the people you want to engage 

with involved before really doing any work at all? You need to be 

prepared to change what you are thinking or what the plan is, or the 

engagement will not be authentic. 

 

There is a tension between a people-centred health care system versus the need to decrease variation and 

improve outcomes. Discussing this with patients is important. 

 

The consumer voice and their involvement in co-design is a significant global trend that is only going to 

increase – it must be supported at the systems level. How do we 

support models across the system(s) from the front line to the 

executive level? A whole range of strategies are needed to engage 

consumers in a meaningful way. For example, how might we reach 

out to existing tables to engage with patients, rather than having 

them come to us? How do we get out into the community? Can we bring stories back from these communities, 

and then re-tell these stories to drive change? 

 

  

You need to be prepared to 
change what you are thinking or 
what the plan is, or the 
engagement will not be authentic 

The consumer voice and their 
involvement in co-design…must be 
supported at the systems level. 
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5. What is the Future for Networks? 
 

Moderator: Brint Milward, School of Government and Public Policy, University of Arizona 

 

Panelists: Angel Saz-Carranza, ESADE Business & Law School, Barcelona; Darrin Hicks, Department of 

Communication Studies, University of Denver; Barb Riley, Propel Centre for Population Health Impact, 

University of Waterloo; Mary Wiktorowicz, Faculty of Health, York University 

 

Where is the field of networks going? How do we answer the value proposition question for networks? How is 

value defined and by whom? Do networks as a way of organizing have a future in the public realm? What 

innovations are on the horizon? How do we put the science into networks? Panelists provided their perspectives on 

these questions as academics involved in teaching and studying about networks. 

 

Where is the field of networks going? 
Darrin Hicks started off by clarifying that he was a collaboration researcher, not a network researcher, and 

asked: How are we going to think about and study collaboration? How do collaborations engender action and 

lead to critical results? Collaboration is embedded in society, but racism and colonialism are also embedded in 

society and its micro, meso and macro level structures. How are we going to address collaboration in the 

context of these other embedded societal issues? There is little, if any, literature on this.  

 

Hicks went on to identify several related problems to which we need pay attention. The first is the problem of 

abstraction at the level of communication. Who amongst us has the privilege of speaking for the common? In 

projects Hicks been involved with where there has been some public ‘consultation’, it was clear that white men 

could speak for everyone. Everyone else could only speak for themselves. With respect to representation and 

legitimacy, we should move from counting heads to counting 

views; we need to think about maximizing the variety of 

viewpoints. It is relatively easy to set up ‘wide spread 

representation’ from the community, as opposed to consciously 

inviting many different points of view – particularly the dissenting 

points of view. How do we create collaborative governance in a 

way that does not simply reproduce the values of the state?  

 

Mary Wiktorowicz spoke about her work in trying to understand the use of electronic collaboration platforms 

in networks. These platforms can act as catalysts in many ways. When network members are out on the 

periphery and finding it hard to get to the centre, electronic collaboration platforms can help strengthen 

relationships. One of the more challenging questions is how to engage in boundary-spanning networks 

between sectors? One of the powerful things about e-collaboration is the concept of modularity. One can build 

on emerging platforms, rather than starting anew, potentially allowing a sector by sector approach, based on 

readiness, and ensuring platforms support cross-talk among sectors. In other words, once an e-collaboration 

platform is developed and refined, there is potential for it to be adapted and used elsewhere. 

 

…we should move from counting 

heads to counting views….How do 

we create collaborative governance 

in a way that does not simply 

reproduce the values of the state?  
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Barb Riley spoke about the need to better integrate the research and the practice of networks, and the 

accompanying mindset shifts that need to be considered. She 

maintained that we should be viewing networks as hubs of 

innovation. She provided an example in the area of tobacco control 

where practice action has been ahead of the network science, 

meaning it is important to embrace a ‘learn as we go’ method. She suggested that, rather than focus on 

proving ‘what happens’ or that networks ‘work’, we need to shift to a focus on understanding and 

improvement. This kind of action research is a profound change in how research is conceived. It requires that 

we have a broader view of evidence; considering the intersections of experiential, contextual and empirical 

knowledge. Capturing practice experience as a legitimate form of evidence and knowledge is important. Some 

future practice-embedded research priorities follow: 

▪ The tensions inherent in networks – what they are and how they are managed? – bringing in the 

experiential evidence 

▪ What is role of networks in scaling up promising practices? 

▪ If the end of a network does not equal failure, what is the legacy of networks? Currently, the studying 

of networks stops when they end 

The approach to addressing these research priorities, and others, according to Riley, is to embrace a co-

creation process, involving those who are focusing on learning and improvement in network practice into 

research teams. This approach requires a shift in how we create, implement and improve research cycles; 

rather than signing onto yet another multi-year, fully defined in advance, research process. 

 
Angel Saz-Carranza began by providing an overview of the focus of the past couple of decades of research on 

networks and network management. There has been considerable research done on collaborative processes, as 

well as on the structure of networks (i.e., social network analysis). He went on to describe a number of areas 

where research has advanced, but there is still has room for growth: 

▪ Comparative network studies - there are now a number of studies that are looking at more than one 

network 

▪ Network performance – how do you generate and measure value? 

▪ Experimental research - under controlled conditions, organizational behaviour researchers have 

begun to look at individual mechanisms for collaboration 

 

Looking to the future, Saz-Carranza indicated there is a need for “promiscuity” in network research; that is, we 

need to draw from fields of research in other areas that have 

relevance to networks, in particular focussing more on process (e.g., 

collaboration, teamwork, behavioural Public Administration, etc.). He 

suggested the following questions will be important to explore. 

▪ How do networks work? 

▪ What personal characteristics should network managers have in order to be effective? 

▪ How do networks evolve and how do we understand lifecycles of networks? 

▪ Can we develop a contingency theory of networks? Can we get to the place that if we know what you 

want to do, who you are, and where you are – we can begin to know how to structure the network 

for success?  

There is a need for “promiscuity” 

in network research…. 

We should be viewing networks as 

hubs of innovation 
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▪ Is there, or can there be, a common typology of networks (e.g., governance, function – 

implementation, knowledge exchange, etc.)? 

 

How is valued defined and by whom? 
Wiktorowicz described the importance of engaging those people who use the services provided by service 

delivery networks in defining value. In health care we increasingly hear patients, families and caregivers saying: 

“Nothing about us without us”. Again, the use of digital platforms is one strategy for increasing who can 

participate in networks and, ultimately, define and contribute to their usefulness.  

 

Riley noted that, for her, evaluation is all about value. She spoke of the need to determine value for whom 

before we start thinking about by whom. The processes we use to get relevant stakeholders (e.g., patients, 

communities) together to co-create value are often not done well, in part because they are typically not 

included in professional education and scope of practice. 

 

Saz-Carranza picked up on the idea of looking for a contingency theory of networks, acknowledging that this 

must be done without killing the art of network management. He suggested some type of transactional 

analysis that would help determine when an organization needs to integrate vertically as a vehicle to help 

decide when a network is needed versus a hierarchy. He wondered about building on Vangen and Huxham’s 

writing about the goals of networks11, which they discuss as existing and often conflicting on multiple 

dimensions; and trying to connect these layered goals to understanding values at four levels: individual, 

organization, network and society.  

 

Hicks made three points. First, there has been an affective turn in the way we study collaboration and 

networks; that is, there is an intense and renewed focus on affect/emotion across many fields. Hicks described 

affect as being about energy and how it flows across environments, and how it influences motivation to act. 

How does the communication of emotions, such as, “I am mad at you”, define relationships between pre-

constituted networks? Second, there has been growth in the category of process manager or the partnership 

broker. What does this work entail, and how does one prepare for this kind of work? Third, how do we begin to 

show the relationship between the quality of the collaboration and outcomes (e.g., community level health 

indicators)? What are the barriers to this? We need outcome measures that cut across a number of sectors. 

Hicks suggested that one of the positive features of the collective impact model is the recognition of the need 

to have shared data and shared data practices.  

  

                                                           
11 Vangen, S. & Huxham, C. (2012). The tangled web: unraveling the principle of common goals in collaborations . Journal 
of Public Administration Research and Theory, 22(4), 731–760 
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Do networks as a way of organizing have a future in the public realm? 
The final question discussed by the panelists was whether networks, as 

a way of organizing, have a future. The answer was a resounding ‘yes’ - 

albeit with a number of caveats. As Brint Milward so succinctly put it, 

“Networks are the wave of the future - until they aren’t.” 

 
Saz-Carranza discussed the limitations of networks related to accountability and responsibility. Many functions 

in government require strong accountability lines, which hierarchies provide, and which can be difficult to 

achieve in networks. He would, therefore, not expect a public sector fully and solely based on networks.  

 

Wiktorowicz noted that there are many complex problems that cannot be solved by one organization, meaning 

that there will always be a need to have organizations work together to address these kinds of issues. A 

challenge is that sometimes networks become self-serving, which is clearly a tension.  

 

Riley emphasized the importance of training and education that allows people the opportunity to better 

understand networks and how to work within them. She sees many people getting thrown into working in 

networks without any training or skill development in what can be a very different and challenging way of 

working.  

 

Hicks also cannot imagine a future without networks in the public realm. However, networks need to 

understand the impact of their relational work. The innovation in networks is in the capacity to better 

understand our actions and abilities in relation to other agents. 

 

Interactive Dialogue 

This panel on the future of networks stimulated questions and discussion on a range of issues, including the 

following:  

▪ The potentially valuable role that Participatory Action Research (PAR) could play in advancing our 

knowledge and understanding of networks. Some of the barriers to increasing the use of PAR in this 

space, however, include: it is a complex and slow approach to research so does not fit well with the 

tenure and promotion cycle in academic settings; there is a conservative gate-keeping community 

that does not regard PAR as rigorous, meaning it is difficult to get funded or published. 

▪ The need to invite authentic degrees of diversity in our implementation and study of networks, to do 

better to engage across difference. How do we shift from judgement to curiosity? Is there a role for 

research to engage people in this shift? 

▪ The realization that networks are not a holy grail, including in health care, meaning it is important to 

define the problem or issue that you are trying to address before jumping to networks as the solution 

▪ Developing a successful network may require a balance of top-down and bottom-up efforts – a 

meeting in the middle, a ‘sweet spot’. These sweet spots tend to emerge when there is shared 

dialogue across different perspectives and there is skill required to design processes to get to these 

places. 

▪ The importance of talking about power. People are afraid that when you mention power, you are 

speaking only to power differentials among network members and precluding the power of being 

Networks are the wave of the 

future – until they aren’t.  
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equal, which people think is necessary for effective collaboration. Network members need strength 

and power separately prior to coming together as a network if power in the collaboration is to be 

shared and equality promoted. This discussion also raises the question of equity versus equality 

networks. 

▪ There is an attraction to developing a contingency theory of networks. Yet there is also some concern 

that it might create a reductionist approach. How then do we balance the art and science of 

networks? Business typologies, although potentially helpful, will not avoid the need for the art of the 

equation; there will always be the need to continue to develop and understand the art of network 

practice. 

 

 

The Bear Pit Panel 
 

Moderators: Ron Lindstrom, University of British Columbia; and Janice Popp, University of Calgary 

 

Panelists: All speakers 

 

The Symposium ended with what has become a traditional ‘Bear Pit’ where all invited presenters gather 

together and challenge each other’s perspectives and allow participants to pose provocative questions. The 

result is an ending to the Symposium that actually forms the beginning of ongoing questions that keep 

participants engaged and often returning to contribute to the next Symposium. 

 

Highlights from the open Bear Pit discussion are outlined as a series of questions. They are posed here in the 

hope that they encourage further questioning and collective reflection and action towards enhancing our 

understanding of how networks function, some of the tensions inherent in networks and how we might 

mitigate them, and how to optimize the inherent goal of networks: “how to do good things better”.  

 

What have you got in your network that is bigger than the projects that you are working on? The importance 

of process, especially attending to and managing relationships, was a touchstone that the panelists and 

Symposium participants kept coming back to in the Bear Pit session. Some were struck by how it is not that 

much different than tending to relationships in our personal lives; instead we are raising relationship 

management to the organizational level. Networks were described as a useful vehicle for community and 

citizen engagement. Given this, there is potential for the ‘e-wave’ to 

catalyze networks by enabling some people who have traditionally 

been on the outside to have a voice. There is also a need, as 

referenced by Saz-Carranza, to teach civil servants about how to deal 

with the relational world of networks. Riley reinforced this point by 

talking about the need to establish increased accountability at both the organizational level and individual level 

about “how to behave” in the context of network relationships. 

 

[We need to] teach civil servants 

about how to deal with the 

relational world of networks  
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Why can focusing on tensions be a positive thing? The focus on tensions inherent in networks facilitated some 

profound conversations. Although these tensions are real, there was 

general consensus that there is more confluence, cooperation and 

hopefulness than tensions in networks: “We might be lost but we’re 

making good time”. Many did not see these tensions through a 

negative lens, but rather tensions as opposing forces that need to be 

managed. A number of these opposing forces, but not necessarily negative tensions, emerged through the 

Symposium, with an important one being the external – internal tension. Network managers cannot afford to 

lose focus on either what the difference or outcome is that the network is trying to achieve (the external), or 

on the network processes and relationships (the internal). 

Managing both the external and internal (seemingly opposing 

forces) is important, and in doing so, some, but not too much, 

‘navel-gazing’ is necessary. However, as Riley noted: “There is 

nothing more powerful than a compelling purpose. Don’t lose sight of what difference you are trying to make.” 

 

What is authentic collaboration? Symposium participants described having a deeper and more robust 

understanding of what authenticity means, including elements such as: power, genuineness, being true to 

yourself, but also giving up control to others. Hicks spoke about a tension between intense moments of 

creativity (co-creation) and the need for constraint; in other words, between uncertainty and member control. 

And there needs to be a willingness to meet others where they are at.  

 

The story shared by a patient participant in the Symposium about starting a kidney research conference with a 

sharing circle, seemed a good example of authentic collaboration; a striking way 

of authentically involving patient participants and Indigenous communities. 

What resonated with one of the participants was the vulnerability of the 

nephrologists regarding the realization of what they could and could not do. 

There seems to be no replacement for authenticity if you sincerely want to collaborate. As Schuckel noted, 

collaboration (and therefore networks) is a very human endeavor.  

 

How do we continue advancing our knowledge and understanding about networks? Another tension to be 

aware of and to manage is between action and reflection. Panelists spoke about the importance of establishing 

success measures commensurate with different sectors and evaluating network effectiveness, although there 

was also a cautionary note about inducing “paralysis by analysis”, suggesting that there may also be a limit to 

the usefulness of self-reflection. However, the importance of 

keeping open minds about what works, so that networks learn 

from both success and failure, was highlighted. Failure is often a 

first step in learning. Do we work in areas where it is safe to fail? 

What is a failure in networks? It seems clear that there could be a failure to achieve something today, and yet 

progress could have been made on the relationships that may help the network achieve something tomorrow. 

  

“We might be lost but we’re 

making good time” 

- attributed to Yogi Berra 

“We might be lost but we’re 

making good time” 

- attributed to Yogi Berra 

“We might be lost but we’re 

making good time” 

- attributed to Yogi Berra 

We might be lost but we’re 
making good time 

-Yogi Berra 

There is a nothing more powerful 

than a compelling purpose 

Collaboration is a very 

human endeavor 

Failure…today…may help the network 

achieve something tomorrow 
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Saz-Carranza raised the question (doubt) about what seemed to be the implication throughout the Symposium 

that “authenticity is a vaccine against toxicity”, suggesting that you may not 

want an ‘authentic psychopath’ in your network. As well, he expressed 

doubts about the juxtaposition of toxic node versus legitimate dissent. Both 

of these doubts reinforced the need for more research on networks. A self-

described ‘network freak’, Saz-Carranza spoke to the potential value of having researchers from multiple 

domains help study networks.  

 

Is the field of human system dynamics helpful in the study of networks? The point was made that we are 

always involved in a series of infinite games (i.e., the ‘big hairy audacious goal’) and finite games (i.e., smaller 

projects or initiatives with a start and an end). This is true in both social 

and inter-organizational networks. Recognizing that we are always 

involved in both games, we can hope that by playing the finite games we 

can positively influence the infinite game (e.g., getting rid of poverty). 

Perhaps this way of framing things can help network leaders stay the 

course realizing that they may not be able to solve the infinite game, at least quickly, but can still move things 

forward by achieving useful outcomes in the finite games.  

 
 

Closing comments 
 
In reflecting back on two days full of provocative and re-energizing presentations, it is once again both a 

privilege and a challenge to try to adequately represent all that was heard – attempting to capture the nuances 

of the conversations, and the debate and thinking through of ideas. Each of the Symposiums over the years has 

had its own particular tone and, yet, some common threads as well. Perhaps the most important thread is the 

genuine exchange between network researchers and practitioners, and the inevitable mutual learning that 

occurs as a result. 

 

This year, with the effort to bring network tensions into focus, we added a more explicit discussion about 

citizen involvement in networks. Network practitioners, researchers, and beneficiaries all have important 

outlooks to share, and there is much to benefit from hearing about the implementation realities of network 

tensions from practitioners, the perspectives of citizen participants, and what the research says about the 

necessary conditions for the use and effectiveness of networks.   

 

We end with a call to build on the personal and professional connections and networks across practice and 

research that may have been seeded and, hopefully, strengthened at the Symposium. As always, we offer 

ongoing encouragement to share your knowledge and stories both through publication and future 

Symposiums, and especially through collaborative and purposeful action toward enriching the field of network 

leadership. 

  

Is authenticity a vaccine 

against toxicity? 

We hope that by playing the 

finite games we can positively 

influence the infinite game 
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Appendices 
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Appendix 1: Symposium Program 
MONDAY, March 19, 2018 

7:30am – 8:30am Registration and Breakfast 

8:30am – 8:45am Welcome and Symposium overview: Ron Lindstrom and Janice Popp 

8:45am – 10:15am Keynote Panel: Networks as Balancing Acts: Managing Inherent Tensions? 

Moderator:  Ann Casebeer 

Panelists:  Angel Saz-Carranza - The Governance of Networks: 4 Tensions and a 

Question; Brint Milward - The Tensions Inherent in Network Leadership: The Problem of 

Toxic Nodes 

Keynote speakers, Angel Saz-Carranza and Brint Milward, will open the conference by 
delving into what the evidence base tells us about inherent tensions in networks, the 
impact of tensions on network development and governance, and how (or if) they can 
be resolved or strategically managed. Are there times when tensions are a sign of 
network health or should be encouraged? When should tensions be tackled or let go 
by leaders? The speakers will share insights concerning the balancing act facing 
network leaders and the risks and rewards of efforts to address network tensions. 

10:15am – 10:30am Networking break 

10:30am – 12:00pm Balancing Network Tensions – What are the Real Life Experiences? 

Moderator: Sharla Drebit 

Panelists: Kathryn Todd, Victoria Schuckel, Jim Christenson, Jude Kornelsen 

This panel will present practice examples from a number of networks from the health 
sector in Canada (Alberta and British Columbia) describing their real life experiences of 
network tensions, the dilemmas these can pose for network leaders, and lessons learned 
from attempts to manage them (successful or not). 

12:00pm – 12:30pm Focussed Conversation - Table Talk and Report Out 

Interactive dialogue reflecting on panel content (what? so what?) and roll up of 
dialogue high points and insights from participants and panelists 

12:30pm – 1:15pm Lunch 

1:15pm – 3:15pm What are the Tensions in Building the Culture and Quality of Collaboration? 

Moderator: Donna Angus 

Panelists: Darrin Hicks, Jocelyne Daw, Brint Milward 

Developing a culture of collaboration is key to network success, but fraught with 
challenges. For example, what do you do if you have a “toxic node”? Panelists will draw 
from research and practical experiences in the public, private and not-for-profit sectors 
to discuss effective ways of building the collaborative culture in networks and ensuring 
that the quality of collaboration is high, along with the tensions involved in doing so and 
what this requires of network leaders. 

 

 3:15pm – 3:30pm Summary of day and introduction of day two themes: Ron Lindstrom, Janice Popp 
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TUESDAY, March 20, 2018 

8:30am – 9:00am Continental Breakfast 

9:00am – 9:15am Welcome to Symposium day two: Ron Lindstrom, Janice Popp 

9:15am – 10:45am Citizen/Stakeholder Engagement in Networks: Does it Matter? 

Moderator: Mikie Mork 

Panelists: Gail MacKean, Jocelyne Daw, Barb Riley, Kate Chong 

Successful networks are often ‘invisible’ to the key beneficiaries even when some of 
those networks are supposed to be citizen-based. How necessary is it to engage 
expected beneficiaries in the development and governance of an inter-organizational 
network and what are the best ways to do that? What tensions arise in doing so or 
not? Panelists will provide their perspectives on these questions, as well as discuss how 
supporting the social networks of key beneficiaries contributes to stronger outcomes 
for inter-organizational networks. 

10:45am – 11:30am Focussed Conversation - Table Talk and Report Out (Includes short break) 
Interactive dialogue reflecting on panel content (what? so what?) and roll up of 
dialogue high points and insights from participants and panelists 

11:30am – 12:15pm Lunch 

12:15pm – 2:30pm What is the Future for Networks? 

Moderator: Brint Milward 

Panelists: Angel Saz-Carranza, Darrin Hicks, Barb Riley, Mary Wiktorowicz 

Where is the field of networks going? How do we answer the value proposition 
question for networks? How is value defined and by whom? Do networks as a way of 
organizing have a future in the public realm? What innovations are on the horizon? 
How do we put the science into networks? Panelists will provide their perspectives on 
these questions as academics involved in teaching and studying about networks. 

2:30pm – 2:45pm Networking Break 

2:45pm – 3:45pm Bear Pit Panel 

Moderators: Ron Lindstrom and Janice Popp 

Panelists: All speakers 

In a final energetic, highly interactive 'bear pit' session panelists will revisit the 
question of networks as balancing acts managing inherent tensions and offer up key 
messages or controversies; the audience will have an opportunity to challenge the 
panelists and offer additional insights from their perspectives. 

3:45pm – 4:00pm Wrap up and closing remarks: Ron Lindstrom, Janice Popp 
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Appendix 2: Symposium Speaker Biographies  
 

Keynote Speakers 

Angel Saz-Carranza, ESADE Business & Law School  

Angel Saz-Carranza (Barcelona, 1976) is Director of ESADEgeo Center 

for Global Economy and Geopolitics in addition to being Associate 

Professor of the Department of Strategy and General Management. 

He earned a PhD in Public Management from ESADE as a Visiting 

Scholar at Wagner School of Public Service (New York University) 

where he spent three years. Previously he earned a Master's degree 

in Aeronautical Engineering from Imperial College (University of 

London). A beneficiary of La Caixa and Fulbright scholarships, he has 

managed several European Framework Program research grants. His 

research has been published in the Journal of Public Administration 

and Theory, Public Administration Review, Administration & Society, 

International Journal of Public Sector Management, Public 

Management Review, Sage 21st Century Reference Series, 

Routledge Studies in Business Organizations and Networks and 

Palgrave Macmillan and in numerous Spanish- language publishers 

and journals. Additionally, he also works and consults with several 

non-profit and governmental institutions in Europe, Africa, Latin 

America and Asia.
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 Brint Milward, University of Arizona 

Brint Milward is the Director of the School of Government and 

Public Policy at the University of Arizona. He holds the Melody S. 

Robidoux Foundation Fund Chair in Collaborative Governance. He 

was Director of the National Institute for Civil Discourse, which is 

co-chaired by President George Herbert Walker Bush and President 

Bill Clinton. He has been elected president of two                  

national associations in his field. He is a Fellow of the National 

Academy of Public Administration and in 2010 won the 

NASPAA/ASPA Distinguished Research Award. Milward's research 

interests revolve around networks and collaboration. For over 

thirty five years he has focused his work on understanding how to 

efficiently and effectively manage networks of nonprofit and for 

profit organizations that jointly produce public services like health 

and human services. He has conducted studies of what happens 

when governments privatize public services, which he terms 

"governing the hollow state." Several of these articles are classics 

in public administration and have been cited over a 1000 times 

with one named as one of the most influential articles published by 

Public Administration Review in its 75 year history. In addition, 

since 9/11 he has studied illegal and covert networks that pursue 

grievances or greed. His articles on "Dark Networks," have been 

widely cited for their application of network analysis and 

management theory to terrorist networks, human trafficking, and 

drug smuggling. This work on “dark networks” has led to his 

participation in federal research grants worth over $10,000,000 

since 2009. Milward received his PhD from Ohio State University. 
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Panel Speakers (listed alphabetically) 

 
Kate Chong, Kidney Patient & Transplant Recipient 

Kate Chong was a CKD patient for six and half years and was 

fortunate to receive a Kidney Transplant September 6, 2017. Not 

only did she have a pre-emptive transplant, barely avoiding dialysis 

but received it from a living donor (her husband). Kate has had a 

very successful recovery so far and is looking forward to many years 

of great health. 

 

Shortly after being diagnosed Kate became involved with the Kidney 

and organ donation world through volunteering, starting with 

special events/ speaking engagements through the Kidney 

Foundation of Canada, to BC Transplant getting the public to signing 

up to be an organ donor.  In the past three years Kate has become 

heavily involved in research, as the development of the CAN- Solve 

CKD initiative began she became a patient partner and was asked to 

help develop the inaugural Patient Council and served as a co-chair 

of the Patient Council until May 2017. She continues to be a Patient 

Council member, sits on the Communication work group and 

participates in the project 3.3 b- Improving the living donor process 

and Increasing Access to Living Donation & Transplantation. 

 

She is part of the Executive Committee for the Canadian CKD Clinic 

Network and has already registered for the Kidney March 2018 

(walking 100 km in 3 days), this will be her 5th time participating and 

is looking forward to getting involved and participate in the  

Canadian Transplant Games in Vancouver summer 2018. 

 

Kate lives in Lower Mainland with her husband and their dog Mosby 

and she has been the Manager of Community Relations for the 

Pacific National Exhibition for the past 10 years. 
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Jim Christenson, BC Emergency Medicine Network 
 

Dr. Jim Christenson is an emergency physician at St. Paul’s Hospital in 

Vancouver. He is a clinical researcher, Professor and the Head of the 

Department of Emergency Medicine in the Faculty of Medicine at the 

University of British Columbia. As a strategy to fulfill the vision and 

mission of the academic department he has been working on the 

development of the BC Emergency Medicine Network (BCEMN) for 

the past 4 years. It launched on September 12, 2017. Jim admits that 

he is definitely not an academic when it comes to networks but has 

tried to develop the BCEMN according to true network principles. He 

has enjoyed working with emergency practitioners and organizations 

across British Columbia to design and implement the BCEMN and is 

excited to see it grow stronger day by day. 

Jocelyne Daw, JS Daw & Associates 
 

Jocelyne Daw is a leading expert in authentic cross sector partnerships 

and the integration of collaboration and social innovation. Jocelyne is 

an Accredited Partnership Broker and Authorized Partnership 

Practitioner Trainer through the global Partnership Brokers 

Association. She is an internationally published author and speaker on 

partnership and social innovation. As the founder and principal of JS 

Daw & Associates she leads a boutique consultancy that works with 

leading organizations to design community strategies and partnerships 

that create shared prosperity. 
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   Darrin Hicks, University of Denver 
 

Dr. Darrin Hicks is a Professor in the Department of Communication 

Studies at the University of Denver. He teaches courses in and 

conducts research on community collaboration as well as political 

argumentation. His collaboration research focuses on the design of 

planning and decision-making processes and how those designs 

influence the quality of program implementation and drive 

community-level outcomes. Much of this research has focused on 

evidence-based public health and education programs, such as the 

Nurse Family Partnership and Incredible Years Program. Dr. Hicks, 

with his research partner Carl Larson, has developed a scale for 

assessing the quality of collaborative processes, the Process Quality 

Scale, which has recently been incorporated in network analysis 

tools. Current research projects in collaboration focus on identifying 

the features of authentic collaboration and how emotional energy is 

produced by and spread throughout collaborative networks. 

  

Jude Kornelsen, Rural Surgical and Obstetrical Networks  
 

Jude Kornelsen, PhD, is a health services researcher with an interest in 

sustainable rural health, maternity and surgical care, rural health 

planning and community and policy engagement. She is an Associate 

Professor in the Department of Family Practice, UBC, and currently 

evaluation lead for the Rural Surgical and Obstetrical Networks 

program (RSON). RSON is funded through the Joint Standing 

Committee on Rural Issues with a mandate to sustain rural surgical 

and maternity services through linking regional referral and rural sites 

through Clinical Coaching, telepresence technology, rurally-focused 

mechanisms of continuous quality improvement and increased scope 

and volume at rural sites.  Jude is a past Canadian Institutes of Health 

Research New Investigator and a Michael Smith Foundation for Health 

Research Scholar, has worked on secondment to the Rural and 

Remote Division, BC Ministry of Health and is currently an adjunct 

Associate Professor, Sydney Medical School (Australia) University 

Centre for Rural Health in Lismore. 
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Gail MacKean, Citizen representative 

 

Gail’s longstanding commitment to patient and family-centred health 

systems, and to patient and family engagement in health, health care 

and health research has come from her varied and lifelong 

experiences with health, illness and the health care system. Gail is a 

founding member of IMAGINE Citizens Collaborating for Health, an 

Alberta-based citizen-led initiative supported by the O’Brien Institute 

for Public Health at the University of Calgary. She recently spent a 

year as patient lead of the Alberta SPOR patient engagement 

platform. Gail has a PhD in Community Health Sciences (Health 

Services Research) from the University of Calgary. Her interest in 

Networks began many years ago when she was involved as a parent 

in the planning for the New Alberta Children’s Hospital, and the 

initiation of the Southern Alberta Child and Youth Health Network. 
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Barb Riley, Propel Centre for Population Health Impact 
 

Barbara Riley, PhD is a health geographer, and currently serves as the 

executive director of the Propel Centre for Population Health Impact, 

hosted by the Faculty of Applied Health Sciences, University of 

Waterloo in Ontario Canada. Propel is a national research program of 

the Canadian Cancer Society and exists to prevent cancers, other 

chronic diseases and their environmental and behavioural causes. 

Propel leads and catalyzes relevant and rigorous studies and moves 

evidence into action. An engaged scholarship approach and 

collaboration are central to achieving the centre’s mandate. Dr. Riley 

specializes in evaluating multi-site and multi-sector programs 

launched by leading government and non- government organizations 

in Canada and worldwide – the Movember Foundation’s Social 

Innovators Challenge, and the Public Health Agency of Canada’s 

Multi-sector Partnership Initiative are two examples. She brings a 

network lens to understanding the design, implementation and 

outcomes of these programs, and is eager to learn with and from 

others about different perspectives on ‘collaborative value’. 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Victoria Schuckel, BC Ministry of Health 

 

Victoria Schuckel, MA, is Executive Director for the Research and 

Innovation Branch at the BC Ministry of Health where she is 

responsible for the Ministry of Health's corporate research and 

innovation file, including provincial health technology review. She is 

the government advisor on the Strategy for Patient Oriented Research 

SUPPORT Unit Management Team and supports work to develop BC's 

Academic Health Science Network. She is actively involved in project 

work related to development of the Provincial Health Data Platform 

and co-chairs the Provincial Patient Centred Measurement Working 

Group. 
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        Kathryn Todd, Alberta Health Services 

Kathryn Todd, PhD is Vice President, Research, Innovation & 

Analytics; Community, Seniors, Addiction & Mental Health; Alberta 

Health Services. Kathryn is an experienced leader and researcher, her 

passion is using research and innovation to improve quality of care 

and health outcomes. In her current role Kathryn is responsible for 

providing provincial leadership of the Strategic Clinical NetworksTM, 

innovation, research strategy and operations, knowledge 

management, analytics, and provincial programs for Community, 

Seniors, Addictions and Mental Health. 

 

Kathryn is an active researcher at the University of Alberta, where she 

continues to investigate the central nervous system response to 

disease and injury. She is a full Professor of Psychiatry and 

Neuroscience, and an Adjunct Professor in the Departments of 

Biomedical Engineering, Pediatrics and Medicine (Neurology). She has 

received numerous awards from provincial and national funding 

organizations, including the Heart and Stroke Foundation of Canada 

and the Canadian Institutes of Health Research, and team grants from 

Alberta Innovates and the Canada Foundation for Innovation. She has 

published over 200 manuscripts, abstracts and book chapters. 
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Mary Wiktorowicz, York University 
 

Mary Wiktorowicz is Professor of Health Policy, Director and Special 

Advisor to the Dean for Global Health, Community Partnerships and 

Strategic Projects in the Faculty of Health, York University. As Associate 

Dean, Community and Global (2014 – 2017) she supported the    

launch of the Dahdaleh Institute for Global Health Research and served 

as Interim Director (2016 - 2017). Professor Wiktorowicz adopts            

a comparative lens to study mental health, pharmaceutical and global 

health governance and policy. A recent study focused on mental  

health governance compared the governance models of ten local 

health networks used to address the challenge of coordinating mental 

health care in Ontario, Alberta, Quebec and New Brunswick. She has 

advised the Canadian Senate Standing Committee on Social Affairs, 

Science and Technology, the House of Commons Standing Committee 

on Health, the Ontario Local Health Integration Network Collaborative 

on Mental Health, and the Ontario Ministry of Health and Long Term 

Care. She was a CIHR Best Brain advising on mental health policy and 

coordination. 
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Donna Angus, Michael Smith Foundation for Medical 

Research 
 

Donna Angus has worked in the health sector for all of her career - in 

provincial departments of health, provincial hospital associations, 

health regions, and health research funding agencies, most recently as 

the Interim Director, Knowledge Translation for the Michael Smith 

Foundation for Health Research. In that role, she was responsible for 

leading the continued development and implementation of a 

knowledge translation strategy designed to foster and accelerate the 

impact of health research. The early part of her career was in policy 

development and communications and for the past 15 years, she has 

focused on knowledge translation. She has always had a strong 

interest in the power of networks. Donna holds a BEd, an MSc in 

Health Administration and an advanced certificate in medical writing 

from the American Medical Writers Association. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ann Casebeer, University of Calgary 
 

Ann Casebeer is an Adjunct Professor in the Department of  

Community Health Sciences, based at the O'Brien Institute for Public 

Health, located at the University of Calgary. For the past 20 years, her 

academic work has targeted: advancing experiential learning platforms 

in both practice and educational settings; broadening the stakeholder 

base for health system decision making to better include patient and 

citizen perspectives; and, evaluating team and networked based 

innovation. She combines an applied practice background with an 

academic grounding in organizational learning and systems change. 

Her understanding of innovation and broad social policy mechanisms 

for change within complex environments is anchored by 10 years in 

the UK National Health Service, and 15 years with SEARCH (a public 

service organization targeting knowledge development for health 

gain). Since leaving her full-time academic position, Ann is a Principal 

Consultant with The Kensington Group - undertaking strategic 

assessment, learning facilitation and evaluative research focusing on 

public and not-for-profit quality assurance and innovation. 
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Sharla Drebit, BC Emergency Medicine Network 

 

Sharla Drebit is the Manager of the BC Emergency Medicine Network. 

She is responsible for managing the ongoing operations of the 

Network, supporting the Network's programs and evaluations, patient 

engagement and facilitating strategic development and growth 

initiatives. With a Master of Business Administration from the 

University of British Columbia and a Master of Science in Occupational 

Health and Safety from McGill University, Sharla has worked as a 

project manager in health care for the last nine years and has led 

several large international research trials and process improvement 

initiatives across BC. Her interests include the use of mobile 

technology to improve access to care in rural and remote settings, 

evaluative research, and knowledge translation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ron Lindstrom, University of British Columbia 
 

Dr. Ron Lindstrom is an Adjunct Professor, School of Population and 

Public Health, and Associate Member, Department of Emergency 

Medicine, University of BC; and, Adjunct Professor, School of 

Leadership Studies, Royal Roads University. He works as a Health 

Systems Consultant and is the Evaluation Lead, BC Emergency 

Medicine Network. He has extensive experience in the health system 

at the regional, provincial, and national levels having held a number of 

senior executive roles in community hospital and academic health 

centre environments in BC. His current focus is on integrating research 

and practice in the health system with interests including: inter- 

organizational networks; health leadership; health services planning 

and policy; knowledge mobilization; action research; and, complex 

adaptive systems. Dr. Lindstrom holds an MSc in health services 

planning and administration. His PhD work focused on participatory 

research in health services. He is a Fellow of the Canadian College of 

Health Leaders. 
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Brint Milward, University of Arizona 
 

Brint Milward is the Director of the School of Government and Public Policy at 

the University of Arizona. He holds the Melody S. Robidoux Foundation Fund 

Chair in Collaborative Governance. He was Director of the National Institute for 

Civil Discourse, which is co-chaired by President George Herbert Walker Bush 

and President Bill Clinton. He has been elected president of two national 

associations in his field.  He is a Fellow of the National Academy of Public 

Administration and in 2010 won the NASPAA/ASPA Distinguished Research 

Award. 

 

Milward's research interests revolve around networks and collaboration. For 

over thirty five years he has focused his work on understanding how to 

efficiently and effectively manage networks of nonprofit and for profit 

organizations that jointly produce public services like health and human services. 

He has conducted studies of what happens when governments privatize public 

services, which he terms "governing the hollow state." Several of these articles 

are classics in public administration and have been cited over a 1000 times with 

one named as one of the most influential articles published by Public 

Administration Review in its 75 year history. In addition, since 9/11 he has 

studied illegal and covert networks that pursue grievances or greed. His articles 

on "Dark Networks," have been widely cited for their application of network 

analysis and management theory to terrorist networks, human trafficking, and 

drug smuggling. This work on “dark networks” has led to his participation in 

federal research grants worth  

 

 

 

 

over $10,000,000 since 2009.  

 

 

 

Milward received his PhD from Ohio State University. 

 

 
 

 

 

Mikie Mork, Alberta Health Services 
 

Mikie has over 20 years of leadership experience in health care, spanning Sports 

Medicine, Education, Quality, Patient Safety, and Health System Transformation. 

In 2011, Mikie was recruited to assist in the development and ongoing 

implementation of Alberta’s Strategic Clinical Networks and is also leading the 

Alberta Approach to Clinical Pathways. 

 

Mikie is passionate about and is committed to integrating and 

transforming the health care system in Alberta using evidence informed 

decision making and the development of strong and effective coalitions 

with Alberta’s Health System Partners. 
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Janice Popp, University of Calgary 
 

Janice Popp, MSW, RSW is an Adjunct Assistant Professor, Faculty of Social 
Work at the University of Calgary. Janice has a keen interest in the intersection 
between network research and practice and, more generally, the use of inter-
organizational networks to create mechanisms and mobilize knowledge to 
improve service systems. 
 
Janice has been a lead organizer of the series of Networks Leadership Symposia 
held in Canada over the past ten years, bringing together international network 
researchers and practitioners. From 2013 to 2017 Janice was a core trainer for 
the Networks Leadership Training Academy at the University of Colorado in 
Denver. Janice is currently the Regional Manager for Calgary and Area Regional 
Collaborative Service Delivery, an inter-organizational network designed to 
provide supports and services to children and youth at home, school, and in the 
community. She holds a Masters of Social Work degree from the University of 
Calgary and is an approved clinical supervisor under the Alberta College of Social 
Workers. 
 
 
 
approved clinical supervisor under the Alberta College of Social Workers. 
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Appendix 3: Symposium Planning Committee Members 

 
Donna Angus, Michael Smith Foundation for Health Research (Dec. 2017) 

Ann Casebeer, University of Calgary 

Jim Christenson, BC Emergency Medicine Network 

Sharla Drebit, BC Emergency Medicine Network 

Ron Lindstrom, University of British Columbia, (Co-Chair) 

Gail MacKean, Citizen 

Brint Milward, University of Arizona 

Mikie Mork, Alberta Health Services 

Janice Popp, University of Calgary, (Co-Chair) 
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Abu-Laban, R. B., Drebit, S., Lindstrom, R. R., Archibald, C., Eggers, K., Ho, K., & Marsden, J. (2018). The British 

Columbia Emergency Medicine Network: A Paradigm Shift in a Provincial System of Emergency Care. Cureus 

10(1): e2022. doi:10.7759/cureus.2022 

 

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2015). Designing and Implementing Cross‐Sector Collaborations: 

Needed and Challenging. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 647-663. 

 

Chaskin, R.J. and Greenberg, D.M. (2015). Between public and private action: Neighborhood organizations and 
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Cristofoli, D., & Markovic, J. (2015). How to make public networks really work: a qualitative comparative 

analysis. Public Administration. 

 

Fitzgerald, L., & Harvey, G. (2015). Translational networks in healthcare? Evidence on the design and initiation of 

organizational networks for knowledge mobilization. Social Science & Medicine, 138, 192-200. 

 

Greenberg, D.M, Aceves, A., Nunez, S., Quiroz-Becerra, M.V., Schell, S., Yang, E., Yu, A. (2017). Network 

Effectiveness in Neighborhood Collaborations. MDRC, New York.  https://www.mdrc.org/chicago-community-  

networks-study. 

 

Hicks, D., & Larson, C. (2012). Collaborating with others. Mastering Public Health: Essential Skills for Effective 

Practice, 335-344. 

 

Hicks, D., Larson, C., Nelson, C., Olds, D. L., & Johnston, E. (2008). The influence of collaboration on program 

outcomes: The Colorado nurse—family partnership. Evaluation Review, 32(5), 453-477. 

 

Huerta TR, Casebeer A, Vanderplaat M. (2006). Using networks to enhance health services delivery: perspectives, 

paradoxes and propositions. Healthcare Papers 7(2), 10-26. 
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or Trust- Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 

 

Malby, Becky; Anderson-Wallace, Murray. (2016). Networks in Healthcare. Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 
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Healthcare Management Forum. 27(3) 136-138. 
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Websites 
 

Alberta Health Services, Strategic Clinical Networks. https://www.albertahealthservices.ca/scns/scn.aspx 

 

Can-SOLVE CKD Network: https://cansolveckd.ca/ 

 

Chicago Community Networks Study: https://www.mdrc.org/chicago-community-networks-study. 

 

Collaborate:  https://collaboratecic.com/ 

 

Partnership Brokers Association: http://partnershipbrokers.org/ 

 

Source4Networks. www.source4networks.org.uk 

 

The Partnering Initiative: https://thepartneringinitiative.org/ 

 

Effective Partnering - UN Sustainable Development Goals (#17 Partnerships to Achieve All the Goals):  

http://www.effectivepartnering.org/ 

https://www.albertahealthservices.ca/scns/scn.aspx
https://cansolveckd.ca/
https://www.mdrc.org/chicago-community-networks-study
https://collaboratecic.com/
http://partnershipbrokers.org/
http://www.source4networks.org.uk/
https://thepartneringinitiative.org/
http://www.effectivepartnering.org/

