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As the Social Justice Table (SJT) completed its second year, participants of the SJT steering 
committee and the broader network were engaged in a process of data collection to assess two 
broad questions about the network:  

• Connectivity - How well are members connecting with each other and exchanging 
value?  

• Health - How well is the network doing in creating the conditions crucial for success and 
sustainability?  

In a survey conducted through one on one interviews with representatives from nineteen 
organizations involved in the SJT, respondents were asked to provide information on the overall 
health of the SJT network, the barriers and opportunities of the SJT, and the frequency of 
communication between and across organizations in the network.  
 

Connectivity in the Social Justice Table Network 
 
Connections are the essential glue in a highly decentralized network and building relationships 
across social justice organizations is a critical aim of the SJT. Networks bring people together to 
find common cause, and it is important to know if deliberate efforts to weave network members’ 
ties to each other are resulting in efficient and effective “pathways” for shared learning and 
action. Social Network Analysis (SNA) allows us to see how organizations are connected across 
a network and use “centrality measures” to assess network connectivity and change over time. 
We used “frequency of communication” as the main indicator of strength of connection and 
asked SJT members to report how frequently they communicate with other organizations in the 
network. Figures 1 and 2 (appendix) highlight the differences in the network between times 1 
and 2.  
 
Membership 
 
One way to understand connectivity in a network is to count how many participate in the 
network in some way.  At the start of the Social Justice Table in 2014, our research revealed 18 
organizations that identified as part of the network of organizations working on social justice 
issues in Miami-Dade County. A year later at our time 2 data collection, 43 organizations were 
identified as part of the broader social justice network. That is, 43 organizations are now 
connected and interacting in some way on social justice-related efforts. Thus “membership” in 
the SJT network (loosely defined) has increased by 25 organizations.  
 
Network Density  
 
Network density describes the portion of the potential connections in a network that are actual 
connections. Based on responses, the overall network density has decreased from .398 at Time 1 
to .239 at Time 2. This means that in Time 1 approximately 39.9% of all possible connections 
between organizations were being made while in Time 2 about 23.9% of all possible connections 
were being made. This does not suggest that the network at Time 2 is a weaker network, but 
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rather is a result of more organizations entering the network and thus more potential inter-
organizational connections yet to be made. In the Time 2 analysis of the network, there are no 
organizations who are completely out of contact with other organizations, but more organizations 
have fewer connections. While there are clear SJT members that are more central to the network, 
every member is connected to at least one other member in the network. Increasing the density of 
the network can be a priority for the coming year.   
 
Betweenness, Closeness, Average Degree, and Centrality 
 
Betweenness measures how often an organization appears on the shortest path between other 
organizations in the network. In the Time 2 network the average for betweenness is 8.58, while 
at Time 1 betweenness measured 5.61. This means that organizations in the Time 2 network 
were more likely to be a go-between for other organizations than in the first network. Closeness 
indicates that the average distance between any given organization in the Time 2 network is less 
than the average distance in the Time 1 network. Organizations in the Time 2 network are able to 
reach each other more easily.  
 
The average degree, or number of organizations other organizations communicate with, 
increased from an average of approximately 7 organizations to 10 organizations. This indicates 
that SJT members are in contact with more organizations than they were in 2013. Based on the 
Time 2 network, New Florida Majority and Catalyst Miami are the two most important 
organizations in the network in that they are the most connected. The Social Justice Table 
network is highly centralized around these two organizations.  
 
All things considered, the analysis of the SJT network from Time 1 to Time 2 reveals an 
expanding network with strengthening ties and tremendous potential for increased connectivity.  
 
Table 1: Comparison of Time 1 and Time 2 Centrality Measures 
 

 
  

Centrality Measure Time 1 Time 2 
Density .399 .239 

Betweenness 5.61 8.58 
Closeness .036 .646 

Eigenvector Centrality .056 .514 
Average Degree 6.78 10.04 
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The Health of the Social Justice Table Network 
 
A crucial factor for any network’s well being is its capacity to sustain the enthusiasm and 
commitment of voluntary members and enable their ability to work as a network to achieve 
shared goals. Network effectiveness depends on much more than a network’s ability to assemble 
relevant capacities and execute network plans. It depends on a network’s ability to engage its 
members, sustain their engagement, and adapt as needed.  
 
To assess the health of the network, we utilized two approaches to data collection: 1) survey 
questions based on the Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory, a tool used to help groups assess 
where they stand on factors needed for a successful collaboration (Mattessich, et al., 2001), and 
2) semi-structured interview questions.  
 
Collaboration Factors Inventory 
 
Significant changes in five key facets of the collaboration were found. The collaboration 
increased (and therefore is perceived to be improving) in relation to concrete, attainable goals 
and objectives (3.75, +0.91), having a shared vision (3.9, +0.6), and in having a unique 
purpose as a coalition (4.9, +0.95 ; 4.4, +0.51).  
 
A decrease was found in relation to the collaboration as a whole working in the interest of the 
member organizations (3.36, -0.62) as well as whether the collaboration has the appropriate 
cross section of members, specifically around the question of whether all organizations that 
need to be members are already members (2.25, -0.55).  
 
In Table 2 (appendix) each factor of the inventory, its core question(s) and its data available from 
time 1, time 2 is presented. These findings point to a positive year in which SJT has continued to 
clarify its vision, attaining its goals, and finally in understanding and leveraging the unique 
position of the SJT in our community. Where a decrease was found, qualitative data responses 
point to fluctuation of membership and a clearer understanding of the need to extend 
membership to organizations not currently (or traditionally) included in this work.  
 
Overall, the findings of the collaborative factor inventory at time 2 of our data collection is 
indicative of a collaboration that is coming together around its identity, and which remains 
critically reflective of its process to continue to build on its collective capacity.  
 
Semi-Structured Interviews 
 
Interviewees were asked to respond five open-ended questions related to the Social Justice Table. 
The responses are summarized below.  
 

What does it mean to “win”? 
 

Internal – the network ‘wins’. One component of “winning” discussed by SJT members 
included what would/should happen within the network and how we work and think together in 
order to move towards these wins. These included developing and maintaining a productive SJT 
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network, creating a higher level shared political analysis, and a focus on mobilizing people and 
building power.  
 

1. Developing and maintaining a productive SJT network. This was discussed as a focus 
on continuing to build our relationships. A healthy network was framed as its own win in 
which we:  

• Work together,  
• Engage in consistent communication,  
• Leverage the network for our own individual goals,  
• Align our efforts and compromise on greater goals, and  
• Collectively engaging in campaign work.  

 
2. Higher level of Shared Political Analysis. Next folks discussed the need for a shared 

understanding of the issues, a shared process of problematizing and a shared 
understanding of ways to target and solve the complex issues we were facing. These 
included:  

• A higher level analysis of political issues, 
• Discussing and surfacing/challenging what is politically possible, and 
• Developing clearer solutions to issues on the table.  

 
3. Mobilizing People and Building Power.  The final component of these internal pieces 

and which was considered a major win was working towards having a fully mobilized 
community that:  

• Holds power,  
• Controls their own destiny,  
• Has a voice in decisions that impact their lives, and  
• Who are aware of their rights and how to access/hold on to them.  

 
External – the county/community ‘wins’. The second major component what it means to ‘win’ 
focused on the external community. What kind of community are we trying to create and what 
would a ‘win’ look like in the community if the SJT has succeeded in its goals? This section 
breaks down into outlining a socially transformed county and having a focus on ‘post-structural’ 
outcomes that are beyond tangible social changes.  
 

1. Social Transformation of County. The SJT members began to outline some of the 
detailed aspects of social transformation they hope to see in the county (some of which 
were directly related to the PSA and the doors it opens up for understanding and shifting 
local power). The overarching framing was developing a future where our county 
embraces equality in both process and outcome; where “working class people have a 
social movement working for them”. SJT members discussed the following ‘wins’ as 
related to social and policy transformation:  

• Raise minimum wage, living wage, earned paid sick time,   
• Reduce homelessness, 
• Sufficiently funded schools, libraries and other social institutions, 
• Stable progressive tax sources, 
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• Increased access to quality education, jobs, transportation, and   
• Better policy on climate change mitigation and adaptation.  

 
2. Post-Structural Outcomes – beyond the tangible changes. Finally the group shared ideas 

for how our ideas of ‘winning’ go beyond particular campaigns and policy wins – 
towards a shift in political and social environment/discourse.  

• Wins are not one thing – but many things together to shift the local environment  
• Winning is “Creating an environment where people knew their rights, creating an 

environment where people felt they could stand up for themselves, created an 
environment where [people are] more educated about issues” 

 
What helps the Social Justice Table Movement? 

 
The development of SJT infrastructure and process of information sharing allowed for members 
to better circulate knowledge and build capacities of individuals and organizations. Catalyst - in 
the role of convening organization – helped by providing structure and good process that 
afforded opportunities for collective work to continue to move forward in ways that benefit 
member organizations as well as the community as a whole. It was also expressed that the 
“environment and time are ripe for this kind of movement” and that people are looking for 
opportunities to address fundamental community issues.  
 

Where are you encouraged and energized to keep at it? 
 
Members of the SJT are feeling energized by the collective model that is being used, tested, 
tweaked and re-imagined through the collective learning and action process of the SJT. Members 
mentioned being energized and engaged through the broader gatherings, the critical learning 
processes about local work, and the opportunities to work with other social justice organizations 
to strengthen the sector through collective effort, visioning, and action.  
 

Where do you get discouraged? 
  
The key barriers discussed included: overall discouragement in communities for achieving social 
change and a lack of understanding of power within communities; discouragement in seeing 
partners continue to work in the same way even as we learn and engage in conversations about 
new ways of doing collective work, and finally the inability to add more work to the plate of 
already overburdened organizations with their own needs and agendas.  
 

What gets in the way of the social justice table movement? 
 
Many respondents acknowledged that working collaboratively is a skill. This is a skill that is 
being built and strengthened through the SJT process, but that continues to be difficult as it is a 
cultural shift for many and is outside the traditional ways of being and doing within many local 
organizations. Additional barriers are time, a need for a more clearly articulated shared vision, 
and a continued need to be reflective and transparent in this work to best identify and take on 
new obstacles as they emerge in this collective process.  
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Appendix 
 
Figure 1: Time 1 Social Justice Table Network Map 
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Figure 2: Time 2 Social Justice Table Network Map  
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Table 2. Collaboration Factors Inventory  
 
THEME QUESTION TIME 1 TIME 2 +/- 
SJT IS SEEN AS 
LEGITIMATE LEADER 
IN THE COMMUNITY 

I am hopeful about what the SJT can 
accomplish. 

n/a 4.0 n/a 

FAVOURABLE 
POLITICAL AND 
SOCIAL CLIMATE 

The political and social climate 
seems to be “right” for having a 
collaborative project like the SJT. 

4.1 4.125 0.025 

APPROPRIATE CROSS 
SECTION OF 
MEMBERS 

The people/organizations involved in 
SJT represent a cross section of those 
who have a stake in what the SJT is 
trying to accomplish. 

3.8 3.625 -0.175 

All the organizations that need to be 
members of the SJT have become 
members of the SJT 

2.8 2.25 -0.55** 

MEMBERS SEE 
COLLABORATION AS 
IN THEIR SELF-
INTEREST 

My organization benefits from being 
involved with the SJT. 

4.25 3.63 -0.62** 

MEMBERS SHARE A 
STAKE IN BOTH 
PROCESS AND 
OUTCOME 

My organization invests the right 
amount of time in SJT efforts.  

n/a 3.25 
 

n/a 

My organization wants this project to 
succeed. 

n/a 4.38 n/a 

The level of commitment of my 
organization to the SJT is high. 

n/a 3.63 n/a 

OPEN AND FREQUENT 
COMMUNICATION 

I am informed as often as I should be 
about what goes on with the SJT. 

3.74 4.125 0.375 

ESTABLISHED 
INFORMAL 
RELATIONSHIPS AND 
COMMUNICATION 
LINKS 

I personally have informal 
conversations about the SJT with 
others who are involved in this 
coalition. 

3.68 4.125 0.445 

CONCRETE, 
ATTAINABLE GOALS 
AND OBJECTIVES 

I have a clear understanding of what 
SJT is trying to accomplish. 

2.84 3.75 0.91** 

SHARED VISION The people in the SJT group are 
dedicated to the idea that they can 
make this project work. 

3.65 3.57 -0.08 

My ideas about what SJT wants to 
accomplish seems to be the same as 
the ideas of others. 

3.3 3.9 0.6** 

UNIQUE PURPOSE It would be difficult for any single 
organization to accomplish the goals 
that the SJT is working on. 

3.95 4.9 0.95** 

No other organization or 
collaboration in the community is 
trying to do exactly what the SJT is 
trying to do. 

3.89 4.4 0.51** 

 
 


