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1. Background  

1.1. Project Background 

In the spring of 2009, the Mid-Atlantic Regional Collaborative (MARC) retained Chmura Economics & Analytics 

(Chmura) for an analysis of workforce gaps and asset mapping in BRAC
1
-impacted areas in the MARC region.

2
 As 

closing workforce gaps requires implementing strategic recommendations, a natural extension of this project was 

an analysis of the community network, which is the subject of this report. This analysis took place in the summer 

and fall of 2009 as described herein.  

Although individuals within the networks described in this report are identified as numbers, the names associated 

with those numbers were provided to MARC under a separate confidential document. It is anticipated that MARC 

will encourage the most highly connected individuals to participate in carrying out the strategic plan developed to 

close workforce gaps in the region. 

1.2. Social Networks 

Social networks help regions transition at a faster pace.
3
 Research has shown the importance of social networks in 

the economy, from emerging industries such as biotechnology to traditional ones such as automobiles, and from 

regions such as Silicon Valley in California to national and supranational entities such as the European Union.
4
 

More to the point for this analysis, social networks can be used to help identify, analyze, and develop ways to 

address needed workforce skills, supply, demand, and inventory. 

A total of 309 individuals were identified with incoming connections as a result of the MARC survey. That is, these 

individuals were noted in the survey responses of the study participants. Over half (57%) of the individuals were 

noted only once. Another 30% of individuals were designated as connections two or three times. Four individuals 

were highly connected with eleven or more connections; one of these individuals far outstripped the rest with 25 

incoming connections.  

These highly-connected persons are pivotal in social networks because of their ability to touch so many people and 

to possibly act as bridges between individuals or groups of people. Two of the four highly-connected individuals 

participated in the survey and provided multiple outgoing connections. These two individuals had multiple areas of 

expertise, perhaps a major reason for their high connectivity within the community network. 

                                                      

1
 BRAC refers to the 2005 Department of Defense Base Realignment and Closures initiative. 

2
 The study, ñWorkforce Development System Gap Analysis and Asset Mapping for BRAC-Impacted Areas in the MARC 
Region,ò August 19, 2009, can be found at www.marcworks.org. 
3
 See, for example, ñSocial Networking: The Key to Regional Sustainability,ò Technical Assistance to RIG Grantees Webinar, 

December 17, 2008, WorkforceOne. 
4
 Emilio J. Castilla, Hokyu Hwang, Ellen Granovetter, and Mark Granovetter, ñSocial Networks in Silicon Valley,ò Chapter 11 in 
ñThe Silicon Valley EdgeðA habitat for innovation and entrepreneurship,ò Chong-Moon Lee (editor), William Miller (editor), 
Marguerite Hancock (editor), Henry Rowen (editor), Wilham F. Miller (author), Marguerite Gong Hancock (author), Henry S. 
Rowen (author): Stanford University Press, 2000, pages 218 ï 423. 
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1.3. Methodology 

This social network mapping targeted the network of leaders surrounding the MARC organization in the fields of 

education, economic development, workforce development, business innovation, and business support services. 

The population sent invitations to participate in this mapping was therefore primarily chosen to highlight the MARC 

organization and leaders in the above fields in the MARC region. The population consisted of the following: 

¶ MARC staff,  

¶ Leaders recommended by MARC,  

¶ Leaders identified by Chmura in the above fields such as workforce professionals,  

¶ Leaders who were identified or contacted in the development of the asset mapping project of which this 

study was originated, and  

¶ The survey samples from the same study which included government contractors as well as Washington 

area members of the National Defense Industrial Association (NDIA).  

After the initial email was sent (see the Appendix for invitation content) a reminder email was sent six business 

days after the initial email to those who did not respond. A second reminder was sent twelve business days after 

the initial email. To further encourage responses, telephone calls were placed by MARC and Chmura to a targeted 

group of individuals identified by the MARC organization. 

The initial sample contained 2,147 emails. Emailing for the survey began on September 29, 2009. Responses for 

this report include up to noon, October 22. Of the initial sample, 117 responded for a 5.4% participation rate. A 

ñresponseò for this purpose is any respondent that at least opens up the online surveyðthat is, they clicked on the 

link in their email invitation to navigate to the online welcome screen. From these responses, further contact names 

were obtained and invitations to participate were sent to each. From these 307 additional contacts, 72 further 

responses were obtained for an improved response rate among referred participants of 23.5%. The total of 189 

responses from the complete sample of 2,454 is equivalent to a 7.7% rate of response.  

The results of this survey reflect a partial snapshot of a portion of a very large and complex network. Further 

analysis would show additional connections within the network as well as a broader reach. The results discussed 

herein, therefore, should be considered with this in mind. 
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2. Network Mapping 

2.1. Overview 

The illustration below depicts the results from the social network survey and shows the interconnectivity of 

disciplines within the regionôs social network. Each circle represents a person, also identified through a unique 

number code. An arrow directed from one circle to another indicates that the person represented by the first circle 

identified being connected to the person represented by the latter circle. The color codes in this drawing represent 

the area of expertise of the individual as identified by other respondents. In some cases, a person was identified 

with more than one area of expertise in which case the most often identified expertise category was used for this 

depiction. 

MARC Social Network by Area of Expertise
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The clustering pattern is clear in the above illustration: one large cluster, including most of the respondents, and 

numerous, small, outlying clusters. The network contains 333 individuals grouped into twelve clusters that have two 

or more individuals each. The largest cluster contains 275 persons, or 83% of the total. The two next-largest 

clusters are much smaller, containing 16 and 12 individuals. 

The illustration below, which identifies survey participants by state, indicates that social networks do not give regard 

to geographic boundaries. Although the largest cluster in the illustration below shows strong interconnectivity of the 

network in the two states and the District of Columbia, some networks appear to be more limited to political 

boundaries. The short timeframe of the survey might have contributed to the limited connections.  

MARC Social Network by State 

 










































