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BACKGROUND 
Inӹ2009,ӹtheӹMissouriӹFoundationӹforӹHealthӹ(MFH)ӹlaunchedӹtheӹ
PromisingӹStrategiesӹ(PS)ӹfundingӹstrategyӹasӹpartӹofӹtheӹHealthyӹ&ӹ
ActiveӹCommunitiesӹ(H&AC)ӹinitiativeӹthatӹbegunӹinӹ2005ӹtoӹaddressӹ
risingӹobesityӹlevelsӹinӹMissouri.ӹPSӹprojectsӹ(n=23)ӹareӹcurrentlyӹinӹ
theӹsecondӹorӹthirdӹyearӹofӹthree-yearӹprojects.ӹAnalyses focus on 
partnerships developed to implement their projects.

METHODS 
Dataӹwereӹcollectedӹfromӹmultipleӹsources,ӹasӹpartӹofӹanӹongoingӹ
evaluationӹofӹtheӹH&ACӹInitiative:

ӹӹ TheӹHealthyӹandӹActiveӹProgramsӹandӹPoliciesӹEvaluationӹ
(HAPPE)ӹsystem,ӹanӹonlineӹmonitoringӹsystemӹtoӹdocumentӹ
projectӹactivitiesӹ(e.g.,ӹpartnershipsӹdeveloped,ӹcontributionsӹmadeӹ
byӹpartner)

ӹӹ Keyӹinformantӹinterviewsӹwithӹprojectӹstaffӹ(n=44)ӹ
•ӹ Duringӹinterviews,ӹinformantsӹwereӹaskedӹtoӹdescribeӹtheӹ

partners most criticalӹtoӹtheirӹprojectӹandӹwhatӹthoseӹpartnersӹ
contributedӹtoӹtheirӹprojectsӹ

Projectsӹwereӹclassifiedӹasӹurbanӹorӹruralӹbasedӹonӹtheӹzipӹcode(s)ӹ
whereӹprimaryӹactivitiesӹoccurred,ӹutilizingӹtheӹU.S.ӹDepartmentӹofӹ
Agriculture’sӹRural-UrbanӹCommutingӹAreasӹ(RUCA).iӹTheӹRUCAӹ
systemӹdefinesӹruralӹandӹurbanӹas:ӹ

 ӹ Rural:ӹMicropolitanӹareas,ӹ
smallӹtownsӹandӹruralӹareasӹ
withӹaӹsmallӹproportionӹ
ofӹworkersӹcommutingӹtoӹ
urbanizedӹareas

 ӹ Urban:ӹMetropolitanӹareasӹ
andӹallӹotherӹareasӹwithӹaӹ
highӹproportionӹofӹworkersӹ
commutingӹtoӹurbanizedӹ
areas

i	 Economic	Research	Service,	U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture.	(2012,	July	5).	Rural-
Urban	Commuting	Area	Codes.	Retrieved	from	http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/
rural-urban-commuting-area-codes.aspx	

RESULTS 
Rural Projects

ӹӹ Aӹhigherӹproportionӹofӹruralӹprojectsӹformedӹlargerӹpartnershipӹnetworks
• 6 of 8ӹ(75%)ӹruralӹprojectsӹhadӹmoreӹthanӹtheӹoverallӹaverageӹ

numberӹofӹpartners
ӹӹ Identifiedӹdifferent critical partnersӹfromӹtheirӹtypicalӹpartners

•ӹ Theӹlargestӹproportionӹofӹruralӹprojectsӹpartneredӹwithӹcommunity-
basedӹorganizations,ӹlocalӹbusinesses,ӹandӹlocalӹgovernments,ӹ
butӹidentifiedӹhealthcare organizations, colleges, and local 
governmentsӹasӹmost criticalӹtoӹprojectӹsuccess

Research Question
Doӹurbanӹandӹruralӹobesityӹpreventionӹprojectsӹdifferӹ
inӹnumber,ӹtype,ӹandӹcontributionsӹofӹpartnerships?

   Rural     35% 

  Urban	 	65%

Urban Projects
ӹӹ Aӹlowerӹproportionӹofӹurbanӹprojectsӹformedӹlargerӹpartnershipӹnetworks

• 6 of 15ӹ(40%)ӹurbanӹprojectsӹhadӹmoreӹthanӹtheӹoverallӹaverageӹ
numberӹofӹpartners

ӹӹ Identifiedӹsimilar critical partnersӹtoӹtheirӹtypicalӹpartners
•ӹ Theӹlargestӹproportionӹofӹurbanӹprojectsӹpartneredӹwithӹcommunity-

basedӹorganizationsӹandӹschools,ӹandӹidentifiedӹcommunity-based 
organizations, local governments, and schoolsӹasӹmost criticalӹtoӹ
projectӹsuccess

Figure 1: Comparison of rural projects’ overall partnerships and critical partners

Note: Bars indicate percentage of projects that identified at least one partner of this type.

Figure 3: Comparison of urban projects’ overall partnerships and critical partners

Note: Bars indicate percentage of projects that identified at least one partner of this type.

ӹӹ Urbanӹprojectsӹreceivedӹmore 
typesӹofӹcontributionsӹfromӹ
criticalӹpartners

•ӹ Theӹmajorityӹofӹurbanӹ
projectsӹidentifiedӹ10ӹ
typesӹofӹcontributionsӹ
receivedӹfromӹcriticalӹ
partners

CONCLUSIONS 
While projects in rural settings often produced a larger number of partnerships, urban projects partnered more often with organizations they considered 
critical to project success, and received a wider variety of contributions from these vital partners.

ӹӹ Formingӹpartnershipsӹprimarilyӹwithӹpartnersӹidentifiedӹasӹcriticalӹmayӹallowӹorӹrequireӹurbanӹprojectsӹtoӹrelyӹmore heavilyӹonӹtheseӹpartnersӹforӹdiverseӹ
contributions,ӹratherӹthanӹbuildingӹmoreӹpartnershipsӹoverallӹtoӹobtainӹspecificӹcontributions.

ӹӹ Urbanӹprojectsӹmayӹhaveӹreceivedӹmoreӹdiverseӹcontributionsӹfromӹcriticalӹpartnersӹbecauseӹofӹtheӹtypesӹofӹorganizationsӹtheyӹidentifiedӹasӹmostӹcriticalӹӹӹӹӹӹ
(e.g.,ӹcommunityӹorganizations,ӹschools,ӹlocalӹgovernments).ӹSomeӹtypesӹofӹpartnersӹmayӹhaveӹgreaterӹcapacityӹtoӹdeliverӹmultipleӹcontributions.

ӹӹ Barriersӹtoӹformingӹpartnersӹofӹspecificӹtypesӹmayӹdifferӹacrossӹruralӹandӹurbanӹsettingsӹ(e.g.,ӹfewerӹpartnersӹofӹcertainӹtypesӹinӹgeographicӹarea,ӹvaryingӹ
capacityӹlevelsӹofӹlocallyӹavailableӹpartners).

NEXT STEPS 
Geographical settings should be considered when measuring and assessing partnership development. Differences between rural and urban settings may 
have implications for designing and evaluating obesity prevention initiatives. 

ӹӹ Examineӹtheӹevolutionӹofӹpartnershipsӹoverӹtime.ӹTheӹoverallӹbreadth,ӹtype,ӹandӹcontributionsӹofӹpartnershipsӹchangeӹoverӹtime.ӹItӹisӹimportantӹtoӹdocumentӹ
partnershipӹactivitiesӹatӹvariousӹtimeӹpointsӹtoӹassessӹtheseӹchanges.

ӹӹ Examineӹotherӹcharacteristicsӹofӹpartnerships.ӹDiversityӹandӹtypeӹofӹcontributionsӹtoӹprojectsӹmayӹbeӹoneӹreasonӹcertainӹpartnershipsӹareӹconsideredӹcritical,ӹ
butӹotherӹfactors,ӹsuchӹasӹearlyӹorӹongoingӹcontributionsӹandӹsupport,ӹmayӹalsoӹinfluenceӹwhyӹcertainӹpartnershipsӹareӹseenӹasӹvitalӹtoӹprojectӹsuccess.

ӹӹ Examineӹtheӹlikelihoodӹofӹpartnershipsӹbeingӹsustainedӹbeyondӹprojectӹfunding.ӹContributionsӹfromӹpartnersӹcanӹhelpӹsustainӹprojectӹactivitiesӹandӹimpactӹafterӹ
fundingӹends.ӹProjectsӹoperatingӹinӹdifferentӹsettingsӹmayӹexperienceӹvaryingӹsuccessӹinӹmaintainingӹexistingӹpartnershipsӹandӹcontributionsӹafterӹfunding.

Figure 4: Urban projects’ typical 
contributions from critical partners

Figure 2: Rural projects’ typical 
contributions from critical partners 

Researchӹdemonstratesӹthatӹpartnershipsӹareӹanӹimportantӹresource:ӹ

ӹӹ Obesityӹpreventionӹprojectsӹwithӹgreaterӹpartnershipӹinvolvementӹ
inӹactivitiesӹhaveӹadoptedӹmoreӹpolicies,ӹimplementedӹactivitiesӹinӹ
moreӹsettings,ӹandӹleveragedӹmoreӹfunds

Ruralӹorganizationsӹmayӹhaveӹaӹparticularlyӹstrongӹneedӹforӹpartnershipӹ
support,ӹnoting:

ӹӹ Fewerӹpotentialӹpartnersӹorӹpartnersӹwithӹspecificӹexpertise
ӹӹ Highӹoperatingӹcostsӹassociatedӹwithӹpartnershipӹdevelopment
ӹӹ Aӹperceivedӹgreaterӹneedӹforӹcollaborationӹthanӹurbanӹ

organizations
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