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Purpose	  
Overall, the purpose of this study was to examine if and how DFC coalitions trained by CADCA 
develop their problem solving effectiveness over time and the extent to which this problem 
solving effectiveness affects population level outcomes. The evaluation examined the following 
questions:  

1. To what extent do DFC coalitions become more effective over time?  
2. To what extent does CADCA’s Framework for Change explain this process? To what 

extent does this framework fit a diversity of coalitions or does the problem solving 
process look different for different types of coalitions? 

3. To what extent does the pursuit of CADCA’s problem solving approach reduce youth 
substance abuse rates? 

Methods	  
The sample used in this study consisted of the Drug Free Communities (DFCs) that were initially 
funded in the 2008-2009 fiscal year.  All of these coalitions participated in CADCA’s Academy 
training in 2009.  
 
To assess the coalitions use of the community problem solving model, data on coalition 
characteristics and operations was compiled from CADCA’s coalition survey. Data on 
population level outcomes was provided by the DFC evaluation team, who gathered these data 
from coalitions who used youth surveys to assess perceived risk and reported substance abuse 
behaviors. 
 
Coalition survey data was gathered in seven waves between January 2009 and February 2013 (48 
month period). The first four waves of the survey were completed by 101 coalitions. Wave 1 
served as a baseline measure and was collected immediately prior to initial CADCA Academy 
training in January, 2009. Wave 2 was collected 3 months post the initial training and Wave 3 
occurred 6 months post the initial training. Wave 4 of the survey was completed one year after 
the baseline survey.  The Wave 5 survey occurred two years post baseline and saw some attrition 
(N=83). Wave 6 was completed 36 months post training by 73 coalitions and the final wave of 
data was collected 48 months post training and was collected from 81 coalitions. To assess 
evaluation questions 1 and 2, data from all 7 waves was used. To assess question 3, only data 
from waves 1, wave 4, and wave 5 were used given the time period available on the population 
level outcomes.  
 
DFC population level data included outcome data on youth (middle and high-school students) 
reported 30-day use of alcohol, tobacco, and marijuana, their perceived risk of these substances, 
and their perceptions of the parent’s attitudes towards these substances. Given the data available 
from the coalitions targeted in this study, only two waves of outcome data were included in this 
evaluation: Wave 1 data occurred prior to 2009 and Wave 2 occurred between 2010 and 2012.  
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While attrition could create some bias in the sample and results, a comparison of means shows 
that there is no difference in mean scale scores across the initial and final coalition samples or 
between the sample that was retained and the sample that was lost. This gives us confidence that 
the shift in sample is not a confounding effect on the results presented below.  

Demographics	  
Below is a summary of the characteristics of the coalitions included in this evaluation. 

 
Coalition Age (2009) 

 Less than 5 years 5 + years 
Frequency 48 56 
Proportion 46% 54% 
 

Substances Addressed (2009) 
 Alcohol Tobacco Marijuana 
Frequency 81 65 70 
Proportion 80% 65% 69% 
 

Targeted Area 
 Rural Suburban Urban 
Frequency 46 35 17 
Proportion 45% 35% 17% 
 

Targeted Population 
 Entire Population Sub-Population 
Frequency 85 14 
Proportion 84% 14% 
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To	  What	  Extent	  Do	  DFC	  Coalitions	  Become	  More	  Effective	  Over	  Time?	  
 
The figure below illustrates the community problem-solving model that was used to assess 
coalition effectiveness, over time.  To answer evaluation question 1 (To what extent do DFC 
coalitions become more effective over time?), growth in each of the core components within the 
problem-solving model was examined. The purpose of this analysis was to determine: 

v IF coalitions grew in each elements post CADCA training; 
v When growth started to occur 
v During which intervals additional significant growth occurred 
v How long this growth was sustained post the initial training in 2009. 

 
Pair-t-test analysis was used to identify when significant growth initially occurred and during 
which intervals additional significant growth occurred. Linear growth modeling was used to 
assess whether coalitions’ change in capacity and behaviors followed a positive linear pattern of 
growth and for how long they maintained this linear growth pattern.  
Figure 1: CADCA’s Community Problem Solving Model 

 

Assessing	  Change	  in	  Coalition	  Capacity	  
Four dimensions of capacity were assessed in this evaluation. For the overall capacity score, the 
mean of all of these subscales was calculated. The dimensions include: 

1. Leadership Strength 
2. Problem-Solving Capacity 
3. Perceived Change Agent 
4. Cultural Competency 
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Coalition	  Capacity	  Growth:	  Key	  Findings	  
• Overall, coalitions appeared to grow significantly in their capacity post the Academy 

training: Baseline levels of capacity were significantly lower than coalition capacity 
levels 48 months later. (See Figure 1 below). 

• Capacity began to significantly grow after only three months post the initial Academy 
training and continued to grow in a steady fashion until year 2, when growth in capacity 
appeared to level off.  

• Coalitions grew significantly in all four dimensions of capacity, including their leadership 
strength, problem-solving capacity, cultural competency, and role as a community change 
agent. 

• While capacity levels did not increase significantly after year 2, they also did not erode or 
decline, suggesting that coalitions successfully maintained their levels of capacity.  

 
 
 
Figure 1: Coalition Capacity over Time 
 

 

Baseline	  3	   6	   12	  (1	  Yr)	   24	  (2	  Yrs)	   36	  (3	  Yrs)	   48	  (4	  Yrs)	  
2.0	  

2.2	  

2.4	  

2.6	  

2.8	  

3.0	  

3.2	  

3.4	  

Months	  In	  Survey	  

Coalition Capacity Over Time 

Baseline	  to	  6	  Months	   Baseline	  to	  4	  Years	  

Assessing Mean Differences: 
    Baseline to 3 Months:     -0.01 
    3 Months to 6 Months:    0.18† 
    Baseline to 1 Year:         0.09† 
    1 Year to 2 Years:           0.10† 
    2 Years to 3 Years:         0.07 
    3 Years to 4 Years:         0.05  
    Baseline to 4 Years:       0.35†   

   †: Significant at p<0.05 level. Negative represents decreased. The mean differences reflects the 
actual differences in coalition capacity means between the two time periods that are indicated. Pair t-
test were used to calculate these difference scores.    
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Coalition	  Capacity	  Sub-‐Dimensions:	  Key	  Findings	  
Some trends in the growth in the sub-dimensions of coalition capacity included:  
 

• Leadership capacity started to grow significantly 3 months after the initial Academy 
training and significant growth occurred between months 3 to 6, and between baseline 
and year 1.  

• Problem solving capacity began to grow significantly after month 3 but tapered off after 
year 1.  

• Cultural competency and the coalition perceived as a change agent continued to 
experience significant growth between years 1 and 2. 

• None of the coalition capacity dimensions experienced significant growth between years 
2 and 3 or years 3 & 4. 

Coalition	  Capacity	  Growth:	  Growth	  Curve	  Analysis	  Results	  
 
Overall growth within coalitions across the 48 months was assessed using linear growth curve 
modeling.  Overall, results suggest that coalitions grew significantly in their capacity across 6 
months (T value: 3.62 (p<.001), 24 months (T Value: 3.894 (p<.001)), 36 months (T Value: 5.07 
(p<.001) and 48 Months (T Value: 5.22, p<.001). The model also showed good to excellent 
linear fit (based on CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR) for 24, 36, and 48 month analyses. The model for 
the first six months only demonstrated a moderate linear fit (see Figure 2 below) 
 
Figure 2:  Coalition Capacity Linear Growth Curve Modeling Results for first 48 months 

	  
	   	  

Within	  6	  
Months	  
(N=99)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  
(T=3.82)	  

Moderate	  Fit	  
CFI:	  .87	  

RMSEA:	  .23	  
SRMR	  .04	  

Within	  24	  
Months	  
(N=83)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  	  
(T	  =	  3.89)	  

Excellent	  Fit	  
CFI:	  1.0	  

RMSEA:	  .00	  
SRMR:	  .00	  

Within	  36	  
Months	  
(N=73)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  
(T=5.07)	  

Excellent	  Fit	  
CFI:	  1.0	  

RMSEA:	  .00	  
SRMR	  .08	  

Within	  48	  
Months	  
(N=81)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  
(T=5.22)	  

Excellent	  Fit	  
CFI:	  1.0	  

RMSEA	  .00	  
SRMR:	  .10	  
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Essential	  Processes	  
Essential processes include the extent to which a coalition initiates, modifies, completes, and 
uses the following core processes and products:  

1. Assess Community Needs & Resources 
2. Analyze Problems and Goals 
3. Developed a Framework or Model of Change 
4. Develop Strategic & Action Plans 
5. Identify, Adapt and Implement Interventions 
6. Evaluate the Coalition 
7. Sustain Projects & Initiatives. 

 
Within each of these core process areas, coalitions reported their recent prior activity within each 
activity associated with the core process. Two % scores were calculated for each essential 
process: 1) % of activities within that essential process that were initiated; 2)  % of activities 
within that essential process that were modified/completed. 

Essential	  Processes	  Initiated:	  Key	  Findings	  
v Immediately after the first Academy training, coalitions spiked in initiating essential 

process activity. Significant increases in initiation activity was found related to:  
o community needs assessment,  
o problem analysis, and  
o framework development. 

 
v For the other essential processes (intervention development, strategic plan development, 

evaluation/sustainability activities), baseline levels were higher and thus rates of 
initiating these activities declined more over time. 

 
v Interestingly, between years 3 & 4, coalitions began to initiate significantly more 

intervention development activities, perhaps related to their spike in framework 
development activities that occurred between years 2 & 3. Table 1 below describes the 
types of intervention activity that saw a significant increase in effort during this time 
period.  
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Table 1: Coalition growth in intervention development activity between years 3 and 4 post 
Academy training. 
 

 

	  

Essential	  Processes	  Modified	  or	  Completed	  Over	  Time:	  Key	  Findings	  
v Immediately post the initial Academy training (within 3 months), coalitions also 

reported working to improve their existing essential processes by modifying their 
strategic plan and their framework for their work.   
 

v Coalitions increasingly focused on 
modifying and completing their 
essential processes up through 24 
months post initial training (See Figure 
3 below). While coalitions focused on 
modifying or completing most of the 
processes within the first year post initial Academy training, the focus on sustainability 
activities did not really increase until after year 1. This focus on modifying sustainability 
activities then grew significantly through year 4. 

 
v Shortly after month 24, growth in the focus on modifying and completing essential 

processes plateaued, with no more significant increases occurring between months 24 
and 36 or between months 36 and 48.  Coalitions sustained their level of modifying and 
completing their essential processes during this time. 

 
v This leveling off may be due to the completion of these essential processes by that point 

in time or a lag in the perceived need to continue to revise or revisit them. It may also 

Twenty-four months post training, 
the average coalition had 
modified or completed about 80% 
of their essential processes. 
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reflect the focus on action that occurred during this period, which is discussed in the 
following section.  

 
v Additional information is needed to better understand if this lag in growth is an 

appropriate developmental step or if coalition effectiveness would improve if coalitions 
continued to modify and revisit these essential processes. 

 
 
Figure 3: Growth in Modification and Completion of Essential Processes 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Using	  the	  Planning	  Products	  
During the first 12 months post the Academy training, coalitions significantly increased their 
use of their Logic Model, Community Assessment, Strategic/Action Plan, and Evaluation 
Plan. 
 
Coalitions began to increase their use of their 
sustainability plan after year 1 and steadily 
increased their use of this tool for the full 48 
months. 
 
 

Baseline	  3	   6	   12	  (1	  Yr)	   	  24	  (2	  Yrs)	   36	  (3	  Yrs)	   48	  (4	  Yrs)	  
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50%	  
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80%	  

90%	  

Months	  In	  Survey	  

Baseline	  to	  6	  Months	   Baseline	  to	  4	  Years	  

Assessing Mean Differences 
     Baseline to 3 Months:       -7%† 
     3 Months to 6 Months:     13%† 
     Baseline to 1 Year:          14%† 
     1 Year to 2 Years:            14%† 
     2 Years to 3 Years:           1% 
     3 Years to 4 Years:         -0.3% 
     Baseline to 4 Years:         25%† 
	  
	  

EssenUal	  Process	  Modified	  or	  Completed	  Over	  
Time	  

         †: Significant at p<0.05 level. Paired T-test based. The mean differences 
reflects the actual differences in coalition capacity means between the two time periods that are 
indicated. Pair t-test were used to calculate these difference scores.    
 

Twelve months post training, 
98% of the coalitions reported 
using their strategic plan to guide 
their decision-making, as 
opposed to 86% of the coalitions 
at baseline. This level of use was 
sustained for 48 months.  
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Essential	  Processes	  Growth:	  Growth	  Curve	  Analysis	  Results	  
 
Overall growth within coalitions use of essential processes across the 48 months was assessed 
using linear growth curve modeling.  Overall, results suggest that coalitions grew significantly in 
their essential processes across 6 months (T value: 3.42 (p<.001), 24 months (T Value: 8.18 
(p<.001), 36 months (T Value: 8.10 (p<.001) and 48 Months (T Value: 9.76, p<.001). The model 
also showed excellent linear fit (based on CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR) for 24 months and poor 
linear fit for the other time periods due to the plateau effect in the data for the 36 and 48 month 
analyses and the initial decline in activity in the first 3 months for the 6 month analysis (see 
Figure 4 below). 
 
Figure 4: Linear Growth Curve Modeling Results for first 48 months 
 

 
 
 
 
	   	  

Within	  6	  
Months	  
(N=99)	  

SigniKicant	  
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Growth	  
(T=3.42	  

Poor	  Fit	  
CFI:	  .58	  

RMSEA:	  .31	  
SRMR	  .09	  

Within	  24	  
Months	  
(N=83)	  

SigniKicant	  
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Growth	  	  
(T	  =	  8.18)	  

Excellent	  Fit	  
CFI:	  1.0	  

RMSEA:	  .00	  
SRMR:	  .00	  

Within	  36	  
Months	  
(N=73)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  
(T=8.10)	  

Poor	  Fit	  	  
CFI:	  .62	  

RMSEA:	  .14	  
SRMR	  .10	  

Within	  48	  
Months	  
(N=81)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  
(T=9.76)	  

Poor	  Fit	  	  
CFI:	  .68	  

RMSEA	  .09	  
SRMR:	  .10	  
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Comprehensive	  Strategies	  
Comprehensive strategies was assessed by having coalitions report on the extent to which they 
pursued a comprehensive array of strategies during the past reporting period. Coalitions reported 
on their use of seven strategy types, which were categorized into two strategy dimensions: 
Program strategies and Environmental Change strategies. Program strategies included: Providing 
Information, Enhancing Skills, and Providing Support. Environmental Change Strategies 
included: Enhancing Access/reducing barriers; Changing Consequences; Changing the Physical 
Design of the Environment; and Modifying/Changing Policies.  

We describe below the coalitions growth in their pursuit of an overall profile of comprehensive 
strategies (which includes all several strategies) and then describe their growth within program 
and environmental strategy areas. 

Pursuit	  of	  Comprehensive	  Strategies:	  Overall	  
v Overall, coalitions started to significantly grow in their use of a comprehensive array of 

strategies between 3 to 6 months post the initial training.  
v Coalitions maintained this significant growth in their pursuit of comprehensive strategies 

for the first 24 months. 
v  This significant growth leveled off  after month 24 and coalitions were able to sustain 

this level of activity through month 48. (See Figure 5 below) 
 
In Figure 5 below, the graph illustrates the change over time in overall pursuit of comprehensive 
strategies. On the Y axis, a 4 means that coalitions pursued all 7 comprehensive strategies a lot; a 
3 means they pursued all 7 strategies, on average, somewhat, a 2 means they pursued all 7 
strategies, on average, not very much, and a 1, not at all.  
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Figure 5: Growth in Pursuit of Comprehensive Strategies 

	  

	  

	  

Programmatic	  Strategies	  
v Coalitions significantly increased their focus on the use of an array of programmatic 

strategies within 3 months post the 
initial CADCA training. 

v  Coalitions steadily and significantly 
continued to increase their use of 
programmatic strategies up through 
the first 24 months post the initial 
Academy training.  

v After the first 24 months, coalitions sustained their level of focus on Programmatic 
Strategies. 

v Providing information was the only programmatic strategy that had limited growth, most 
likely due to the high levels of reported activity in this area at baseline. 

v In general, coalitions were more likely to report more program strategy activity than 
environmental strategy activity.  

 

Baseline	  3	   6	   12	  (1	  Yr)	   24	  (2	  Yrs)	   36	  (3	  Yrs)	   48	  (4	  Yrs)	  
1.0	  

1.5	  

2.0	  

2.5	  

3.0	  

3.5	  

4.0	  

Months	  In	  Survey	  

Baseline	  to	  6	  Months	   Baseline	  to	  4	  Years	  

Comprehensive Strategies Over Time 

Assessing Mean Differences: 
    Baseline to 3 Months:     0.11 
    3 Months to 6 Months:    0.17† 
    Baseline to 1 Year:         0.42† 
    1 Year to 2 Years:           0.25† 
    2 Years to 3 Years:        -0.01 
    3 Years to 4 Years:        -0.01  
    Baseline to 4 Years:        0.65† 	  	  

In general, coalitions were more 
likely to report more 
programmatic strategy activity 
than environmental strategy 
activity.  
 

 † Significant at p<0.05 level. Negative represents decreased. The mean differences 
reflects the actual differences in coalition capacity means between the two time periods that 
are indicated. Pair t-test were used to calculate these difference scores.	  
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Environmental	  Strategies	  
v Coalitions initially increased their focus on the use of an array of environmental 

strategies between three to 6 months post the initial CADCA training.  
v Coalitions then steadily and significantly increased their focus on environmental 

strategies from month 3 through year 2 after the initial Academy training.  
v After the first 24 months, coalitions sustained their level of focus on Environmental  

Strategies. 
 

Comprehensive	  Strategies	  Growth:	  Growth	  Curve	  Analysis	  Results	  
 
Overall growth within coalitions pursuit of comprehensive strategies across the 48 months was 
assessed using linear growth curve modeling.  Overall, results suggest that coalitions grew 
significantly in their pursuit of comprehensive strategies across 6 months (T value: 3.42 
(p<.001), 24 months (T Value: 9.42 (p<.001)), 36 months (T Value: 8.01 (p<.001) and 48 
Months (T Value: 6.38, p<.001). The model also showed excellent linear fit (based on CFI, 
RMSEA, and SRMR) for the growth within the first 6 months. After that point, the model 
showed moderate to poor linear fit given the asymptotic nature of the curve (see Figure 6 below). 
 
 
 
Figure 6: Linear Growth Curve Modeling Results for first 48 months 
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Within	  24	  
Months	  
(N=83)	  

SigniKicant	  
Positive	  
Growth	  	  
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CFI:	  .18	  

RMSEA	  .19	  
SRMR:	  .21	  
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Community	  Change	  
Coalitions also reported on their success at creating policy and program change within their 
communities. Extent of community change was calculated by creating a cumulative score (0-32) 
across the following 4 scales: 

v Coalitions indicated the Sectors that pursued Program Change (0-11 potential sectors) 
o Nonprofit, Business, Government / law, Education / school, Community, Health, 

Social services, Media, Family and caregiver, Religious, Youth  
v Coalitions indicated the Targets of Program Change (0-5 potential targets) 

o Parents, youth, family, community leaders, and general community 
v Coalitions indicated the Sectors that pursued Policy Change (0-11 potential sectors) 

o Nonprofit, Business, Government / law, Education / school, Community, Health, 
Social services, Media, Family and caregiver, Religious, Youth  

v Coalitions indicated the Targets of Policy Change (0-5 potential targets) 
o Parents, youth, family, community leaders, and general community 

 

Growth	  in	  Community	  Change	  
 

v Growth in the creation of community changes started to emerge between 12 and 24 
months post the initial academy training.  
 

v Post 24 months, coalitions continued to 
grow in their creation of policy change up 
thru month 36 and then the amount of 
change produced started to decline. The 
number of programmatic changes started to 
decline after month 24.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The average coalition pursued 
more programmatic changes 
than policy changes. 

Overall, coalitions appear to engage 
only a few sectors in their community 
changes. The average coalition 
reported engaging less than 2 out of 
the possible 11 sectors in their 
programmatic or policy changes.  
 

By year 3, 78% of the coalitions 
reporting pursuing policy change, 
as opposed to 48% of the 
coalitions at baseline.  
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Figure 7: Growth in Creation of Community Changes 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

	  

Comprehensive	  Strategies	  Growth:	  Growth	  Curve	  Analysis	  Results	  
 
Overall growth within coalitions creation of community change across the 48 months was 
assessed using linear growth curve modeling.  Within the first 6 months, as the graph above 
illustrates, there was an initial significant decline in the number of community changes created 
(T=-2.483, P<=.05) suggesting that that the level of activity around promoting community 
changes actually decreased immediately post training. This decline may be linked to the fact that 
during this same period, coalitions significantly increased their pursuit of core capacities and 
essential processes. However, by 24 months, coalitions grew significantly from baseline levels in 
their number of community changes (T Value: 3.34 (p<.05). Post 24 months, the amount of 
community changes started to decline though the level of decline was not significant from 
baseline levels. Overall, the model only showed excellent linear fit for the first 24 month model.  
(see Figure 8 below).   
 
 

Baseline	   3	   6	   12	  (1	  Yr)	   24	  (2	  Yrs)	   36	  (3	  Yrs)	   48	  (4	  Yrs)	  
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2.0	  

3.0	  

4.0	  

5.0	  

6.0	  

7.0	  

8.0	  

9.0	  

10.0	  

Months	  In	  Survey	  

Baseline	  to	  3	  Months	   Baseline	  to	  4	  Years	  

Community Changes Over Time 

Assessing Mean Differences: 
    Baseline to 3 Months:     -0.69 
    3 Months to 6 Months:    -0.96†† 
    Baseline to 1 Year:         1.17 
    1 Year to 2 Years:           1.98†       
    2 Years to 3 Years:        -1.88† 
    3 Years to 4 Years:        -0.15 
    Baseline to 4 Years:        1.47††   

† Significant at p<0.05 level. †† Marginal significant at p<0.10 level. 
Negative represents decreased. Paired T-test based.   
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Figure 8: Community Change Linear Growth Curve Modeling Results for first 48 months 

	  

	  

To	  What	  Extent	  Does	  CADCA’s	  Framework	  for	  Change	  Explain	  This	  
Process?	  
The goal of the following analysis was to determine if CADCA’s community problem solving 
framework explains how coalitions create community/systems change. According to this model, 
coalitions with more capacity will pursue more essential processes. Those that pursue more 
essential processes will implement more comprehensive strategies. Coalitions that pursue more 
comprehensive strategies will produce more community or systems change. 
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SRMR:	  .16	  

Coalition	  Capacity 

Essential	  Processes 

Comprehensive	  Strategies 

Systems	  Change 
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Growth curve modeling was used to assess the 
change process over time and to assess the extent to 
which the observed change fit with what the 
community problem solving model would predict. 
Two particular indices of change were examined: 
rate of change (slope) and level of change.  
 

v Overall, the results suggest that the 
community problem-solving model is a 
good and robust framework for 
understanding both the slope and level of 
change in coalition development.  

v Importantly, the analyses suggest that 
both the level of a particular element in 
the model AND the amount that element 
grows will influence the level and growth 
of the subsequent element in the model.  

v The model also appears to be robust for different types of coalitions. The framework 
was tested on rural coalitions, as compared to suburban/urban coalitions and on younger 
coalitions (less than 5 years old) and older coalitions. Analyses suggest that the 
framework fit all coalition types and there were no significant differences in model 
predictability or fit across coalition types. 

 
 

To	  What	  Extent	  Does	  the	  Pursuit	  of	  CADCA’s	  Problem	  Solving	  
Approach	  Reduce	  Youth	  Substance	  Abuse	  Rates?	  
The final research question that was examined looked at the influence of the coalition problem 
solving approach on population level outcomes, particularly shifts in substance abuse behaviors 
and perceptions among youth.  

Methodology	  
The sample used in this study consisted of coalitions who had at least one measurement of 
substance abuse outcomes for middle or high school prior to 2009 (time 1) and another one in 
2010, 2011, or 2012 (time 2). The student population that was measured consisted of middle and 
high school students; this data was collected by DFC coalitions as part of their DFC outcomes 
reporting process. Community changes reported by the coalition was used as the indicator for the 
problem solving capacity of the coalition since this was the most proximal variable to population 
level shifts in the problem-solving model and thus would be hypothesized to have the most direct 
effect on substance abuse changes. 
 
Growth curve analysis was conducted using the following:  

v Estimated intercept and slope for each coalition’s Community Changes score from 
Baseline (2009), 1 year (2010), 2 years (2011) by latent growth modeling 

As the community change 
model suggests, growth in one 
element of the community 
change framework appears to 
influence growth in the 
subsequent element.  
 
In addition, the level or amount 
of one element in the 
framework is related to the level 
or amount in the subsequent 
element, as predicted.  
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v  Estimated intercept and slope from 2009 to 2012 for each coalition’s population 
outcomes by latent growth modeling 

v Predicted each coalition’s outcomes growth intercept and slope by the growth intercept 
and slope of coalition’s Community Change score adjusted by coalition ages. 

 

Results	  
	  

Decreased	  30-‐Day	  Substance	  Use	  
Overall, the findings indicate (See Figure 9 below) that Middle / high school students 
significantly decreased their 30 day Alcohol  (T value -3.766, p <0.001) and Tobacco use  (T= -
3.575, p <0.001) within the time period studied.  
 
However, neither the amount of community changes (intercept) nor the degree of change in this 
variable was related to these outcomes.  Interestingly, however, the amount of growth in 
community changes produced by the coalitions was significantly related (though only 
marginally) to decreases in reported 30 day marijuana use by the middle/high school 
students. (T=-1.73; p<=.10). 
	  
Figure	  9:	  Latent	  Growth	  Curve	  analysis	  regressing	  30	  day	  use	  onto	  Community	  
Change	  levels.	  

	  

	  
 

Increased	  Perception	  of	  Substance	  Risk	  
Overall, the findings below (See Figure 10) indicate that Middle / high school students slightly 
increased their perception of the risk of marijuana (T Value -1.81, p< 0.10) during this time but 
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experienced no significant shifts in their perception of the risks of alcohol or tobacco. Overall, 
neither the slope nor level of community change was related to youth perceptions of risk of 
alcohol, marijuana, or tobacco.  
 
Figure	  10:	  Latent	  Growth	  Curve	  analysis	  regressing	  youth	  perceptions	  of	  risk	  onto	  
Community	  Change	  levels.	  
 
 

	  

	  

Increased	  Perception	  of	  Parent	  Disapproval	  	  
Overall, Middle / high school students did not shift significantly in their perceptions of parent 
disapproval of alcohol, tobacco, and marijuana use between baseline and wave 2 data collection.  
 
Interestingly, however, the increases in youths’ perceptions of parent’s disapproval of 
marijuana use and disapproval of tobacco use were significantly related to the amount of 
growth that occurred in community changes produced by the coalition. (see Figure 11) 
 
In other words, when coalitions pursued more community change, youth’s perception that 
their parent’s disapproved of their use of marijuana (T=1.97, p<=.05) and their use of 
tobacco (T=1.78, p<=.10) significantly increased.  
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Figure	  11:	  Latent	  Growth	  Curve	  analysis	  regressing	  youth	  perceptions	  of	  parent	  
disapproval	  onto	  Community	  Change	  levels.	  
	  

 
 

Limitations	  
Overall, the sample of coalitions available for this analysis was significantly small, mostly 
because few coalitions reported outcome data post 2009 during this evaluation period. In 
addition, the amount of time between waves 1 and 2 for the outcome data for some coalitions 
was less than 2 years and for a few coalitions this time period overlapped with community 
change data collection periods, providing little time for the increases in community changes to 
take hold.  

Conclusions	  and	  Recommendations	  
v Overall, the findings from this study provide strong evidence for the Community Problem 

Solving Framework adopted by CADCA.  
 

v Results from this 4 year evaluation suggest that coalitions promote more 
community/systems changes when they have leadership and problem solving capacity, 
are pursuing the essential processes, and engage in comprehensive strategies.  

 
v Importantly, the results also suggest that the amount of growth in community changes 

matters: The amount of growth in community changes was significantly related to the 
amount of decrease in 30-day use rates of marijuana and to youths’ perceptions of their 
parents disapproval of marijuana and tobacco. 

 
v The findings also suggest that coalitions grow significantly in all of the community 

problem solving components after the initial Academy training, with some significant 
growth emerging as early as 3 months post this training. 
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v This initial growth continues significantly for 24 months post training and then levels of 
capacity, essential processes, and comprehensive strategies are sustained thru 48 months.  

 
v In addition, the results suggest that CADCA’s community problem solving model is a 

robust framework; predicting change effectively across a variety of coalitions and at 
various points across a 4 year time period.  

 
v Perhaps what is most compelling is the amount of growth that occurred in these coalitions 

despite the “lite dose” of Academy training they received in 2009.  
 

v Given that many coalitions plateaued and then sustained their levels of growth around 
month 24, it may be useful to explore the value of introducing some booster trainings and 
technical assistance at month 24.   

 
v Of particular value may be booster sessions that target the design and implementation of 

comprehensive strategies that lead to community changes. 
 
 
 


