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¢ƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ Ŧƻr Children, Youth and Families Division for Substance Abuse Policy (the GOCYF-DSAP) works to 
develop and enrich the delivery of substance abuse education, prevention, and treatment services throughout Arizona. 
To this end, the Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive Grant (SPF SIG) has been productively implemented in 
Arizona by the GOCYF-DSAP. By the end of Year Four of the Arizona SPF SIG Grant ending September 30, 2008, the state 
of Arizona saw important changes to its substance use prevention infrastructure, critical steps taken by communities 
throughout the state, and important progress to the reduction of substance use and its consequences. 

In October 2004, ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀn SPF SIG grant from the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).  The SPF SIG grants are five-year infrastructure grants administered by 
{!aI{!Ωǎ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ {ǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ !ōǳǎŜ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ό/{!tύ ŀƴŘ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 
systems at the state and community level tƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊŀƎŜ ŘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀōǳǎŜΦ  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ {tC 
SIG grant is coordinated through the GOCYF-DSAPΦ  !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ƎǊŀƴǘ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǘƻǘŀƭŜŘ Ϸмм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦƛǾŜ-year period from 
October 2004 through September 2009.  
 
Key Outcomes in Year Four : 

V The Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership (ASAP) exceeded its mandate for quarterly meetings, and 
demonstrated high levels of member agency engagement:   
Building upon the successful creation of ASAP in Year Three, state-level implementation of the SPF SIG was 
integrated into a structured and comprehensive effort to address substance abuse issues through the coordinated 
efforts of state prevention, treatment, and enforcement agencies.   
 

V Data-driven decision making, planning, and policy development were formalized and institutionally supported 
through ASAP resulting in cross-systems collaboration and significant outcomes:   
Data-driven decision making was a 2008 ASAP Strategic Focus Area, resulting in numerous improvements to state 
data systems infrastructure.  The Substance Abuse Epidemiology Work Group (Epi Work Group) continued to 
inform planning efforts at both the state and community levels with current substance abuse data.  The Emerging 
Issues Subcommittee was formed to track the newest trends in substance use statewide.  Formal mechanisms 
such as the establishment of ASAP Strategic Focus Areas, Executive Action Briefings (EABs), and the Project 
Investment Justification for Substance Abuse Programs (PIJ-SAP) supported data-driven planning, financial 
stewardship, and accountability for outcomes.   
 

V The state increased coordination with and funding for tribes:   
Through the efforts of ASAP member agencies, tribes became increasingly involved in coordinated law 
enforcement efforts and intelligence sharing. The GOCYF-DSAP successfully contracted eight tribal coalitions to 
implement the SPF.    
 

V State agencies and communities increased their use of evidence-based practices: 
Far more evidence-based practices were reported in Year Four than in previous years.  The GOCYF-DSAP 
encouraged and supported the use of evidence-based practices through technical assistance provision and funding 
requirements.    
 
 
 
 
 

I. Executive Summary     



 
 

V The state increased accountability for measurable outcomes:  
EABs and annual outcome reports required of ASAP and its committees focused on public accountability and 
reporting of progress and outcomes.  New requirements for quarterly reporting of standardized benchmark data 
were instituted with all the GOCYF-DSAP funded community coalitions.   

V Coalition functioning was assessed: 
Coalitions demonstrated high levels of functioning in two critical domains of coalition functioning: Synergy and 
Leadership Effectiveness. 
 

V Coalitions addressed the State Underage Drinking (UAD) Prevention Committee goals at the community level:  
All coalitions made progress on three specific goals: advocating through the media; seeking stable funding; and 
advocating for policy change. Draw the Line materials were translated into Spanish for expanded use in more 
Arizona communities. 
 

V Community coalitions across Arizona implemented environmental strategies to reduce substance abuse:  
Coalitions exceed expectations by identifying 67 environmental strategies for implementation and five coalitions 
completed at least one environmental strategy, with most being long-term efforts.   
 

V Community substance use prevention coalitions were strengthened or created across the state:  
Participating Arizona SPF SIG coalitions report improvements in the community-level prevention infrastructure, in 
comparison to the previous reporting year.  Social Network Analysis (SNA) reveals that the network is larger and 
more connected among its members.  This means that all members are collaborating and sharing resources and 
information with higher numbers of other members within the network. 

 
 
Some Recommendations for the Future:  
 
The following recommendations are indicated in order to sustain the positive changes made to date:  

1. Develop sustained efforts among members of the state prevention network 
    

2. Further increase collaboration and the sharing of resources and information among members of the state 
prevention network 

   
3. Create a state transitional plan for the sustainability of the Strategic Prevention Framework community 

coalition efforts in Arizona 
 

4. Ensure that unspent SPF SIG carryƻǾŜǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōǳƛƭŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ 
substance abuse issues in Arizona 

 

5. Continue support for the Arizona Substance Abuse Partnership (ASAP) 
 

6. Emphasize environmental strategies  
 

7. Provide targeted technical assistance and training for identified needs 
  

8. Coordinate across systems for sustainability    
 
The details regarding the previous highlights and recommendations are included in this report. 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 

The SPF SIG grants are five-year infrastructure grants awarded to states by SAMHSA-CSAP, enabling the development of 
sustainable systems at the state and community levels to prevent and reduce underage drinking and substance abuse.  
The Arizona SPF SIG grant award totaled $11 million for a five-year period from October 1, 2004 through September 30, 
2009, and is coordinated through the GOCYF-DSAP.  
 
SAMHSA requires that every SPF SIG grantee complete the five steps of the SPF at both the state and community levels: 
1) needs assessment; 2) capacity building; 3) strategic planning; 4) implementation; and 5) evaluation.  In implementing 
the SPF, states and communities are expected to use a public health approach for population-level assessment, and 
community-level change, focusing on lifespan and population interventions that target both youth and adults with a 
comprehensive array of programs, policies, and practices.  At the core of the SPF is the emphasis on systematic, data-
driven strategic planning processes.  
 
In the winter of 2005, Arizona completed the State Epidemiological Profile (Epi Profile), a state-wide needs assessment, 
the results of which informed the development of a state strategic plan.  Two goals were identified in the Epi Profile: 1) 
conduct a statewide underage drinking prevention initiative; and 2) improve state- and community-level substance 
abuse prevention infrastructure by focusing on problematic drinking and illicit drug use for youth and young adults.  

Pima Prevention Partnership (PPP) was contracted by GOYCF to provide technical assistance and evaluation support and 
training to the community coalitions.  This consists of regional trainings and one-on-one technical assistance via 
telephone, email, or in-person.  Evaluation services are also provided to assess overall project effectiveness across state, 
community, and tribal levels.  Improved state prevention infrastructure and lower prevalence rates in problematic 
drinking and youth illicit drug use are the critical problem areas on which evaluation services were focused.  The 
ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΥ  ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ 
prevention infrastructure features before, during, and after SPF SIG implementation; assessment of state and 
community implementation of the five SPF steps; monitoring of changes in community and statewide epidemiological 
indicators; and measurement of the efficacy of technical assistance provided to communities.  

This examination of thŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ the SPF at the state and community levels follows the evaluation plan 
developed by PPP and approved by GOCYF-DSAP at the beginning of the Arizona SPF SIG.  The evaluation incorporates 
multiple methods and data sources to ensure the validity of findings, including community and state archival data, 
project documentation, observations, surveys, and key informant interviews.  Qualitative and quantitative analyses were 
both employed to describe progress and identify changes over time.   
  

II. Background  



 
 

 

PPP began providing technical assistance (TA) and training services to SPF grantees in August 2006 at state and 
community levels, and has continued to serve in that capacity since.  State-level TA and training activities have been 
developed in close collaboration with the GOCYF-DSAP staff members.  Local community efforts have involved coalition-
specific efforts between PPP staff and community coalition grantee staff and coalition members.  In addition to the 
assistance provided by PPP, community coalition grantees took advantage of training and TA opportunities provided 
through a number of other sources, including: the GOCYF-DSAP; the Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of America 
(CADCA); the Arizona Department of Health Services ς Division of Behavioral Health Services (ADHS-DBHS); R&R 
Partners, the developers of the Draw the Line Campaign; other media specialists; and 
local level evaluators.    

State-Level Technical Assistance and Training  

State-level technical assistance and training activities conducted by PPP staff from 
October 1, 2007 through September 30, 2008, for the SPF SIG included:  

 Community Assessment and Strategic Planning Training of Trainers, Phoenix, 

March 2008.  Attended by staff from four SPF SIG grantee representatives, in 

addition to staff representing the Arizona Department of Health Services 

(ADHS) and the Arizona Regional Behavioral Health Authorities (RBHA).  

 Prevention and evaluation workshops for the 3rd Annual Substance Abuse 

Conference, hosted by the GOCYF-DSAP in Litchfield Park, Arizona in April, 

2008.  All (100%) SPF SIG grantees were represented.  

 
ADHS Community Assessment and Strategic Planning, Training of the Trainer  

To expand statewide capacity to implement the SPF, the Community Assessment and Strategic Planning Training of the 
Trainer workshop was provided at the request of the ADHS in March 2008, in Phoenix, Arizona. PPP provided training 
and technical assistance to 38 RBHAs representatives, including Arizona SPF SIG coalition leaders and coalition staff.  
Members and staff from two (2) Arizona SPF SIG coalitions took part in this training. Most (76%) of the training 
participants had ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊΦ This training, provided at the request of ADHS, provided 
participants with the materials and skills necessary to provide SPF Community Assessment and Strategic Planning 
trainings in their communities and agencies.   

The Training of the Trainer (TOT) workshop was facilitated by PPP staff, using materials developed by PPP for this 
purpose. This workshop lasted two days, totaling 12 contact hours for 38 participants.  Methods included a mixture of 
lecture, group discussion, and workshop practice.  Training aids included PowerPoint presentations, handouts, flipcharts, 
and workshop manual binders.  An appendix was included in the workshop materials with sample needs assessment 
data collection and analysis forms presented in the workshops. Participants received a CD with materials, presentation 
aids, and appendix information for their use.  

Purpose of technical 

assistance and training for 

coalitions 

 Knowledge and 
information necessary 
to complete the five 
steps of the SPF 

 Individualized technical 
support for coalitions 
based on identified 
needs and desires 

 Idea sharing between 
coalitions and SPF SIG 
partners 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

III. Technical Assistance and Training  



 
 

Evaluation results from this workshop showed that the most useful topics for participants included how to conduct a 
needs assessment and how to use the SPF logic model.  The TOT workshop successfully increased ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ 
to train on the SPF, as indicated by the following participant feedback: 
 

 100% of participants felt able to train the components of community assessment and strategic planning 

 100% of participants would likely train the material in the future 

 95% of participants felt able to train the entire SPF process and the SPF Logic Model 

 71% of participants found the most useful aspect of the training was watching/learning additional training 
techniques and styles 

  
3rd  Annual Arizona Substance Abuse Conference  

The 3rd Annual Statewide Substance Abuse Conference, Addressing Critical Issues and Emerging Trends, was held on 
April 29-30, 2008 in Phoenix, Arizona.  The conference drew more than 350 participants and offered 22 breakout 
sessions and multiple plenary sessions in the topic areas of Prevention, Treatment and Law Enforcement.  PPP TA staff 
worked with the GOCYF-DSAP staff to identify and contact participants and develop the conference agenda.  PPP staff 
presented three of the breakout sessions in the Prevention trackΥ ά¢ƘŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ млмΥ The Strategic 
Prevention Framework and Environmental Prevention StrategiesΤέ ¢ƘŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ нлнΥ Policy Advocacy at 
Local and State LevelsΤέ ŀƴŘ άEffective Social Marketing: What is it and How do We do it?έ  Conference participants 
included local, state and federal law enforcement officials, educators, advocates, school resource officers, tribal 
members, treatment providers, policy makers and community coalition members. 

The GOCYF-DSAP conducted an evaluation of the conference, results of which are published in a separate report, 
άAddressing Critical Issues and Emerging Trends: Conference EvaluationΦέ  IƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛndicate that the 
conference was a success, as demonstrated by the findings below: 

 100% of conference attendees responded that the conference was well organized 

 97% of conference attendees felt that the three separate conference tracks were helpful 

 96% of conference attendees agreed with the statement that the content of conference sessions was 
appropriate and informative 

 95% of conference attendees would recommend this conference to others 

 92% of conference attendees agreed with the statement that they learned information at this conference that 
will be useful to them in their careers 

 91% of conference attendees plan to attend this conference next year 
 

Community -Level Technical Assistance  and Training  

In order to ensure effective feedback and communication between PPP staff and community coalition grantees, each 
grantee was assigned a single-contact PPP technical advisor.  Modes of community-level technical assistance and 
training activities conducted by PPP staff from October 1, 2007, through September 30, 2008, for the SPF SIG included:  

 On-site technical assistance and training through a minimum of two visits per year per coalition 

 Regular contact via phone and  email averaging at least two contacts per grantee per week 

 
  



 
 

On-Site Technical Assistance and Training 
 
Between December 2007 and September 2008, all 11 (100%) of the SPF 
SIG grantees received site visits from PPP staff and the GOCYF-DSAP 
staff. Site visits were conducted during the months of April, May, and 
June, 2007, as coalitions were conducting strategic planning for the 
submission of Phase III applications due during this time. A total of 29 
site visits were conducted with these 11 coalitions throughout the state, 
with several coalitions receiving more than one visit based on individual 
site needs and requests.  

At these site visits, PPP staff addressed community assessment efforts, 
coalition development issues, strategic planning for Phase III funding, 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƳƻǾŜ ƛƴǘƻ tƘŀǎŜ LLI activities. Other 
emergent, coalition-specific issues identified during these visits were 
addressed by PPP staff on-site and through follow-up actions.  

Site visits ranged from three to six hours in duration, not including travel 
time to and from each site. In all cases, PPP staff met with the program 
coordinator and fiscal agent for the SPF SIG grantee and, when possible, 
PPP staff also participated in scheduled coalition meetings.   

 
Regular  Coalition Contacts 
 
In addition to regular site visits during the contract year, PPP staff ensured that technical assistance was accessible to all 
coalitions through a system of regular contact with Arizona SPF SIG coalitions using telephone calls, direct email, group 
teleconferencing, and listserv messages averaging two to four hours of contact per grantee per month. In addition, 
coalitions were able to access PPP staff or additional information through the GOCYF-DSAP website, the PPP website, 
and through a toll-free phone line established specifically for the SPF SIG grantees. 
 
On average, most Arizona SPF SIG coalitions were in direct telephone or email contact with PPP staff two to four times 
per month. Several coalitions required significantly more contact. These regular coalition contacts usually involved 
coaching, technical assistance, or feedback to coalition members or grantee staff with emergent local coalition and 
community issues, community assessment, coalition and community development, barrier identification, strategic 
planning issues, identifying best practices, as well as how to conduct meetings, community forums, community special 
events, focus groups, key informant interviews, and surveys.  
 
Often these contacts required PPP staff to follow-up with additional materials and resource information, including web 
links, journal articles, resource addresses, and contact information. 
  

SITE VISITS 

TA staff met on-site with coalition 

members and staff in order to: 

 Meet with coalition staff 

 Participate in coalition meetings 

 Conduct specific on-site training 

 Review Phase II application 

 Discuss strategic planning 
activities  

 Identify and discuss upcoming 
training needs 

 Discuss integration of SPF SIG 
and Anti-Meth Initiative-related 
activities 

 Identify other TA and training 
needs 

 



 
 

 
 

 

The evaluation of the Arizona SPF SIG is a comprehensive study assessing program progress, achievements, and impact 
at both state and community levels.  With respect to the state and communities, the evaluation takes a three-pronged 
approach that includes:  1) evaluation of the implementation of the SPF, 2) changes to the substance abuse prevention 
infrastructure, and 3) substance abuse outcomes. The evaluation of state-level activities and infrastructure development 
outcomes will be reviewed first, followed by the evaluation results for the community level.  This report concludes with 
!ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ hǳǘŎome Measures (NOMS), substance abuse outcome indicators for the state and communities.      

 

!ÒÉÚÏÎÁȭÓ )ÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ 0ÒÅÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ &ÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË 

At both the state and community levels, Year Four represented the second consecutive year of implementation and 
evaluation, with progress being maintained as necessary in all five steps of the SPF.  Table 2, below, provides an 
overview of the differential timelines for SPF implementation by the State and the community coalitions in Arizona.   

Table 1 
    Timeline of Arizona SPF Implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State-Level Implementation in Arizona Leads to Improvements in the Prevention Infrastructure  

 

The five steps of the SPF not only provide a process for data-driven decision making; the implementation of SPF is also 
intended to produce outcomes in the development and enhancement of substance abuse prevention infrastructures.   
Figure 1, below, shows the domains of infrastructure in relationship to the five steps of the SPF.   

  

State Community SPF SIG Process 

Year 1 & 2 Year 2 & 3 

Steps 1-3 
1. Needs Assessment 
2. Capacity Building 
3. Strategic Planning 

Year 3 & 4 Year 3 & 4 
Steps 4 & 5 

4. Implementation 
5. Evaluation 

IV. State-Level Evaluation  



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Relationship between the SPF and Domains of Infrastructure Development 

 

Infrastructure refers to the underlying base or foundation of an organization or system. The evaluation of Arizona state-
level prevention infrastructure development has focused on the nine domains of infrastructure as defined by the SPF SIG 
National Cross-Site Evaluation Plan (SAMHSA-CSAP, 2006). Information on infrastructure development was obtained 
through a social network survey, state-level project documents and observation of state-level activities.  What follows is 
an overview of the results of a social network analysis, showing changes to the web of relationships that make up the 
prevention infrastructure, followed by a discussion of the major outcomes achieved in each of the nine infrastructure 
domains.  

State Organizational Structure Planning 

Evidence-Based Practice 

Cultural Competence 

Systems Sustainability 

Financial Stewardship 

Evidence-Based Practice 

Workforce Development 

Cultural Competence 

Data Systems 

Evaluation/Monitoring 

 

DOMAINS OF STATE 

PREVENTION 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
 

 State Organizational 
Structure 

 Planning 

 Data Systems 

 Workforce Development 

 Evidence-Based Practice 

 Cultural Competence 

 Evaluation/Monitoring 

 Systems Sustainability 

 Financial Stewardship 
 

 Source: SAMHSA-CSAP, 2006 

 



 
 

Figure 2. Collaborating within the Arizona UAD prevention network, 
2008. Red dots = state agencies, gray = for-profit health care 
organizations, blue = state-level national advocacy org, black = 
community-based prevention coalitions. 

Evaluating Connectivity in the Arizona Substance Abuse Prevention Infrastructure:  Social Network 
Analysis  

Social network analysis is an analytical 
technique used to examine relationships 
between social actors as a primary variable in 
contrast to traditional methodologies that 
focus on the attributes of individuals or groups 
(Durland & Fredericks, 2005, p. 1).  SNA is a 
particularly useful tool for measuring, 
mapping, and understanding the dynamics 
and structures of relationships, within 
complex systems such as state prevention 
networks.  How well member organizations 
interact, share resources, information, and 
collaborate plays a large role in the overall 
effectiveness and efficiency of the system.    

In a follow up to the 2006 study conducted as 
part of the SPF SIG evaluation (PPP, 2007), 
social network data was collected in Year Four 
to measure ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ 
abuse prevention infrastructure through the 
evaluation of the relationships between those 
organizations engaged in the prevention of 
underage drinking. Underage drinking 
prevention was selected as a proxy for 
substance abuse prevention efforts in Arizona because it was identified as a priority area for the Arizona SPF SIG, 
mandated for all funded community coalitions, and emphasized at a state level by the Arizona UAD Prevention 
Committee. A comparison of this network was made between the network structure as of July 2006 and July 2008. (see 
Figures 3 and 4).  For a detailed discussion of how the SNA study was implemented in 2006 and 2008, please see 
Appendix A. 

 
Key Outcomes of the Network Analysis 
 
The network is larger and more connected among its members. 
 
The network that was measured increased in size from 32 to 44 members (37%) between 2006 and 2008, due in large 
part to the inclusion of grantees of the Arizona SPF SIG project. Despite this increase in overall size, the members of the 
network were significantly more connected with one another in 2008 than they were in 2006, as measured by network 
density across all measures of network functioning. The density of the network for each measure of network functioning 
increased by 143% to 388%. This means that all members are collaborating and sharing resources and information with 
higher numbers of other members within the network. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Figure 3. Network density comparison for 2006 (left) and 2008 (right) for Receiving Resources network 
functions within the Arizona UAD prevention network. Red dots = state agencies, gray = for-profit health care 
organizations, blue = state-level national advocacy org, black = community-based prevention coalitions. 

The network is less centralized  
 
The network has changed from a more centralized network in 2006 with relatively few state-level agencies controlling 
most of the functions, to a network in 2008 with reduced centrality and higher measures of connectivity between 
members. Fewer members of the network are on the periphery of the network, which would make them less 
marginalized and less reliant on core members to act as power brokers to connect them with other members of the 
network (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 
 
The network is more densely connected  

The most significant change from 2006 to 2008 
was the increase in network density across all 
measures of network functioning. Between 2006 
and 2008, the density of the network for each 
measure of network functioning increased by a 
minimum of 143% to a maximum of 388%. This 
increase in the general intensity of interaction 
among network members took place even though 
the network increased in overall size by over 37%. 
 
Table 3 shows that the highest network density was 53.7% for the network when looking at how members of the 
network receive information from one another.  In other words, of the 1,936 total possible one-to-one connections 
between the 44 members of the network, about 1,040 connections were in place. The network functions, however, that 
showed the greatest increases were those involving providing or receiving resources (see Figure 3 below). Compare this 
to 2006, when network members reported its highest network density in collaboration. While collaboration still showed 
a strong network density at 53.4%, these changes in density across all measures of network functioning show a maturing 
network that is increasing the receiving of resources and information among its members (see Figure 4 below).  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2 
Compared Densities of State-wide Network of UAD Organizations 
in Arizona 
Network Function 2006 

Density % 
2008  

Density % 
Change in 
Density 

Providing Resources 8.4 23.8 280% 

Receiving Resources 6.7 26.0 388% 

Collaborating 37.3 53.4 143% 

Providing Information 28.0 47.7 170% 

Receiving Information 31.1 53.7 172% 



 
 

Figure 4. Network density comparison for 2006 (left) and 2008 (right) for Receiving Information network 
functions within the Arizona UAD prevention network. Red dots = state agencies, gray = for-profit health care 
organizations, blue = state-level national advocacy org, black = community-based prevention coalitions. 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Density scores were used to help identify the cohesivenessτor general intensity of interactionτamong the members of 
each measure of network functioning. The density of a network is the ratio of its active inter-member connections to the 
total number of all possible connections (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  If a network were completely denseτwhere every 
organization interacted with every other organizationτit would have a density of 100 percent.  Higher density scores 
are possibly indicative of more highly decentralized, highly functioning networks, or they may indicate low levels of 
coordination and poor functioning.  Low density scores may be indicative of low interaction and low functioning, or they 
might indicate highly centralized control with few connections necessary.  The density of a statewide network of public 
and private agencies might be reduced by increasing the number, or geographic dispersion around the state, of the 
organizations in it (Krauss, Mueller & Luke, 2004). 
 

The network is less centralized  

To identify which organizations in the network were the most centralτand therefore involved in more interactions 
within the networkτin-degree and out-degree scores were used.  In-degree describes the number of connections 
received by an organization from others in the network, whereas the out-degree describes the number of connections 
initiated by the organization outwardly.  The five highest and lowest out-degree and in-degree scores were used as 
cutoffs, unless there were two or more with the same cutoff score.  

Analysis of 2008 network centrality scores revealed that, as in 2006, state-level agencies were the most-central 
organizations across the measures of network functioning. All measures of network functioning showed, however, 
decreased centralization. The highest degrees of centrality related to collaboration and information exchange (see Table 
4). Non-profit, community-based prevention coalitions were generally the least central members of the network, as 
would be expected. 
   


