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Abstract: The focus of this article is the evaluation of the quality and the degree of community
engagement in an expert-based, public-health communicative intervention for Alcohol Use
Disorder (AUD). In 2023 the Canadian Alcohol Use Disorder Society collaborated with a grass-roots
community health group, a regional health authority, and an academic participatory researcher to
organize a working group to mount a social-marketing campaign to increase community support
for AUD medical treatment in family-practice settings in a rural community in British Columbia.
The partnership working group conducted a series of activities in the school system, the town
council, and the community. This article covers the formative evaluation and the summative
evaluation of the working group’s effectiveness. The formative evaluation (“lessons learned” and
“recommendations”) consists of consensus evaluations of the quality of each activity using a variety
of data sources. The formative evaluation followed improvement science methods and used
consensus meetings to provide and reflect on formal and informal feedback. Formative results
reflect the consensus of the participants in the working group and they record the reactions in the
community. The summative evaluation measures evidence of community engagement found in
transcribed text from meeting minutes. The summative evaluation used theory-based frameworks
and text data visualization to assess the engagement dynamics of the working group. The
summative evaluation helps to put the formative evaluation into perspective as communicative
action. The summative evaluation validates the formative evaluation by revealing the
communicative dynamics of engagement which resulted in the community’s increased capacity to
understand and support Alcohol Use Disorder Treatment options. The working group and the
entire intervention was seen by the participants and the public as a success and capable of
replication. In a small community, it instilled new understandings and attitudes, bringing an
emerging awareness of medication as an optional health mitigation strategy for Alcohol Use
Disorder. Our study furthers this overall assessment by using theoretical constructs and analysis of
communicative records to trace engagement characteristics of interest to researchers, societies, and
community groups contemplating similar interventions in the future. The study also validates the
effectiveness of communicative analysis as a measure of social-marketing for expert-based public
health interventions.
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1. Introduction

Campaigns to support health care in family practice situations often take the form of
communicative intervention (Alwell & Cobb, 2009; Chinn, 2017; Dodd, 2017; Karamidehkordi et al.,
2021). A communicative intervention is an attempt to intervene or address a health disparity by
generating new possibilities for action through dialogue and discourse (Barbour et al., 2018). As
Krebs and Dutta illustrate, the terms communicative intervention in a health context can describe a
variety of project models (Dutta & Kreps, 2013). Two well studied contrasting models of
communicative intervention are the commercial and the social-marketing model (Andreasen, 2012;
French et al., 2009; Nowak et al., 2015; Wood, 2008). The commercial model (or promotional
approach) (Byerley, 2021) emphasizes a rational theory of knowledge, using an informative approach
to communication, and designing messages for a one-way transfer of expert knowledge. In contrast,
the social-marketing model or cultural approach emphasizes an individualized, narrative theory of
knowledge, using a strategic approach to communication, and designing messages collaboratively
with trusted speakers. Which is more effective?

In a 2021 study of interventions to address vaccine hesitancy, Byerley studied examples of the
commercial and social-marketing approaches (Attwell & Freeman, 2015; Gordon et al., 2006;
Schoeppe et al., 2017) to determine the effectiveness of the approaches in situations where
communicative intervention (CI) was used to encourage the clinical practice of vaccination.
Examining 25 studies using one or the other approach primarily, Byerley found evidence that studies
using the social-marketing approach “...are far more likely to be successful than those that display
attributes of the promotional approach (Byerley, 2021, p. 29).” The present study builds on Byerley’s
work by attempting to answer the question, “Why are social-marketing public health campaigns
successful?” by analyzing communicative evidence: texts, records, documentation, and participant
consensus. The assumption is that if community conversations are to be the medium of diffusion of
information about the expert-based health mitigation, then the evidence of that would be found in
the recorded conversations and discussions of those participating in the intervention. The intervention
topic in this case study is a medical approach to alcohol use disorder (AUD). We hope to show both
how and why social-marketing techniques can stimulate community awareness of the intervention
topic so that, again in this case, AUD treatment in family-practice settings can have a more lasting,
sustained effect.

The setting of the intervention (a rural community in British Columbia) had been studied earlier
to determine the possible causes of the lack of uptake of medical AUD treatment (Szelest et al., 2021).
Evidence of the efficacy of the medical intervention had been presented to the family-practice
community previously (Our Story, n.d.) and an initial rise in treatment was confirmed. However,
researchers found that, in the long run, the effect of the informative approach diminished over time.
“The findings confirm that presenting to prescribing providers first enables system change and
presenting to non-prescribing personnel ensures a more supportive cultural change (Szelest et al.,
2021, p. 288).” They further note that:

Sustainability is a key consideration in improvement projects. Although the current study
indicates that system change is possible, additional investigation of the mechanism of this change
would provide an in-depth understanding and provide insight into key criteria needed to sustain
this change (p. 288). [Italics added.]

In health promotion, the phenomenon of positive effects in the short term but dissipating effects
in the long term has been noted by researchers (Gordon et al, 2006, p. 30). Acting on the
recommendation of Szelest et al. the organization conducting the additional intervention (the Canadian
Alcohol Use Disorder Society (www.cauds.org), formed a partnership with academic
communications researchers to investigate pathways for developing sustainable system change in
the community. The project was appealing to this expertise-driven organization because it held the
promise to mitigate the lack of community support and awareness of the medical AUD solution.
Working with academic researchers in a participatory-action mode also held the promise of
developing a model for replicating the intervention in other communities. For the researchers, the
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project held the possibility of identifying insights into communicative intervention through
communicative analysis (Fedorova, 2019) as the evaluation approach.

The analytical approach used in this study is communicative analysis. Communicative analysis is
defined as the study of communicative behaviour in texts to measure the achievement of goals and
objectives in a social context (Rigotti & Rocci, 2006; Wallat & Piazza, 1997). Similar to discourse analysis,
communicative analysis sees texts (meeting minutes, organizational records, conversations) as
embodiments of information flow and connectivity of people involved in social change. Studies of
information flow (Moro et al., 2016; Wu & Huang, 2019) typically trace the diffusion of content, expert
processes, or ideas in social or health contexts. Studies of connectivity (Croucher, 2011; Murillo-
Sandoval et al., 2016; Trickett & Beehler, 2017) trace the building of networks, groups, and coalitions
within social contexts. This study looks at both these key characteristics of communication in a social-
marketing, participatory health intervention campaign.

The purpose of this article is to describe the evaluation of the health intervention campaign, both
in the quality of its activities and the degree of community engagement they achieved. We employ
well known methods of formative and summative evaluation using communication artifacts:
evaluation reports and meeting minutes. This article will demonstrate how a communicative analysis
can help researchers in communication theory, health intervention, public health, and family practice
understand the role of social marketing in fostering community support for clinical interventions.

Characteristics of the study

According to Dutta and Kreps there are five types of communicative interventions in health:
message-based, training-based, technology-based, policy-based, and community-based (Dutta &
Kreps, 2013, pp. 5-6). Community-based interventions can be of two types: expert-driven, in which
participation, “serves as a mechanism for diffusing the expert-driven solutions,” (p. 8) and
community-driven, or shaped by grass-roots community members. The present study is about a group
consisting of the partnership of 1) a society dedicated to mitigating alcohol use disorder (the
“experts” in prescription and nursing for AUD) 2) a grass-roots organization, dedicated to improving
rural health care in the community and 3) a regional health authority whose goal was to decrease
community stigma around AUD. Both these types of groups exist in many health jurisdictions. We
considered this intervention as expert-led because the health society (CAUDS) initiated the contact,
organized the project, and functioned as an administrative sponsor.

The project timeline covers a period of one year and focuses on the partnership working group,
which consisted of members from the following areas:

1. The medical treatment for AUD in family-practice settings and the discipline of organizational
improvement

2. Communication facilitation and academic research

Community health, grass-roots advocacy

Community engagement programming by a regional health authority.

Ll

Table 1 shows the activities that the group participated in over the year:

A presentation at the junior high school wellness conference

A social-media presence

A presentation to the town council

A public event featuring alcohol-free cocktails

A showing and discussion of a documentary film about alcohol use disorder
Planning to set up an AUD group with activities in the high school.

AN N

Table 1. Formative vs summative evaluation.

Characteristics Formative Summative

Goal quality effectiveness

Timing during the project end of the project
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Focus activities / products change over time
Data experiential data discursive data
Communicative . . .

. informative connective
function

. “How good were the “Did the activities have
Question s . ”
activities? influence?

While all six activities occurred in the same community during the same one-year time period,
we focus this evaluation on three of them (the school presentation, the town council presentation,
and the public event) because of their potential to engage decision-makers (educators, legislators, and
public influencers) in the social ecology of the community (Trickett & Beehler, 2017). The socio-
ecological model, described in the next section, provides a framework that justifies our focus on these
three activities.

2. Literature Review

This review briefly describes the four scholarly conversations that guide the work. The first is
the scholarly conversation in community engagement, followed by a discussion of research on the
data-modeling approach used, and the situational-influence model used.

2.1. Community Engagement

The scholarly backdrop for this study is the research conversation surrounding community
engagement over the last 20 years. Over that time, models have focused increasingly on strategies for
overcoming systemic barriers to health (Brunton et al., 2017; Dutta & Kreps, 2013) and on tailoring
approaches to specific communities, for example the mineral industry (Harvey & Brereton, 2005),
Indigenous communities (Czaykowska-Higgins, 2009), community health (O’Mara-Eves et al., 2013),
and research, education, and social care (Vaughn et al., 2018). Our study focuses on a health
intervention in a rural community. It was assumed that the relationship between the community and
the intervening health society was asymmetrical, in the sense that an awareness of medicines to treat
alcohol use disorder was not widely known or acted upon in this community. For this study the
researcher wanted both to participate in the intervention and also study the communicative artifacts
(records of discussions) that it produced. The communicative analysis in this study focuses on
informative and connective communication behaviors found in discussion data: records of meeting
minutes collected and analyzed after the intervention. To facilitate this analysis, the discussion data
was first structured or tagged using a framework of learning known as Epistemic Network Analysis.
The following section briefly reviews these two important components of the study.

2.2. Communicative Analysis

As a basis for evaluating effectiveness of campaigns in social ecologies, we employ methods of
communicative analysis. Communicative analysis is a broad term that refers to the methodical analysis
of human social interaction through records of communicative behaviour (Borysov & Vasylieva,
2022; Charaudeau, 2002; Cooren, 2004; Wallat & Piazza, 1997). Communication theorists often refer
to two characteristics of communicative behavior: information flow from one person or group to
another; and networking, or the creation of webs of influence among persons. Communication both
carries messages and it influences communities (Carey, 2007; Grabill & Simmons, 1998; Jones, 2013;
Kawamoto et al., 2020). Communicative behaviour is recorded in a variety of text, voice, and social-
media-related activity. In this paper we investigate whether organizational quality and effectiveness
in health interventions can be traced by looking at textual evidence of information flow and
networking (Cross et al., 2003; Kleinberg & Ligett, 2013; Nieves & Osorio, 2013).
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Communicative analysis is how we measure the informative and connective dynamics of
communication as they change over the period of the intervention. Our communicative analysis relies
on two analysis frameworks. The Epistemic Learning Network framework illuminates the
communication dynamics in the intervention working group meeting minutes, and the Socio-
Ecological framework models the layered systems of influence of the activities and the group
members.

2.3. Epistemic Network Analysis Model

Epistemic Network Analysis is a framework for modeling communicative behaviors and
learning networks in groups. A number of frameworks or models for understanding communication
networks in groups have been described in the literature (Butscher et al.,, 2024; Emmert, 1989;
Koopmans et al., 2011; E. W. J. Lee et al., 2017; Pettigrew et al., 2001). Epistemic Network Analysis
(ENA) is one such heuristic (Shaffer et al., 2016, 2017). Epistemic Network Analysis, is a theory-based
approach to learning analytics. It contrasts with a data-driven approach, but can be used in tandem
or alignment with data-driven analysis. The scholars who developed ENA make the point that the
data can not speak for themselves, and that a theoretical approach plays a critical role in analysis. As
the authors state, “An epistemic frame is thus revealed by the actions and interactions of an
individual engaged in authentic tasks (or simulations of authentic tasks) (Shaffer et al., 2017, p. 175).”

Epistemic Network Analysis is based on the concept that textual interactions about specific
events are related to one another for that event but not related to other events. In other words,
language surrounding one event is characteristic of that event and not necessarily other events.
Following this reasoning, textual interactions for one event “represent meaningful cognitive
connections among the epistemic frame elements” of the event itself (Shaffer et al., 2017, p. 178). The
epistemic frame elements are flexible and have been applied in various arenas, including surgeons’
communication during operating procedures and concepts in historical records (Shaffer et al., 2016,
p. 10). Shaffer et al. argue that these framing elements represent “isolated elements of experiential
knowledge” and through their semantic connections, create a “pattern of associations among
knowledge, skills, habits of mind, and other cognitive elements that characterize communities of
practice (Shaffer et al., 2016, p. 11; Wegner, 2004).”

A key result in ENA is a “co-occurrence.” A co-occurrence is a measurement of an association
between concepts (Ba et al., 2023; Blanchet et al., 2020; Gries & Durrant, 2020). The term co-occurrence
is used in corpus linguistics to indicate terms that appear together or near one another. It asserts that
when they correlate in frequency they also imply a “semantic or functional similarity (Gries &
Durrant, 2020, p. 142).” In ENA a co-occurrence is taken to suggest a learning relationship or to
indicate a similarity of thinking.

This article focuses on the communicative actions of individuals engaged in planning and
conducting of activities intended to stimulate information flow and interconnected understandings
of the medical treatment of AUD in family practice settings. Analyzing the communication
surrounding the school presentation, the town council presentation, and the public event can provide
evidence of information flow and engagement: potentially the evidence needed to argue for the
overall quality and effectiveness of the intervention.

2.4. The Socio-Ecological Model

A number of models for social environments have been developed and are being used in the
systemic structuring of ecologies for health interventions (O’'Mara-Eves et al., 2013; Pinto et al., 2021;
Spain et al., 2017). Our study was designed using the socio-ecological model of health ecologies (B.
C. Lee et al., 2017; McMurray, 2006; Schmitz, 2016). The socio-ecological model situates communicative
behavior within a systemic view of the health ecology or the social environment surrounding the
stakeholding individual (Aldoory et al., 2022; Aldoory & Toth, 2021; Liska & Cronkhite, 1995;
Murillo-Sandoval et al., 2016). According to Bronfenbrenner, this theory (see Figure 1) is a
“...conceptual framework for analyzing the layers of the environment that have a formative influence
on children (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).” Apart from children, the model has also been applied to health
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and violence (Krug et al., 2002), sexual abuse reduction (Goldman & Padayachi, 1997), public
relations (Aldoory & Toth, 2021) and other areas. The application to community health (Kousoulis &
Goldie, 2021; B. C. Lee et al., 2017; McMurray, 2006) was of interest to us in this complex partnership
study. As Goodman notes, “The literature on social ecology emphasizes the need for multiple
intervention strategies targeted at multiple social strata (Goodman et al., 1996, p. 35).”

Meeting Minutes 2023 03 07

[Locale] Alcohol Use Disorder Working Group

March 7, 2023 meeting 8:00 - 9:30

Zoom link: https://ualberta-ca.zoom.us/j/....

Attendees:

* [Community] - Lead of [locale] AUD working group

* [Community]- [local health advocacy group] co-founder, member and
Secretary

* [Partner] - Community Health Facilitator, [regional health agency]

* [Community] - Victim services, Coordinator for [Locale] Family Services

Figure 1. An example showing semantic participation indicators (epistemic roles substituted for
names of group members) in meeting minutes.

Our study focuses on evaluating three activities, each one situated in one of the three ecological
strata of the model: relationship (as participants in the school system), community (as members of
the public), and societal (as participants in the municipal government). We argue that evidence of
information transfer and network building in these three areas can indicate the success of the
intervention. But the method is not simple. The project strategy, worked out ahead of time, was to
energize and engage with community leaders. If community leaders could engage with expertise
leaders, health program leaders, and communication leaders (researchers) in the working group, then
flow and influence would occur through the community leaders to the community, naturally, as
expected given the social-marketing campaign model being employed. As Scheme 1 shows, the
community engagement intervention was conducted along the channels through which it was
intended to exert influence. The evaluative analysis in this paper was also conducted on evidence
found in these channels of information and influence.
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Expertise Partner Communication

W L \

Influential community leaders

N Y,

Town Council Public School

Relationship

Scheme 1. The socio-ecological model of health influence. Source: (Krug et al. 2002; Goldman and

Padayachi 1997).

3. Methods and Methods

As Butterfoss and others argue, the process of evaluation of community projects can take a
number of forms: stakeholder-based, democratic and empowerment-based, and participatory action-
based (Butterfoss et al., 2001). We formed our evaluation process around participatory action. We
followed the approach of Goodman et al. of using two evaluative methods: a formative evaluation to
measure quality of events and a summative evaluation to measure the effectiveness of the intervention
as a whole (Goodman et al., 1994, 1996; Taras, 2008). According to Kealy and others, formative
methods support ongoing processes of improvement, while summative methods measure
competence or mastery (Kealey, 2010; Smith & Brandenburg, 2008). This two-pronged approach is
appropriate because the intervention was a new type of initiative for the Canadian Alcohol Use
Disorder Society. Their objective was to conduct successful community engagement activities but
also to understand the group informational and networking dynamics so they could replicate the
success in future interventions. They needed to evaluate and learn from each activity (formatively),
but also evaluate and learn from the year-long project itself (summatively). Table 1 outlines the
differences between formative and summative evaluation.

Formative Evaluation Method

In formative evaluation, the practice of the lead organization was to use qualitative and
quantitative data sources to document quality. These sources included: attendance counts, social
media postings, testimonials and conversations, and observations by family-practice clinicians. These
data sources document the perception of quality of the social-marketing activities. Members of the
lead organization had a background in improvement science (Bhat & Bhat, 2019; Jagosh et al., 2015)
which made this collaborative method a natural fit.The lead organization used consensus evaluation
meetings (Anders & Batchelder, 2012; Bova, 2022; Carlsen et al., 2000) to gather stakeholder feedback
about activities and also about technology used. The formative observations and results were first
circulated among group participants for review and additional consultation, and then compiled into
a formal report. That report included comments about targeted activities, a section on lessons learned,
and a section on recommendations.

The lead organization also used a software platform called AimiHub to manage and record
organizational improvement (AimiHub - Strategic Improvement Management Platform, n.d.). The
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platform facilitated management of goals and objectives using team charters, meeting scheduling,
sponsor reports, and data analysis with visualization tools. Evidence of quality was collected in this
platform according to a “plan-do-study-act” (PDSA) model for each activity. This platform allowed
the sponsor organization to track the workflow of the project and was a reliable repository of
observations when it came time for the formative evaluation report.

Using these qualitative and quantitative methods allowed the project to unfold naturally using
the energy, contacts, networks, and organizational structures that were familiar to the participants.
Extensive work went into preparing for a community-wide day-long, kick-off workshop to ensure
that participants represented recognized community leaders in the three zones of socio-ecological
influence. The workshop facilitators used appreciative inquiry procedures to identify program
objectives that built on community strengths, resilience, and history (Carter et al., 2007; Sandu, 2011;
Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2010). After the workshop the working group was formed (Cowan et al.,
2022; Walzer et al., 2016). The working group began with 12 community leaders in health, education,
civil service, social service agencies and police. Early in the year this larger group was reduced to a
working group of about 6 to 8 persons consisting of community leaders, representatives of the
provincial health region, engagement managers from the sponsor or lead organization, and the
participatory researchers. The working group met regularly, kept minutes, and organized the
intervention activities. A research assistant and an intern with community connections assisted with
planning, surveys, data analysis, and reporting. As the year drew to a close, the formative evaluation
was done in meetings of the working group.

Summative Evaluation Method

The summative evaluation focuses on information about engagement activity as represented in
data from the meeting minutes of this working group. The summative evaluation process aims to
determine the value or effectiveness of a project in order to “form a decision-making basis about [the
project]” (Smith & Brandenburg, 2008).” The anticipated decision about the project was whether or
not to repeat the intervention based on evidence of engagement with the community. Unlike the
formative evaluation, the summative evaluation does not focus on ways to improve the activities, but
on whether the activities engaged with important sectors of the community and achieved the goals
of the lead or expert organization.

Summative evaluation attempts to document engagement by looking beyond the informative to
the networking dynamics of the working group as recorded in the meeting minutes. Seen through a
communicative lens, meeting minutes may be able to show whether messages about the medical
treatment for alcohol use disorder engaged with the community. The analysis of meeting minutes
has been done in previous research (Nagao et al., 2015; Tomobe & Nagao, 2007). Known as
“discussion mining” the process of extracting summative information from minutes follows a process
of semantic annotation of relevant discussion content (Nagao, 2007; Nagao et al., 2005). In our case
we wanted to annotate content that connects the intervention activities with the community. To
accomplish this, the summative evaluation used Epistemic Network Analysis (Shaffer et al., 2017) to
identify relationships among the knowledge or semantic categories in the working group as
represented by the various members names. In discussions of the ENA, evidence of these
relationships is called a “co-occurrence.” Expressed as an axiom we can assert that: The co-occurrence
of shared knowledge in the minutes of the working group may be taken as positive evidence that the
intervention was a success and merited replication. In the next section we discuss the process of
semantic annotation and text analysis.

Text Analysis

The text analysis for the summative evaluation focused on the text of these meetings, collected
over the course of a year (in this case from January to November). The partnership working group
conducted 18 planning and debriefing meetings. The text of the minutes were processed by removing
headings, dates, and locale identifying information (Huberman & Miles, 2002). They were then
assembled into a text-only corpus containing 18 files (Cheng & Others, 2013; Egbert & Schnur, 2018;
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Mautner, 2009; Orpin, 2005). Names in attendance lists were replaced by participant roles according
to the semantic categories identified by the Epistemic Network Analysis heuristics. The cleaned files
were imported into the data analysis platform Voyant Tools (Voyant Tools, n.d.) for analysis. Voyant
Tools is a web-based text analysis and visualization platform that allows the researcher to explore
features of word frequency, concordances of terms, word clouds, and topic modeling. The platform
is useful for identifying known characteristics of text, associated with specific words or word
frequencies, in a corpus consisting of collections of text files over time.

The Epistemic Network Analysis heuristic breaks the situational data into categories that contain
information about, 1) a set of objects or concepts, 2) the ways concepts relate to one another, and 3) a
series of time periods based on 4) evidence about the relations between the objects (Shaffer et al.,
2016, p. 23). In our case these “objects” were identified with the persons who participated in the
working group. The names (in lists, speaking designations, and task assignments) were seen as
participation indicators (Dringus & Ellis, 2005, p. 149).

As mentioned earlier, the analysis was done on a corpus of 18 text-only files from the meetings
over the period from January to November. The minutes in raw form contained the names of the
persons attending the meetings and then the names of persons speaking and assigned to roles or
tasks. To anonymize the data the name of the community was substituted, across the 18 files, with
the term [locale]. Once this was done the names of persons in the files were substituted with the
concepts or roles identified in the Epistemic Network Analysis heuristic discussed above. Figure 1
shows an example from one set of minutes showing how the names of persons were substituted with
ENA concepts or roles.

Text processing was carried out using Voyant Tools. The minutes corpus was loaded into the
platform and a line and stacked bar graph, using the Trends tool, was created showing the frequency
of the terms or participation indicators in each of the minutes texts. Term frequencies were also
calculated for the minutes surrounding the three activities to obtain graphs showing the mix of
participation indicators before and after each activity. The results from the formative and summative
analysis are discussed in the next section.

4. Results

The following section presents the findings of the communicative analysis, first with examples
from the formative evaluation, and second with the analytical categories of the ENA analysis and the
automated text analysis that comprise the summative evaluation.

4.1. Formative Evaluation Results

The activities of the intervention were analyzed by the principles of formative assessment (Black
& Wiliam, 2009, p. 8). The working group participants wrote a comprehensive internal evaluation
report providing an in-depth analysis of the Community Alcohol Use Disorder (AUD) activities
implemented in the community. The report identified six activities undertaken by the working group
(see Table 2). For each activity a measure was identified in terms of increases in awareness and
information flow, increases in community networking. Outcomes were recorded during a consensus
meeting held late in the year.

Table 2. Formative evaluation categories and data sources.
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Activities evaluated
School presentation about AUD
Social media interaction (public and private Facebook™ groups)
Alcohol-free community event featuring mocktails
Documentary film showing AUD information and stories
Presentation to the town council about the year-long initiative
Community workshop on AUD to kick the project off and form the working group
Technology and data
Improvement software platform records (goal diagrams, structured feedback records, data
correlation with events).
Pharmacy data provided by provincial government sources
Stakeholder feedback
Working group discussions on a bi-weekly basis

Testimonials from persons with lived experience of AUD

The evaluation records evidence of quality: successes in raising awareness, involving the
community, and destigmatizing AUD, with valuable insights from stakeholders, clinicians, and
People with Lived Experience (PWLE). The report highlights key lessons learned, emphasizing the
significance of effective messaging, community leadership, and ongoing support for the medical
intervention for AUD. Informed by these lessons, strategic recommendations are presented,
informing future actions to further strengthen AUD activities and cultivate a positive and supportive
community environment. The insights derived from the evaluation contribute to the group discourse
on addressing AUD, fostering positive change, and nurturing a culture of understanding and
empathy in the community.

In this article we sought further insights into the formative evaluation results by looking at them
through a communicative lens. The following section discusses this analysis.

4.1.1. Communicative Dimensions of Formative Evaluation

As Table 3 shows, the formative evaluation was a communication event in itself. It created a
lively record of observations, comments, and other evidence that was used to adjust the approaches
to intervention activities by the expert organization.

Table 3. Formative evaluation of communicative interventions.

Activity Measure Outcome

1) Grade eight students attended the session and actively
participated. However, a survey was not conducted to determine

1) Increase AUD the extent of the retention of knowledge.
awareness 2) Students enjoyed the interactive presentation as well as
School 2) Presentation is fun positive accolades from elder & teachers were received.
. and interactive. 3) School principal was approached to determine support from
Presentati . . .
on 3) Establish a faculty, which would require a teacher sponsor. He reported that
student-led Alcohol no-one was interested in taking this on. In November 2023, a
Use Disorder group representative met with the Secondary School Student
(AUD) group Advisory Council and its teacher sponsor. The students were

very keen and excited about the leadership opportunity. An
AUD student group was established with representatives from
grades 10 -12. The group held their first meeting on December 5.
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They plan to meet regularly at noon on the first Tuesday of the
month.

1) Event participation
through voting on

1) Seventy seven people voted for their favorite mocktail from a
selection of six concoctions. The winner of the voting was

mocktails announced as the town’s “official” mocktail.
2) Increased AUD 2) Two hundred people attended, 23 people attended [lead
awareness organization] table, 5 people shared stories.

3) Local businesses

3) Community coffee shops and restaurants agree to advertise

to provide update on
AUD work &/or to
consider

Municipal Policy
toolkit

Alcohol- Invite to be involved the alcohol free event.
free 4) Commitment for 4) Ten businesses agreed to expand their alcohol-free menu,
Communi the future including eight carried the official mocktail. Coffee sleeves were
ty making the alcohol successfully used to promote the event used again in the future.
Event free Follow up with restaurants that agreed to be more active
party an annual event involvement in the next event, to showcase a mocktail of their
5) Increased size and making, and participate in a staff educational workshop.
scope of non-alcoholic | 5) Although there have been external influences such as
beverages for sale at Canada’s Low-Risk Alcohol Drinking guidelines, three months
local grocery post event the local grocery store has doubled its shelf space for
store non-alcoholic beverages to 8 feet and increased the varieties non-
alcoholic beverages.
1) Naming a member
of the Town Council
h ki
to the Working Group 1) Mayor named to the Working Group.
2) Acknowledge . . .
. . 2) Town Council provided a letter endorsing AUD efforts and
Presentati Working Group . .
. . . pledged their support. Note: A member of Town Council
on to activities with Council .
attended the TGIF party and brought greetings from the Town
Town support. . .
. . during the opening of the event. Late fall 2023, another
Council 3) Follow up meeting

Councilor agreed to join the AUD working group
3) Date set in the New Year for the follow-up meeting

d0i:10.20944/preprints202403.1850.v1

With foundations in improvement science (Crow, 2024; Wandersman et al., 2000) and other
academic and professional disciplines, this evaluation provides narrative-based improvement data
to inform future interventions. Table 4 shows three examples of improvement information obtained
from formative evaluation.
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Table 4. Examples of formative improvement information.

Activity i t
cHvity ‘mprovermen Evidence gathered by the working group members

information
“Our clinic team met with [expert] and established a system for
rapid access to a physician for anyone requesting a physician visit
New processes or for AUD as well as a process to see an unattached patient
systems requesting an AUD appointment to manage a potential in increase
demand for service. Initially, we experienced an increase in
demand for care which stabilized.”
“Easier to talk about AUD when individuals have the language
People with lived and science as support. Being involved with [the partnership] is
experience liberating because it allows individuals the opportunity to provide

their personal story without implying a universal solution.”

“Improvement data was collected on an improvement tracking
platform (AimiHub - Strategic Improvement Management Platform,
n.d.) and by correlating partnership events with regional health
district pharmacy data.”

Improvement data

4.1.2. Summary of Formative Findings

The need to identify best practices for the future is challenging because of the complexity, data
uncertainties, and ever-changing nature of intervention activities (Johnson et al., 2015; Kapucu, 2006).
As a data collection task, it results in a body of authentic data (in text form) that can nourish
discussions about subsequent interventions by the individuals who are most familiar with the
situation: the working group members who participated in meetings, discussions, email trails, and
presentations. As such, it is evaluation information that stands for itself (Diller & Phelps, 2008;
Gunasekara & Gerts, 2017; Hanifah & Irambona, 2019; Rapchak et al., 2015; Whitlock & Nanavati,
2013). Known as authentic assessment, it is based on the idea that, because they are artifacts, evaluative
statements themselves are open for interpretation by future program planners. As an illustration of
what a subsequent interpretation might look like, Table 5 shows an example of three word-cloud
analyses of the formative results focusing on the three key areas of anticipated community
engagement.

Table 5. Word clouds of the formative evaluation text for each event.

School Presentation Town Council Presentation Public Alcohol-Free Event
deEeQrmine g beverqclogﬁe(?s(,e —
teacner — t @ y )
zlown . |
Spaud “people
student Q@ Q L o=
- — oD
(@) . I3
& official & o3 e
© Q-alcoholic

However, because of their focus on specific activities of an intervention, formative evaluation
statements tell us about pieces of the picture. To obtain a comprehensive picture of engagement a
complementary summative evaluation method is needed.
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4.2. Summative Evaluation

Unlike the formative evaluation, the summative evaluation asks the question “how effective was
it, or did it meet our needs (Smith & Brandenburg, 2008, p. 35)?” Our summative evaluation looks for
evidence of effectiveness in existing conversations: the meeting minutes of the working group. As
discussed above, this process followed two steps: first we applied the heuristic of the Epistemic
Network Analysis (ENA) to identify the communicative elements; and second we analyzed the
patterns of communicative elements for evidence of engagement.

4.2.1. Epistemic Network Analysis Findings

Our analysis now turns to the group itself and the communicative dynamics found in the
meeting minutes corpus. The following results of the Epistemic Network Analysis heuristic
represents the case as a model learning system consisting of: objects, relations, stanzas, and evidence.
Definitions of these terms come from Shaffer et al. (Shaffer et al., 2016). For our analysis we identified
objects, relations, and stanzas or intervals.

Objects

Objects are things or people or concepts to be modeled. In our case this would be the roles and
expertise of the members of the AUD working group. The group consisted of four “objects” or
persons with expertise and the role these areas played in the group. The following list discusses these
persons according to their communicative roles.

Table 6. ENA Model of Learning Objects.

Learning Object Description

Researchers in the group were responsible for the design of the research
and evaluation of the project. They brought communicative expertise in

Communication . . . .
participatory research, social-marketing processes, and evaluation to the
table.

The health-advocacy expertise leaders of the project were two people at the

Expert Canadian Alcohol Use Disorder Society. They played key management and

communication roles in the making of communicative connections to AUD
treatment options.

Community members acted as bridges to the locality both in their
connections with the school system (as former school administrators and
teachers) and their connections with an on-going, grass-roots health
Community initiative dedicated to supporting the health care system in their
community. They were the leaders of the working group. They brought
lived experience to the table and they invited other community members to
the meetings..

Two partner participants brought expertise to the group because they
represented the on-going efforts of the regional BC health authority. They
were connected to the harm-reduction initiatives of that authority. They
were partners in the sense that they had their own community intervention
Partner program up and running to decrease the stigma around AUD.
Consequently, they understood the importance of connecting the AUD
working group with the authority initiatives. One of the partners is a nurse
in the community working for the health authority, and the other brought
an understanding of community health and engagement to the table.
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The next analysis looks at these objects and their relations to one another in terms of learning.

Relations

Relations are associations between objects, connections to social ties that link one object to
another (Shaffer et al.,, 2016, p. 24). These relations or functional groupings of persons can be
identified by the analyst for the sake of modeling the overall goal of carrying out an effective social-
marketing intervention. While all persons performed both functions at the same time, for our analysis
we chose to align the relations among the objects along the lines of their primary communicative
function: to inform (i. e. fill a gap of expertise between mitigative and non-mitigative behaviour) or to
connect as part of a growing network of influence.

Table 7 represents the analysis using the objects and relations aspects of ENA. It shows how group
members can be assigned by their roles or “relations” to the diffusion of information (“informative”)
or the shaping of a network of trust in the community (“connective”). These two relations were
chosen because they are the two recognized roles of communicative behaviour (Carey, 2007). For this
reason, the “communication” object was seen as having a “connective” relation in this case because
it helped keep the group together and was not a channel of the health mitigation information. That
role, or “relation” was assigned to the “expert”. In a situation where an asymmetrical relationship
exists, such as was the case in the community before the intervention, the ability to identify how expert
information flows and network connections are built can guide and enrich our summative analysis.
Because CAUDS was the intervention sponsor and organizer (emphasized below), their voices and
messages were seen as the primary informational content being infused into the community
networks.

Table 7. Results of the Epistemic Network Analysis.

Working Group Members Objects Relations

Participatory researchers Communication Connective

Sponsoring organization Expert Informative

Local organization Community Connective

Health authority Partner Connective
Evidence

Evidence, in the epistemic network model, refers to specific elements of the data that can be used
to identify the relations being modeled. Evidence was available from a number of sources, but our
focus was on the meeting minutes. The minutes were taken by the research team and others during
the entire project. The next analysis looks at the relations of the objects and relations over time or in
periods called stanzas.

Stanzas

Stanzas are units of time, stages in a process, or any way of identifying a unit in the data for
quantifying discrete relations among objects. The AUD working group conducted a number of
meetings and events during the year (November 2022 to November 2023.) During this time, members
communicated externally with friends, restaurant owners, employers, colleagues, educators, police
officers, researchers, and numerous members of the public. You can not conduct a visible health
campaign in a small town without communicating about it to a variety of audiences. This
communication was both informative (giving talks, sharing brochures, posting on Facebook) and also
connective (aligning with persons about community goals, planning with others, proposing for
research funding, and soliciting donations.) The group also communicated internally to share
information (meeting schedules, documents, clarifications) and to connect (define terms of reference,
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clarify roles, and show kindness and consideration to fellow human beings.) To identify stanzas,

however, requires a parsing of this body of discussion activity into meaningful segments.

For the sake of identifying these segments in the overall process, we focus on three primary
events that the group conducted and which, if it did nothing else, represent the major communicative
efforts of the year, in the following order.

1. The school presentation. This event was conducted in February 2023 as part of a secondary
school educational event focusing on “wellness.” The activity involved going to the school and
making presentations about alcohol and alcohol-use disorder to students and teachers. It had
repercussions throughout the project in terms of following up, evaluating, and planning for the
future.

2. The presentation to the Town Council. This event occurred on April 20231. This presentation
defined the AUD intervention project and asked for cooperation from the town council.

3. The “Thank Goodness it’s Free (T. G. I. F.)” event. This was the most public of the events and
it took place in a public square in August 2023.

While the group participated in other events during the year (such as a volunteer fair and the
screening of an AUD documentary), the events with the potential to engage the socio-ecological
environment were: the presentation in the school, the presentation at a meeting of the Town Council,
and the alcohol-free event held in a public setting. These events engaged friends and families,
government, and the stakeholder community. These are the sectors in which decisions to support the
medical treatment of AUD in a clinical setting needs to be made, and where [expert] and [partner]
messaging needs to be used. So, while the group achieved a number of outcomes during the year,
evaluating the networking and information sharing of these three events will serve as focus points
for summative evaluation using automated text analysis tools.

Summary of ENA Analysis

According to Shaffer, Collier and Ruis, “Segmenting data into stanzas thus makes it possible to
accurately model the relations between objects based on evidence in the data (Shaffer et al., 2016, p.
24).” This process of segmenting data into stanzas suggests that a communicative analysis of the
Alcohol Use Disorder working group can productively use the element definitions above (objects,
relations, stanzas, and evidence) to create a rich representation of the communicative intervention.
Communication analysis focusing on informative and connective communication characteristics
surrounding these events may yield evidence of success for the summative evaluation.

4.2.2. Data Representations

Results of the communicative analysis of the working group are presented in three areas: the
term frequency analysis, ENA visualization and network analysis.

ENA Visualization

The visualization in Figure 2 shows graphically the frequency of participation indicators aligned
with the four elements of the epistemic analysis described above. A number of trends might be
discernible from this graph.
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Figure 2. Epistemic Network Analysis participation indicator frequencies.

e  The graph in Figure 2 shows an upward trend in the frequency of the voices of the [expert]
organization and the [partner] representatives.

e  The presence of the spokespersons for [communication] and the [community] remained steady
during the year.

e  Frequency of spokespersons for the [community] was higher all year long (despite some one-off
fluctuations) at between 35% and 45%.

e  Frequency of spokespersons for [communication] and research remained lower (under 20%).

e  Frequency of spokespersons for the [expert] organization and the [partner] organization rose
from under 20% to between 25% and 30%.

In terms of relations, these trends represent communicative relationships in which information
(about medical treatments for AUD) was coexistent with collective impact (Kania et al., 2014;
Springett, 2017). Put in other terms, the messaging of the expert organization seems to have adjusted
over time in the project showing more co-occurrence with that of the community. In this way, a co-
occurrence of objects, which we have in this case identified with the informational and connective
characteristics of communication, may reveal instances where the participants in the meeting reached
a shared meaning. If that is so, then areas of co-occurrence--where the expert, partner, and
community speakers appear more convergent--seem to appear later in the year. In some areas of the
graph the expert and the community appear to occupy a similar discursive space.

Pre- and Post-Event Analysis

The Epistemic Network Analysis that resulted in our ability to measure the frequency of
semantic influence (as indicated by the frequency that semantic objects occur) also allows us to
examine the discourse surrounding each of the three socio-ecologically distinct activities (or stanzas)
occurred. Figure 3 shows term frequency charts for the three activities, each in distinct socio-
ecological zones. Moreover, they represent the one or two planning meetings leading up to the event,
and the debriefing meetings that the group typically held after the activity.

Pre- and Post-school Pre- and Post-town council

. . Pre- and Post-public event
presentation presentation
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Figure 3. Pre- and post-event participation indicator frequencies.

A number of patterns relating to this representation could be found. One pattern is that the
discussion voices representing the community appear most frequently in all three charts. This may
indicate that, in the beginning, or planning stage, of the activity, the community voices, representing
the natural thought in the community before the intervention activity, occur frequently and in a
different register than the voices of the expert and partner voices. However, the top line in all three
graphs tends to lower in the debrief meeting (the last one in each of the graphs), putting it more at
the frequency level of the other voices. Seen in terms of information flow and connectivity, the
“informational” voices of the expert and partner grow closer to a co-occurrence with the community
voices.

Network Analysis

The following image (Figure 4) shows the connections among the elements of the meetings
corpus and the number of connecting lines (based on proximity analysis) that they show. This graph
was created using the Voyant Tools Links tool (Sampsel, 2018). The thicker the connecting line the
more frequent the association. From this diagram it appears that community, expert, and partner are
the three key informative associations (the thicker connective lines or “edges” (Yan & Gregory, 2012))
formed in the working group. Communication (or the research element) was minimalized but
remained important because it connected the community, partner, and expert objects.

agenda
community
expert
engagement
partner
communication
meeting

Figure 4. Network analysis of the meetings corpus.

The evidence here connects the expert, partner, and community, with strong ties, community
being the most important or central in the network (Freeman, 1978; Johnson et al., 2015). As a
representation of the meeting minutes data, the diagram indicates the formation of a network, one of
the goals of the project and a characteristic of successful social-marketing campaigns.

5. Discussion
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In this section we look at the limits of the formative and summative evaluative approaches, and
reflect on the limitations of the present study.

5.1. Formative Evaluation

The results of the formative evaluation made it clear that the partnership group activities were
seen as high in quality. However, the evaluation of the activities was based on memory, observation
and anecdote, and the record itself is fraught with the uncertainties of meetings and regular
attendance of a small group of persons. The timeliness of evaluative information or feedback was
irregular. For example, months after the school presentation was over, the group learned that an AUD
advocacy group of students had been formed. This delay of results is not unusual in social-marketing
settings. It is one of the characteristics of social-marketing approaches that distinguishes it from
commercial marketing. Other characteristics of communication can be seen in the ad-hoc process of
creating the formative evaluation. What might seem to be subjective evaluations of activities can
nonetheless provide insights for planning and adjustments.

5.2. Summative Evaluation

It is tempting to read the ENA visualization results and the post- and pre-event analyses as
support for the idea that the key informative elements (CAUDS) and the key connective elements
(community members, partners, and researchers) in these discussions are “engaging” because they
show co-occurrence (Gries & Durrant, 2020). Gries and Durrant call this the distributional hypothesis,
“which holds that linguistic elements that are similar in terms of their distributional patterning in
corpora also exhibit some semantic or functional similarity” (Gries & Durrant, 2020, pp. 141-142)
However, it is important to remember that these co-occurrences are based on a framework that
operates by tagging names of people with socio-ecological status pertinent to the concept of an
expert-driven health intervention. Further, following our method, a person’s name or “voice” was
given an assumed semantic validity (Glazier et al., 2021) by being identified with either a connective
or informative role in the discourse. This assumption is based on the person’s name being written in
the document. The person’s name being written in the document is a recording behavior of the person
taking the minutes, who might have gotten the name wrong or ascribed the comment to the wrong
person. But there are more considerations here than accounting for simple mistakes. As illustrated in
the example below, assumptions about engagement and semantic validity are based on the Epistemic
Network Analysis theory used in the evaluation. A closer look at how semantic validity was assigned
to names of people in the meetings is provided below can help us contextualize our validity claims.

Suppose the minutes read, “Jeff thinks the presentation is too long.” If Jeff, who represents the
health authority was identified as a “partner” object, the name “Jeff” was then substituted in the
corpus by the concept tag of “[partner]’: a tag or participation indicator further associated with
connectivity in the communicative analysis of relations. What can we make of the comment then? We
might infer that Jeff is suggesting a revision to the information in the presentation (created by the
[expert]) so the presentation will go over better with its intended audience. Can we see this as proof
of engagement (because Jeff is engaging with the messaging of the [expert] speaker?) Rather than proof
we more likely might just have a clue. That being the case, thinking in socio-cultural terms, this scrap
of discourse could be seen as a micro-behavior: an instance at the micro level of a broader pattern of
engagement (de Abreu, 2000; Rebedea et al., 2008). The validity of our analysis hinges on these kinds
of theoretical assumptions and other questions, such as data limits.

5.3. Data Limits

A number of questions about the data need to be examined. For example: Were the meeting
minutes the only source of data for summative evaluation? There might be evidence of engagement
in data from formal inquiry with community members, or from an ongoing process of engagement
evaluation (a practice of asking, “Are we engaging?”) This practice is widely encouraged by
researchers in quality improvement (Langley et al., 2009). The reality of the situation is that
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engagement is multifaceted. Theoretically, engagement occurs when community members express or
embody mitigative behaviors almost unconsciously. Mask wearing, for example, is, for some, an
adopted mitigation against disease spread, but its scientific efficacy has been questioned (Rancourt,
2020). However, many people perform it without making a rational connection to epidemiological
knowledge. For these persons, mask wearing aligns with cultural values of care and group identity
(Barker & Kellogg, 2022). A social-marketing intervention such as the one discussed in this paper,
attempts to measure change at this complex level of motivation.
A few other limitations on the data and process could be noted.

e  The textual data (the corpus of 40,000 words) could be too limited.

¢ The minutes keeper might be inconsistent, making mistakes in taking minutes, using an
idiosyncratic style of recording while also participating.

e  The heuristic evaluation could be expanded. Other frameworks (for example mental models
(Chen, 2020)) may provide alternative ways of structuring semantic contributions to meeting
discussions.

A final consideration has to do with questions that are not asked. How did roles shift during the
intervention? Did people go on vacations, leaves, or get replaced? What extraneous diversions could
have affected the taking of minutes? No magic lens points directly to engagement. The very act of
initiating, funding, and following through of a well planned, year-long series of activities on the part
of concerned citizens might yield nothing but itself as evidence of engagement (Barker & Mitchel,
2021).

6. Conclusion

This research study began by responding to a mandate to perform an “additional investigation
of the mechanism” of change that would provide insight into key criteria needed to sustain this
change (Szelest et al., 2021). The question remains: “What are the criteria to sustain this change?” Our
answer to the question lies in the process used. We assumed that the sustaining of change, given the
social-marketing approach, would be found in the recorded co-occurrence of words of the expert
organization in the words of the working group members, and, through them, the words,
conversations, and discussions of the families, friends, schoolmates, and governing bodies that make
up the socio-ecological environment of the AUD sufferer in this location. The research tools in the
process (formative and summative frameworks, Epistemic Network Analysis, text data
visualizations) allowed for the systematic reduction of and focus on voluntary discursive behavior
(talk recorded in meeting minutes). That representation seemed to show just such a co-occurrence of
expert message talk and community talk. We also discussed how this process could have taken
different paths by looking at different evidence with different lenses. The resulting criteria, in the
end, would seem to lie in co-occurrence. Did the intervention give voice to influential persons, and did
that strategy lead to the natural flow of useful information and the creation of supportive community
networks? The criteria for sustained change then, would be seen in the co-occurrence of expert
messengers and community messengers in a shared discursive space (a meeting) that focuses on goal-
oriented group activity (i. e. presentations in influential family, community, and social arenas).

Engagement, however, is an phenomenon that often requires communication theories and
learning frameworks to quantify it. Using these tools, the actual evidence and impact is only implicit
in the research representations. What our study has shown is that relatively simple practices could
be followed to produce a naturalistic representation of the influence of expert thinking. Meeting
minutes, for example, that record of who said what can provide just such a representation. Posts and
comments on social media can also yield evidence of engagement, that can be tagged easily by
recording and anonymizing the names of the posters. For each of these text archives, a tool as simple
as a word cloud or “tag cloud” (Wikipedia contributors, 2023), can be a starting point for finding
terms that suggest co-occurrence and, as we have seen, engagement.

7. Recommendations
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A variety of formative evaluation evidence (anecdotes, quick surveys, conversations, and
Facebook comments) can attest to the reach of engagement in this case, suggesting that the model
could be spread. This reach of engagement may, in subsequent interventions, suggest domains for
further summative evaluation following the methods of communicative analysis used here. But
without talk about the topic and how to share it, there will be little evidence that can be mined for
characteristics of communicative engagement. Where discourse is produced consistently, and with a
clear function, a record will probably be kept. Most likely such a record will indicate both information
flow and connectivity, which may, in turn, be used as evidence of engagement.

How a small town rallied together to
address alcohol use

February 26, 2024

Figure 5. Working group members engaging with the community (How a Small Town Rallied Together
to Address Alcohol Use, n.d.) Used by permission from Heather Allen.
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