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FOREWORD 

This report has been prepared in response to Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, 
as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992 and Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 
1993, which requires the Legislative Reference Bureau, in consultation with the Department of 
Human Services: to monitor and evaluate the Family Center Demonstiation Project. 

Among other things, this study attempts to (1) assess the impact of the family centers 
upon the communities served, (2) discuss legislation that may facilitate the continuation or 
expansion, or both, of the demonstration project, and (3) describe one process by which 
family centers could be allocated resources. 

The Bureau has no particular expertise with respect to family support and education 
programs, and program evaluation. As such, the Bureau is sincerely appreciative of the time, 
thought, and knowledge contributed to this study by: 

Conroy Chow, Planning Officer, Department of Human Services; 

w Dan Watanabe, Executive Director; Maeona Mendelson, Senior Planner; and 
Banks Lowman, Planner, Hawaii Community Services Council; 

Kathleen Wilson, Associate Professor, University of Hawaii-Manca; 

Marion Higa, State Auditor, Office of the Auditor; 

e Michael Heim; Evaluation Specialist, Department of Education; and 

All the individuals who responded to the Bureau's surveys about the 
demonstration project and the family centers. 

The generous assistance and cooperation of these individuals contributed substantially toward 
the preparation of this report and made its timely completion possible. 

Samuel B. K. Chang 
Director 

December 1993 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Monitor, Evaluate, and Report 

Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990. as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of 
Hawaii 1992 and Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 1993,' which is included in this report as 
Appendix As2 requires the Legislative Reference Bureau (Bureau), in consultation with the 
Department of Human Services, to monitor and evaluate the Family Center Demonstration 
Project (demonstration project or project). The Bureau is also required to submit preliminary 
and final evaluation reports on its findings to the Legislature at least twenty days prior to the 
convening of the Regular Sessions of 1994 and 1995, respectively. 

The preliminary and final evaluation reports prepared by the Bureau are to include: 

(1) A descriptive summary of the operation of the family centers, including: 

(A) The services provided and a copy of the service plan developed by ihe 
centers; 

(6) The number of recipients of services at the family centers; 

(C) The allocation of funds; 

(D) Staffing information; and 

(E) The iole and iesponsibility of the family centers' community liaison 
committees; 

2 )  An assessment of the impact of the family centers upon the communities served; 

- 
(3) I he composition and role of the family centers; 

(4) Recommendations regarding the continuance of the demonstration project and 
plans for the implementation of orher project sites; 

(5) Recommendations regarding the process by which family centers are allocated 
resources; 

(6j A projected budget for the expenditures required to continue or expand the 
demonstration project; and 



THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EVALUATION 

(7) Proposals for legislation necessary to faciiitate the continuation or expansion of 
the demorstration project 

Timeframe 

This study covers the period up to June 30. 1993. Additionally, this study covers only 
those mandates contained in Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, 
Session Laws of Hawaii 1992.3 The mandates contained in Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 
1993,4 are not covered in this study since insufficient time has passed since the approval of 
Act 356 to make a fair evaluation of the demonstration project possible. 

Scope and Structure of this Study 

This study builds upon previous evaluations of the demonstration project conducted by 
the Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSCj and is not intended to confirm or refute the 
findings and recommendations of the HCSC or its independent evaluators. The purpose of 
this study is not to duplicate any of the work previously or presently being performed by the 
HCSC; rather, its purpose is to build upon the knowledge created by the previous evaluations 
in order to increase the depth and breadth of this knowiedge and, consequently, people's 
understanding of the demonstration project. 

Activities such as the development of descriptive summaries of the operations, 
compositions, and roies of the family centers have been and are presently being performed by 
the HCSC and are not duplicated in this study. According to the most recent evaluation of the 
demonstration project conducted by the HCSC (July 23, 1993),5 the project has not developed 
a consistent method for collecting, reporting, and analyzing project data. The Bureau does 
not believe that duplicating the efforts of the HCSC to develop a consistent method for 
collecting, reporting, and analyzing project data will appreciably increase people's 
understanding of the demonstration project. Readers interested in these kinds of summaries 
should refer to the abovementioned evaluation and the initial evaluation of the demonstration 
project (November 1991).6 

Among other things, this study attempts to (1) assess the impact of the family centers 
upon the communities served, (2) discuss legislation that may facilitate the continuation or 
expansion, or both, of the demonstration project, and (3) describe one process by which 
family centers cou!d be allocated resources. Among many other things, this study does not 
describe those activities undertaken by the famiiy centers to faciiitate access to existing 
human services and, consequently, does not assess whether the family centers were 
successful or unsuccesstul in facilitating access to these services. The Bureau had neither 
the time nor the resources needed to describe these activities and assess their impacts. 



This study does not ( I )  make any specific recommendations concerning the 
continuation (versus, piesumab!y, the discontinuation) of rhe demonstration project and pians 
for the implementation of other pro;ect sites, or (2) estimate the expenditures required to 
continue or expand, or both, the demonsiration project. The Bureau believes that making 
specific recommendations concerning the discontinuation of the demonstration project would 
be premature at this time unless there is clear evidence that the project is harming people, 
communities, or the State's human services system. The Bureau also believes that 
estimating the expenditures requ:red to continue or expand, or both, the demonstration 
project is infeasible at this time since the ptoject has not developed a consistent method for 
collecting, reporting, and analyzing these k~nds of data.' 

Including this introductory chapter, this study conslsts of eleven chapters. Chapter 2 
describes the structure of the Family Center Demonstration Project, and the functions of the 
Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee, a family center. a community liaison 
committee. and rhe Project Director's Office. 

Chapter 3 provides a foundation for describing what types and kinds of data the 
Legislature appears to need for policy and decision making purposes, and for describing the 
capabilities and limitations of these data. Chapter 4 applies the previous considerations to 
the specifics of the demonstration project, and ciescribes the capabilities and limitations of 
program evaluation. 

Chapter 5 describes and explains some of the mitigating factors that the Legislature 
may wish to consider when it evaluates the outcomes of the demonstration project. It also 
describes and explains some of the policy decisions that the Legislature may wish to address 
when it reviews the development and implementarion of the project. 

Chapter 6 describes the capabilities and limitations of surveys, and discusses the 
advantages and disadvantages of different survey types. It also describes the methodology of 
!his study, which makes extensive use of surveys, with respect to the foregoing capabilities 
and limitations, and advantages and disadvantages. 

Chapter 7 examines the planning o i  the demonstration project to assist the 
Legisia:ure, the Department of Human Services, and the Hawaii Community Services Council 
in clarifying the purposes of ihe project, the impiementing activities of the project, and the 
problem statement ior the project, ir order to assist all tnree in determining whether or not the 
purposes and specific implementing activities of the project are addressing the causes of 
problems, or the symptoms of more deep-seated prcbiecs. Chapter 8 examines the pianning 
of the demonstration project to assist the Legislature in clarifying the purposes and short-term 
and long-term objectives of the project with respect to desired ouicomes, It also describes 
one view concerning the purposes and snort-term and long-term objectives of the 
demonstration project, and one "vision" for the future of the State's human services system 
and the project, to provide the Legi~lature with two methods and starting points for expressing 
its own views conceining these purposes and objectives. Chapter 9 examines how valuable 
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government agencies, social service providers, businesses, charitable foundations, and others 
perceive the demonstration project to be. It also examines the perceived impact of the 
demonstration project from the state level and community level. Chapter 10 identifies the 
value added through the creation of the family centers, the value that would be denied 
through the discontinuation of the demonstration project, and those policy decisions that can 
be made by ihe Legislature to ensure that the project is given every reasonable opportunity to 
attain iis maximum potential. Chapter 11 discusses, in a question and answer format, those 
issues that may be of greatest interest to legislators. 

Comments Regarding the Preliminary Draft of this Report 

On December 1, 1993, the Bureau transmitted to the Department of Human Services 
and the Hawaii Community Services Council a preliminary draft of this report. The Bureau 
asked that these agencies make any comments, cite any errors, state any objections, or 
suggest any revisions to the draft. The Bureau's transmittal letters, and the responses of the 
Department of Human Services and the Hawaii Community Services Council to the draft, are 
included in this report as Appendices R and S, respectively. When deemed appropriate by 
the Bureau, revisions to the draft were made and the agencies' comments and suggestions 
incorporated into this report. 

In the interest of accuracy and fairness, and to facilitate the external review process, 
the Bureau submitted early rough drafts of this study to those individuals who were quoted 
extensively in this report. These individuals were allowed to iephrase their comments as they 
saw appropriate. 

Endnotes 

1. 1990 Hahv Sess. Laws. Act 329: 1992 Haw. SeSS. Laws. Act 188: 1993 Haw. Sess. Laws Act 356 

2 Act 329 Session Laws of Hawaii 1990 as amended by Act 188 Sesslon Laws of Hawa~f 1992 and Act 356 
Session Laws of Hawaii 1993 

( 1 )  Establishes a five-year demonstration project, known as the Family Center Demonstration 
Pro/ect. to be conducted by the Department of Human Services (DHS). effective July 1 
1990 to June 30. 1995; diid makes the DHS responsible ior the piann!ng. implementation. 
and eslabiishment of iamiiy centers under the demonstration project; 

(2) Defines the term "family" to mean the fawily as an enduring personal supporl system with 
the functions of nurturing. caring for, and educating children, youths, adults, and the 
elderly 

(3) Establishes the Family Center Council-also known as the Governor's Fainiiy Center 
Advisory Committee IGFCACj--for the purpose of planning and implementing the 
establishment and deveiopment of the demonstration project: and requires the GFCAC lo 
be appointed by ::he Governor and to consist of representatives horn the public and pri.ia?e 
s ~ c I G ? ~  of the ccmmunity, 



(4) Requires the GFCAC lo develop a plan to make the demonstration project permanent: and 
requires the plan to focus on the implementation of a permanent family center proiect in 
1995 and to address and make recommendations on: 

(A) The continuance of the family center project: 

(B) The development of an administrative structure promoting family center concepts: 

IC) The development of a iundlng structure promoting coilaboration and integration 
between agencies both pubI,c and private and with the different sectors of the 
community 

(D) The incorporation of training components and community action: 

(E) The provision of technical assistance to communities, agencies and interested 
community members relating to the deveiopment of family centers: 

(F) The development of an evaluation and assessment component that includes. but is 
not limited to. the review, assessment. and development of project methodology 
and process. and the evaluation of project results and accomplishments: 

(G) The development of a process by which family centers are allocated resources: 

(H) The development of a process by which famiiy center sites are selected; and 

!I! The preparation of a prolected budget for the expenditures requlrea to continue or 
expand the family center project 

(5)  Specifies that the purpose of the demonstration project is to coordinate the provision of 
core services to families at community-based centers to develop each community's 
capacity to identify and resolve its problems: 

(6) Requires each family center to be: 

[A) Responsive to its community and involve its participants as equal partners in 
program development and execution an0 

(8) Advised by a community liaison commtttee *hich is to be composed of COmmunity 
members 

(7) Requires each family center to offer an array of services tailored to the specific needs of 
its constituents: requires these services to be developed pursuant to famiiy supporf 
principles. which direct that services must: 

(A) Be offered at convenient times in accessible locations; 

(5) Build on strengths. rather than search for defic~ts. 

(C; involve participants and the community in planning and implementation; 

(D1 Show respect for participants 
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(E) Serve the best interests of children: 

F )  Strengthen families: 

(G) Be presented in coord;cation with otner ageilcies and serliices in the commuPity 
and 

(ti) Focus on commiinily strengthentng and development, 

and prohibits any single serv~ce from overshadowing the others and reqiiires these 
services to be provided in a cooroinated manner. 

(8) Requires the family centers, with input from parent constitt:ents, to develop a service plan. 
using a systems management approach. for the provision of services: makes the staff of 
each family center responsible for ensuring that ail components of the service plan are 
carried out: and allows the staff of family centers to intervene in a given situation to carry 
out the service plan by: 

(A) Accompanying parenis to appointments $with other agencies: 

(B) Advocating on behaif of parents: 

(C) Reminding parents of appointments with other agencies: and 

(13) Providing short-term counseling lo  parents concerning referrals for services. 

(9) Requires each family center to consider the following services activities and components 
when developing its core services 

(A) Enhancement of parenttng skills including community- or neighborhooa-wide 
events and activities that promote family relationships in a positive and enjoyable 
manner 

(B) Infant and child stimulation activities to maximize child growth and developmen?: 

(C) Outreach services targeted at communiry organizations, families. youths, and 
others to ensure community awareness, acceptance. and participation. 

(D) Health care, famiiy planning, counseiing. and other services to avoid llnivanted 
pregnancies: 

(E) Assessment and treatment planning for developmental problems of the parent or 
the child 

(f; Temporary developmenla! ch!ld care for the offspring of parents receiving services 
on-site: 

(G) Peer sijpporl activilies, inclisding recreational and social activities, 

(H) Educationat services. such  as post-high school classes and :nslruclion to :hose 
attempting to earn gorerai equiiatency diplomas and 



(11 Job preparation and ski11 development services to assist young parents in 
preparing for securing and maintair1iPg empioy.ment 

0 Ailows the Director of Human Services after conferring with the GFCAC to 

(A) Enter into agreements with the federal government state departments and 
agencies and the counties 

(8) Enter into assistance agreements ~ i t h  private persons groups institutions or 
corporations 

(C) Purchase services required or appropriate from any private persons groups 
instit~itions of corporations 

(D) Allocate and expend any resources available for the purposes of the demonstration 
project and 

(E) Do all things necessary to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the 
demonstration project 

(1 1) Specifies that an evaluation component shall be required for the family Centers requires 
!he evaluation component to include: 

(A) Descriptive data on cilent status. 

(C) Profiles of participanfs 

(D) Intervention plans 

(E) Participant and community satisfaction ratings; 

(F) Information pertaining to the lessons learned from operating under family center 
concepts; and 

(Gj information pertaming :o whether the tamiiy center project has changed the human 
services system, why each change occurred. and. if applicable. why expected 
changes did not o c c r :  

and ailovis the DHS to utiiize a pottior o! the tunds ava:iable for the demonstration protect 
to conduct e'iaiuations of the family centers. 

(12, Specifies that a training and :echilical assistance coinponenr shall be required for the 
family centers requires the training and technical assistance component to include 

(A) Conducting training sessions for family center directors. staff. and community 
liaison committee members to promote strengthening families within the 
community. 

(8) Gonduct~ng icmmuni!y deislaprnen! sessions for local communities: 
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(C) Conducting community forums to describe the asset model and phJosophy of 
famsiy centers to private businesses government agencies and nonprofit 
agencles 

(D) Providing technicai assistance to comnrunity groups reiating to the development of 
community capacity to address community problems through family centers: 

(E) Pro~lding technical assistance to applicants for family centers in addressing 
collaboration with existing services withln the community and 

(F) Conducting periodic sessions with family center directors to address on-going 
networking requirements and share soiutions i r l  addressing Community problems: 

and allows the DHS to utilize a portion of the funds available !o conduci training sessions 
and prov~de tec'inrcal assistance in developing and promoting family centers and 

(73) Repeals the demonstration pro!ect on July 7 .  7995. 

3 Act 788 Session Laws of Yav~aii 1992 amends Act 329 Sesslon Laws of Haaaii 1990 by 

(I) Eaending the repeai daie of the demons:ration project from July < .  1992. to July 1. 1993; 

2 )  Repealing provisions limiting the demonstration project to one family center located on the 
island of Oahu: 

(3) Adding provisions aurhorizing the establishment of more tnan one family center: 

(4) Changing the name of the "Family Support Center Demonsiration Project" to the "Family 
Center Demonstration Project": 

(5) Changing the name of the "Community Family Support Center Board" to the "Community 
Liaison Committee"; 

(6) Adding a provision specifying that services offered by a family center are to be developed 
pursuant to family support principles. which. among other things, direct that services must 
focus on community strengthening and development: 

(7) Adding a provision spec~fying that enhancement of parenting skills (svith respect to the 
services. activities. and components that constitute a family center's core services) 
inciudes community- and neighborhood-wide events and activities that promote family 
relationships in a positive and enjoyable manner: 

(8) Ailow~ng the DHS to utilize a ponron of the funds a.ia11abIe for the demonstration project 
rather than only a portion of those Ponds appropriated by Act 329 to conduct evaiuations 
of :he fam~iy centers 

(9) Adding provisions: 

(A) Specifying that a training and techrlical assistance component shall be required for 
the fami!: cen?ers: 



(B) Describiflg the minimum content of the training and technical assistance 
component and 

(C) Allowing the DHS to utilize a portion of the funds available for the demonstration 
project to conduct training sessions and provide technicai assistance in developing 
and promoting family centers: 

and 

(10) Repealing !he provision requiring the establishment of two family literacy programs 

4 Act 356 Session Laws o: Hawaii 1993 amends Act 329 Session Laws of Hawaii 1990 as amended by Act 
188 Session Laws of Hawaii 1992 by 

(1) Extending the repeal date of the demonstration project from July 1. 1993. to July I .  1995: 

(2) Adding provisions requiring the GFCAC to develop a plan to make the demonstration 
project permanent and specifying the minimum contents of the plan 

(3) Specifying that the evaluation component of the demonstration project is to include 
among other ih,ngs 

(A j  Information pertaining to the lessons learned from operating under family center 
concepts. and 

(Bj Information pertaining to whether !he family center project has changed the human 
services system, why each change occurred, and. if applicable, why expected 
changes did not occur: 

(4) Repealing provisions requiring the DHS to monitor and evaluate the demonstration 
project. and report its iindings to the Legislature: and 

(Sj Adding prov:sions 

(A) Requiring the Bureau to monitor and evaluate the demonstration project, and 
submit preiiminary and final evaluation reports on its findings to the Legislature at 
least twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Sessions of 1994 and 1995, 
respectively: and 

(13) Specifying the minimum contents of the evaluation reports to the Legislature 

5 Haffaii Community Services Council. 'An Evaluation of the Famiiy Center Demonstration Project. Period of 
Evaiuation: Juiy 1990 - December 1992 (Draft i inai Report) (July 23. 1993), pp. 2, and 115-1 18. 

6 Hawaii Community Serbices Council "The Family Center System An Evaluation and Report on 
Accomplishments Period of Evaluation Juiy 1990 -October 1941" (November 1991) 101 pp 

7. Hawati Community Services Councii, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of 
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1932 (Draft Final Report) (July 23. 1993), pp. 2, and 115-118. 



Chapter 2 

STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS 

Purpose 

The purpose of the following discussion is to briefly describe the structurs of the 
Family Center Demonstration Project, and the functions of the Governor's Family Center 
Advisory Committee, a family center, a community iiaison committee, and the Project 
Director's Office. This discussion is not intended to provide an exhaustive description of the 
foregoing structure and functions, but to provide a basic level of understanding 9f the 
demonstration project and its various components. 

Family Center Demonstration Project 

According to the Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSC), the following is the 
current structure of the Family Center Demonstration Project.' 

The current s t ructure  of the [family center demonstration] 
project ,  also known as the "Family Cecter System," includes the 
following components: 

Four community-based Family Centers, located in West Hawaii, 
Molokai, Windward Oahu, and the Kalihi neighborhood of Honolulu. 
Each [family] center is administered through a private human 
service agency (lead agency) and supported by a community l ia ison 
committee [emphasis added] ( C L C ) ,  which includes local  leaders and 
center participants.  A f i f t h  Family Center is scheduled to  open 
in Hanalei, Kauai, during f i s ca l  1993/94. 

The Pro,ject Director 's  Office, located in the of f ices  of the 
Hawai'i Community Services Council in Honolulu, houses the Project 
Director and Administrative Staff  for the project .  The Director 's  
Office ac t s  a s  the central  coordinating body for the project  and 
also conducts training,  evaluation, and community education. 

The Governor's Family Center Advisory Coiincil consis ts  of 
volunteers, appointed by the Governor, who represent various 
sectors in the comrunity , including business, non-prof i t s ,  human 
services, education, health,  and che mili tary.  The Advisory 
Council serves as  a de jacto non-profit board of governors for the 
project. 

The Hawai'i Community Services Council ac t s  as  the administrating 
agency for the project and provides the physical space for the 
Director's Office. 
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Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 

Accordirg to The Family Center Plan,2 the purpose of the Governor's Family Center 
Advisory Committee (GFCAC) is to maximize and coordinate the availability of resources that 
enable families to develop social and economic seif-sufficiency. The GFCAC oversees the 
work of the famiiy centers by estabiishing and administering policies that govern (1) the 
administrative and programmatic staff and (2) the family centers. The GFCAC is a policy 
making body that guides the purposes, functions, goals, and activities of the family centers. 

The GFCAC 1s appointed by the Governor and consists of representatives from the 
public and private sectors of the community and from all islands 3 

in order to achieve its mission, the GFCAC: 

( l j  Plans, implements. and maintains a statewide system of family centers; 

(2) Sets standards that guide the family centers' program activities; 

(3) Develops statewide family strengthening policies with input from the family 
centers; 

(4) Monitors the family centers' activities to ensure the maintenance of desired 
programmatic standards; 

(5) Develops appropriate evaluation designs and coordinates or assists in the 
evaiuation of the family centers' programs; 

(6) Provides technical assistance and training for the family centers' staff and 
volunteers; 

(7) Develops necessary resources to support the networks of the family centers' 
activities, including applying for, receiving, and channeling funds; 

(8) Coordinates the famiiy centers' network; 

(9) Provides a ciearinghouse of information on and models of famiiy strengthening 
programs; 

(1G) Disseminares irforrnation on family strengt+ening, 

(11) Advocates and identifies culturally appropriate resources that may enhance 
family iunctioning: and 

(12) Creates public awareness of the GFCAC and its mission 
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Family Centers 

Performance Standards. Although: 

(1) The Family Center Plan also describes the purpose, compos.tion, and +unctpons 
of a family center and 

(2) The two previous evaluations of the demonstration project also described the 
services provided and activities conducted by each family center during the 
previous fiscal years; 

the Bureau believes that "what" things a family center does or accomplished are not as 
important as "how" it does or accomplished these  thing^.^ The Bureau believes that the 
amount of emphasis given to the former data may have unintentionally obscured the purpose 
of the demonstration project and made it more difficult to inform the public about what is 
being tested within the project. It was difficult even for the Bureau to see a family center and, 
consequently, the  demonstration project as something other than just another human services 
provider and demonstration program until A Guide to Performance Standards for Family 
Centers5 was developed, These performance standards are: 

I .  Programs, a c t i v i t i e s ,  and services are  accessible to the 
community they serve. Programs re f lec t  and b u i l d  on the 
culture,  values and bel iefs  of the participants.  

a .  Programs demonstrate an understanding of the cu l tura l ,  
l inguis t ic  and socio-economic backgrounds of the 
families served. 

b.  Staff  and participants learn about the values and 
bel iefs  of the participants.  

c. Programs, a c t i v i t i e s ,  and services are  easi ly  
accessible i n  terms of location, hours, e t c .  

d .  Program environment and content re f lec t  and respond to  
community issues,  resources, and needs. 

e. Mechanisms a re  i n  piace to  ensure that  leadership ar,d 
s t a f f  re f lec t  the backgrounds of participants.  

f .  Staff are  prepared to  learn about and incorporate 
culture,  language, and socio-ecoaomic scyles.  

11. An en t i re  family can access se r l~ ices  and a c t i v i t i e s  through 
the organization. 
a .  There is evidence that  a l l  family members are  

incorporated into  programs. 

b .  There is evidence Chat programs are "family friendly." 
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c. Contact with families is friendly, timely, and 
supportive. 

d. Where there is a site, the atmosphere is clean and 
welcoming. 

e. Staff are prepared to integrate all members of families 
into programs. 

111. Program reflect a belief that families who are confident 
and competent are likely to raise healthy and productive 
children. 

a. There are tools in place that indicate to what extent 
families are managing their responsibilities. 

b. Programs are in place to help families manage their 
responsibilities. 

c. Staff are prepared to nelp famiiies manage their own 
responsibilities. 

IV. Families play an important role in program decisions. 

a. There are specific structures in place to provide 
families with opportunities for input and decision- 
making. 

b. Program decisions evidence the input of families and 
participants. 

c .  Staff members are prepared to involve families in 
decision-naking. 

V. Staff recognize and build on the strengths of each parent 
and family. 

a. Programs are designed to promote the perception that 
seeklng help is a way of building strength. 

b. Programs encourage families to seek support and 
information both within and outside of the programs. 

c. Staff are prepared to identify and build on the 
strengths of families who have multiple problems. 

VI. All staff participate in the development of programs, 
activities, and services. 

a. Principies of family strengthening and community 
capacity building are incorporated in staff training. 

b. Training is ongoing. 
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c. Staff meets regularly to discuss/contribute to 
operations and planning. 

d. Staff are supported to ma6e decisions aboot their work 
and try different approaches. 

'JII. Program staff and participants are par'ners--each 0r.e 
bringing skills and perspectives to the partnership. 

a. There is eviciecce that staff and participants respect 
each other. 

b. Staff are prepared to work with participancs as 
partners. 

c. Staff work together to model partcering. 

VIII. Prograqs help famllles become resources for each other, both 
in tne program and ln the greater comun:ty. 

a. There are mechanisms in place to encourage families to 
become resources for each other. 

b. There is evidence thac families acting as resources 
affecc the quality of the program. 

c. Staff are prepared to help families become resources 
for each other. 

IX. Programs provide families with opportunities to jointly 
advocate for changes in the com~unity. 

a. There are mechanisms to help families develop advocacy 
skills. 

b. There is evidence that family driven advocacy has led 
to the de\ielopment of the community's capacity. 

c. Staff are prepared to provide opportunities for family 
driven advocacy. 

X. Educational opportunities for life mar.agemen",kills and 
parent education are ic place, 

a. There are mechanisms in place to incorporate 
educational activities. 

b. There is evidence that life nacagement skills 
(budgeting, job interviewing, sexuality, goal setting, 
fa~ily stress) are addressed in progrms. 

c. Parent skill developnlent programs are  in place. 
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d. There are collaborative efforts with other programs to 
assure appropriate information and coordination of 
programs. 

e. Specific propran models and curricula are in place. 

f. Staff are prepared to provide parent trainicg and life 
still management skill development. 

XI. Programs serve as a bridge between families and other 
resources. 

a. Formal and informal agreements are in place with other 
organizations to collaborativeiy provide program and 
services. 

b. Foliow-up procedures are in place to track the outcomes 
of providing information and referral. 

c. Staff refzr participants to o'her agencies. 

d. Other organizations regularly refer participants to 
programs. 

e. In formal relationships, other organizations respond to 
feedback by making changes in policies and procedures. 

f. Staff are prepared to coliaborate with other agencies. 

XII. Families voluntarily participate in programs. 

a. Mechanisms are in place to cataiyze volunteerism. 

b. Special outreach strategies are used to attract target 
populations. 

c. Staff are prepared to encourage and ensure 
volunteerisrr,. 

XIII.  Program is regularly evaluated by leadership, staff, 
participants, and community. 

a. Easy-to-~nderstand goais and outcomes are determined 
and continuomly iaproved by ail sta<eholders. 

b. Principles of family strengthening are evidenced in the 
e~~aluation process. 

c. Faxilies are involved in the evaluation process. 

d. Program planning and fiexiDility is a product of the 
evaluation process. 
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e.  Evaluation i s  based on the c o l i e c t i o n  and ana lys is  o f  
process and outcoae data, 

f. Celebrat ions and recogni t ior :  o f  accomp;ishments and 
s t rengths  are  cons i s ten t l y  incorporated i n t o  programs 
and a c t i v i t i e s .  

g. S t a f f  a re  prepared t o  evaiuate programs thease12:es ard  
ass isc p r t i c i p a n t s  i n  eva lua t ing  p r o g r a w .  

Lead Agencies, Family Centers, and Locations 

Lead Agency 
Family Center 

Location 

Parents and Children Together (PACT) 
Kuhio Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center 

Located in the KPT low-income housing complex. 

Molokai General Hospital 
Molokai Family Center 

Located in a storefront office in Kaunakakai. Molokai 

Kualoa-tieeia Ecumenical Youth (KEY) Project 
KEY Project Family Center 

Located in the KEY Project community center in Kaneohe. Hawaii 

West Hawaii Famiiy Suppcrr Services 
West Hawaii Family Center 

Located in a storefront space in the Kona Coast Shopping Center in Kaiiua- 
Kona, Hawaii. 
(Kau Satellite Center, located in a community center in Naalehu, Hawaii.) 

Community Liaison Committees 

According to The Family Center P/an,6 the purpose of a community liaison committee 
(CLC) is to be a liaison beetween a community and a family center so that the family center 
remains sensitive to the assets ano needs of the families within that specific locale. A CLC is 
comprised of persons representing the community at large, as well as the community's 
organizations. A CLC may: 

(1) Assist tne family center staff in assessing both the assets and needs of the 
families in the community: 
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(2) Advise the 'amily center s:aff on program oirectiors that adcress the neeos a r d  
hbild on the assets of tne fam111es in the ccmmunity, ai'd 

(3) Advocate on behalf of the community to the family center so thar the famiiy 
center's programs are relevant acd responsive !o families in the community. 

Office of the Director 

According to The Fami!y Center Plan :he responsibilities of the Project Director's 
Offtce are to 

( I )  Staff the GFCAC: which sets policy and standards for the family centers; 

(2 )  Develop a iong-range plan for family strengrhen~ng that includes a recommended 
role for the fam~iy centers, and work with the HCSC in developing this plan, 

(3) Develop a neighbor sland outreach that defines a neighbor isiand family center 
strategy: 

(4) Convene subcommittees as necessary :o define the foilowing areas for the 
demonstration project: 

(A) Future funding. 

(5)  Site development; 

(C) Evaiuarion model; and 

( D j  Future role and responsibilities for "coordinating" family centers; 

(5) Assist the family centers by establishing regular training and problem-soiving 
sessions; 

(6j Educate tne ccmmucity on the   asset^' mode: approach to families, and on family 
needs and strategies for meet:ng these needs; 

(7j P:omote opnortunities such as io:l;rns. for increasing ccliaboralion amorg 
agencies, crganizations, and other sectcrs interested in family support: 

(8) Deve!cp a legislative strategy and advocate en behalf of the demonstration 
project and family needs; 
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(9) Coordinate evaluation data collections from the family centers and document the 
family centers' processes for evaluation and future planning; and 

(10) Develop the budget for the denonstrat~on project 

Endnotes 

1. Hawaii Community Services Councii, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project. Period of 
Evalua!ion: July 1990 - December 1992' (Draft Finai Report) (July 23. 1993), pp. 142-143~ 

2. Hawaii Community Services Counc~l. "The Family Center Plan. The Final Reporr of the Family Ceirter 
Planning Committee" (August 1990). pp. 4-5 

interview with Linda Harris Director, The Farrtiiy Center (Hawaii Community Services Coiincil). PJovember 24, 
1993. The Bureau notes that Harris was appointed to the foregoing post on September 20. 1993, and that the 
scope of this study exlends only until June 30. 1993. 

3. Refer to Appendix 8 for a listing of the members of the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 

4. See: 

(1) Hawaii Community Services Council. "The Family Center System: An Evaluation and Report on 
Accomplishments. Period of Evaluation: July 1990 -October 1991" (November 1991j. 101 pp. 

(2) Hawaii Community Services Council. "The Family Center System An Evaluation and Report on 
Accomplishments. Supplement 1. Period of Evaluation: August 1991 - March 1992  (May 1992). 

28 PP. 

(3) Hawaii Community Services Council. "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project. 
Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1992" (Drat! Final Reportj (July 23. 19933, 159 pp. 

for detailed descriptions of the specific services provided and activities conducted by each family center 

According to the Hawaii Community Services Council 

if we accept that the purpose of the project is to reduce fragmentation of services then &it of the other 
actlvities and fintentions of the prcject can be seen as strategies as means to that end 

Consider the example of a toy lending library. If it is successful, this service satisfies the purpose of 
"meeting unmet needs" f ie.. the need of families for age-appropriate. low-cost toys). However. meeting 
this panicular need is not the end of the process. The need for toys ,was not. in ~tself. the reason thar the 
demonstration project was created. The toy lending library is a 'hook" to ibring in young families, who 
then interact with the Family Center staff. ailiculate other needs. receive suppofl. and learn how lo  find 
resources in the community. Meeting the need for toys is tnereby beginning to satisfy a broader purpose 
of reducing the fragmentation and confusion of the service delivery system. 

Most of the individual activities of the Family Centers and Director's Office couid be seen in light of how 
they do or do not reduce fragmentation within the service delivery system. The next step in the evaluation 
process then becomes exploring exactly how a panicular activity saiisfies the project intent. How does a 
talk with the [Kuhio Park Terrace] Friendly Store cashier turn into a way to (educe fragmentation in 
services? How does an l&R [informarion and R&rralj Coordinaroi's answer to a question help to reduce 
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the fragmentaticn7 

These are :he 'how to" questions which many people are looking to ?he Family Center Demonstration 
Project to answer. !I> fact, acsvjering these "how to" questions is at the heart of what :he project must 
demaiistrate i e.. how its Specific activities satisfy its broader ictent :Jucn work remains to be done on 
illuminating tnis conilection. iiiciuding a reassessment of 'what Kind of data rhe projecr coiiects and uses. 
The data discussed in Section i [of the eva!i;ation reporti reveals the activit!es o i  the Famrly Center 
System [Demonstration Projecti. but it does rot reveal how these activities translate into a less 
fragmented human ser'iices delivery system 

The radical pan of the restatement of purpose to focus on iragrnentation of services is that it shins the 
emphasis of the project off of famiiies and corimcnities and piaces it on the service deiivery system. Tne 
methods chosen for reforming service deiivery are commiinity-driven an0 focus on the well-being of 
families, but the intent stilt operates at the level cf service deiivery. That is a big shin ircm the way most 
of the project 9as been operating. which is to meet tne needs of families and communities first and then 
see how what has been done affects the service delivery system. 

The point here is not that meeting famiiy needs is not a legitimate part of the pm?ect's inient--it is. The 
point is that meeting needs is not enough, it must Se clear how meeting those needs fits into a larger 
strategy. The comrneilts of the various custolners in Section 2 [oi iht? evaluation report] make it quite 
clear that reducing tne fragmented nature of services is a common priority among ali visions of the project. 
The project must demonstrate h w  its approach can change the larger "system" 

It is important to recognize that individual Family Centers and lead agencies made their own statements of 
intent in their initiai proposals These slatemenis and the broader project intent should 5e in accord with 
one another. i f  not ident:cal. :n refining the statement of project intent. it is important to pay anention to 
these other statements o i  intent and not to go "over rhe nead" ol the Family Centers and Direclor's Oilice 
where the project's intent is carried out. 

Hawaai Community Services Council "An Evaluation of the Famaly Celter Demonstration Proiect Period of 
Evaluation July 1990 - December 1992" (Draft Final Report; (July 23 19931 pp 736-133 

5. Hawaii Community Services Councii. "A Guide to Performance Standards lor Family Centers" (undate). pp. 5 

"A Guide to Performance Standards for Family Centers" is a IeViSed version of "Ouality Siandards for Family 
Centers". also deveioped by the Hawaii Community Services Councii. 

The ianer document existed only in draii form and had not been vaiidaied by the famiiy centers when the 
Bureau began this study in h4af 1993. interview with h4aeona Mendelson, Senior Planner. Decisionsilmpact, 
Hawaii Community Services Council, November 8 .  1993, 

6 Hawaia Cornrniriiity Serv~ces Coiincii "The Family Center Plan. The Final Pepon of the Famiiy Center 
Planning Committee" (August 1990). p 8. 

Harris interview, November 24. 1393. 

7. Hawaii Community Services Councii, "The Family Center Plan The Ftnal Report of the Family Center 
Planning Committee" (Adgus? 1990). p. 31 

Harris interview. November 24, 1993. 



Chapter 3 

CAUSATION, OBSERVATlONAL 
AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the complexities of designing and 
conducting research and evaluation studies that are useful, feasible, proper, and accurate.' 
Put simply, it is easier to talk about designing and conducting research and evaluation studies 
than it is to actually design and conduct these studies. Loosely paraphrasing Max Michael, 
Thomas Boyce, and Allen Wilcox, authors of Biomedical Bestiary: An Epidemiologic Guide to 
Flaws and Fallacies in the Medical Literature,Z however, a good researcher can see the flaws 
in research and evaluation studies but is not hopelessly paralyzed by them. Flaws are an 
inherent part of research and evaluation studies, and unflawed studies are as improbable as 
germ-free handshakes. The challenge to researchers is to know what these flaws are, and 
how to contain the damage they do. 

In this particular case the discussion revolves around a hypothetical community's 
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations. While the community's program to 
reduce the incidence of curfew violations may be hypothetical, the concepts upon which this 
discussion is based have their roots in epidemiology--or the study of the distribution and 
determinarits of diseases and injuries in human populations. 

This chapter is based substantially on the work of Judith Mausner and Anita Bahn, 
authors of Epidemiology: An lntroductoiy Text.3 

While researchers may differ as to whether epidemiology is a "deficits-based" 
approach to research and evaluation and therefore incompatible with the "assets-based" 
approach of the demonstration project, the Bureau does not beiieve that such a discussion 
would be timely or appropriate. Only the Legislature can extend the enabling legislation for 
the demonstration project beyond its June 30, 1995 repeal date, and only legislators know 
what types and kinds of data they need and want about the project. The Bureau believes that 
the most important question for researchers and legislators to discuss at this time is "what 
types and kinds of data does the Legislature need and want for policy and decision making 
purposes?" This chapter attempts to provide iegislators with a foundation for describing 
:hese types of data, and to provide researchers with a foundation for describing the 
capabilities and limitations of these data. 

Reliability and Validity 

Some error is involved in any type of measurement. Measurement error occurs 
systematically or randomly and both types of error limit the certainty to which a community's 
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations4 can be measured. For the purposes 
of Phis discussion. ?he term "incidence" is defined as [he number of cjffew violations divided 
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by the number of children at risk, in a one-year period. Additionally, the term "children at 
risk" is defined as children between eleven years of age and sixteen years of age."veriy 
simplified, instruments are considered to be "reliable" if measurement error is slight and 
consistent when measuring a community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew 
violations. For example, if researchers attempted to measure the incidence of curfew 
violations simply by surveying children at risk about the frequency of behaviors relating to 
curfew violations in a one year period, the study's reliability might be questioned because of 
the distinct possibility that the children might either exaggerate the frequency of these 
behaviors to gain notoriety with researchers, or withhold information out of fear of being 
disciplined by authority figures. 

Generally, instruments are considered to be "valid" if they measure what they are 
designed to measure, in this case, a community's progress in reducing the incidence of 
curfew violations. Attempting to measure the incidence of curfew violations by counting the 
number of citations issued by police officers for curfew violations in a one-year period might 
be of questionable validity because some police officers may be more fervent about issuing 
citations for curfew violations than others, and it is not possible for police officers to 
apprehend every child who violates curfew. Furthermore, citations may be issued erroneously 
and thus are not undisputable evidence that a curfew violation occurred. 

The Concept of Causality 

Notwithstanding concerns about the reliability and validity of measurement 
instruments, the central issue in evaluating a hypothetical community's program to reduce the 
incidence of curfew violations is one of "causality", i e . ,  did the community's program itself 
actually cause a reduction in the incidence of curfew violations? While a causal association is 
the "holy grail" of researchers, the establishment of such an association is elusive and often 
fraught with controversy.6 There are, in addition to causal associations, two other kinds of 
associations that frequently and effectively pass themselves off as causal associations, they 
are: artificial associations and indirect associations. 

Artificial (Spurious) Association. An artificial association is an association where a 
community's program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations is associated with the 
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations due to chance 
occurrence (random iiuctuation) or some bias (systematic error) in study methods, e.g.: only 
surveying children who attend private schools. 

Indirect Association. An indirect association is an association where a community's 
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations is associated with the community's 
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations only because both variables are 
related to some underlying condition, e.g., a change in the curfew law (1) exempting sixteen 
and seventeen year olds from curfew requirements, or (2) relaxing the curfew hour until 2:05 
a.m., thereby reducing the likelihood of violating the law. 
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Causal Association. A causal association is an asscciation where community progress 
in reducing the incidence of curfew violations foliows directly from the imp1emen:aticn of a 
community program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations. 

Establishment of Causal Associations 

As previously discussed, the establishment of a causal association is elusive and often 
fraught with controversy. Five criteria that are widely used by researchers to evaluate the 
likelihood that an association is causal are: strength of association, consistency of 
association, temporal correctness, specificity of association, and coherence with existing 
information. 

Strength of Association. Strength of association dictates that community progress in 
reducing rhe incidence of curfew violations should be greatest for those communities making 
an "all out" effort to reduce the incidence of curfew vioiations and smallest for those 
communities making  absolute!^ no effort to reduce the incidence of curfew violations. The 
likelihood of a causal association is strengthened if increasing leveis of community effort to 
reduce the incidence of curfew violations correspond to increasing levels of community 
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. Realisticaiiy, however, the 
opportunity to experiment with people, whether children or adults, in a rigidly controlled 
environment rarely presents itself because of moral and ethical issues. While natural 
experiments are more common, they are relatively difficult to control since very little can be 
done to affect their design before or after they begin.' 

Consistency of Association. Consistency of association dictates that the association 
between a community's program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations and the 
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations must be consistent under 
other circumstances2 with other study populations, and with different study methods. The 
more often the association appears under diverse circumstances, the more likely the 
association is to be causal in nature. On a cautionary note, systematic error occurring in 
multiple studies, e.g., not making allowances for exceptions in cases of necessity or when 
permission to violate curfew has been granted by a judge of the Family Courr,B can produce 
an apparent but spurious consistency. 

Temporal Correctness. Temporal correctness dictates that a community's progress in 
reducing the incidence of curfew vioiations shouid be preceded by the covmunity's 
implementation of a program to reduce the incidence of cuifew violations. On a cautionary 
note, temporal correctness shouid be consistent with any necessary period of induction and 
latency, e.g., the minimum time needed to learn and utiiize new parenting skills. 

Specificity of Association. Specificity of association dictates that there should be a 
one-to-one relationship between a community's program to reduce the incidence of curfew 
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violations and the community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The 
problems with this criterion, however, are that a community's progress in reducing the 
incidence of curfew violations can also be caused by the singu!ar effect of severa! other 
ongoing community programs, such as neighborhood watch programs, or by the cumulative 
effect of several other ongoing community programs. In the former instance, a community's 
other programs act independently of one another to cause a change in the community's 
progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations since each program is sufficient by 
itself to reduce the incidence of curfew violations. In the latter instance, a community's other 
programs act collectively to cause a change in the community's progress in reducing the 
incidence of curfnw violations since no single program is sufficient by itself to reduce the 
incidence of curfew violations. 

Coherence with Existing Information. Coherence with existing information dictates 
that a community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations should be 
consistent with current knowledge about curfew violations and the community's program to 
reduce the incidence of curfew violations. On a cautionary note, "paradigms", i.e., the 
general theoretical assumptions and laws and techniques for their application that the 
members of a particular scientific community adopt, may cause findings that cannot be 
incorporated into the existing body of knowledge to be regarded at the outset with extreme 
skepticism. For example, a program that finds gainful employment for persistent curfew 
violators may be regarded at the outset with extreme skepticism by members of the law 
enforcement community who believe that curfew violations stem from a lack of respect for 
parents and the law, as opposed to boredom or poor parenting skills, or both. 

Observational and Experimental Studies 

There are two kinds of studies: observational and experimental. Generally speaking, 
the two types of studies differ in that differences between communities are "observed" in the 
former instance and "created" experimentally in the latter. Each kind of study has its own 
advantages and disadvantages, as well as methodological limitations. Choice of methodology 
is often influenced by factors that, for various reasons, are beyond the control of researchers, 
e.g., the hasty and less than desired implementation of a pilot project by state officials to 
meet a legislative deadline. 

Obsewational Studies. There are two major types of observational studies: 
retrospective and prospective. 

A retrospective study might choose to observe communities achieving a higher than 
average reduction in the incidence of curfew violations and communities achieving a lower 
than average reduction and then determining if the two groups differ in the proportion of 
communities that have implemented a specific program aimed at reducing the incidence of 
curfew violations. 
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Some of the advantages of a retrospective study, as compared to a prospective one, 
are that the retrospective study (1) is relatively inexpensive to carry out, ( 2 )  requires a smaller 
number of communities, (3) yields relatively quick results, and (4)  is more suitable for the 
study of rare events. Some of the disadvantages of a retrospective study are that (1) needed 
information about past curfew violations may not be available or may be inaccurately 
recorded, (2j information supplied by informants may be biased, (3) selecting demographic 
variabies and then matching communities with one another according to these variabies is 
probiematic, and (4) the calculation of incidence is usually not possible since data concerning 
the size of tne population at risk are oftentimes unavaiiable. 

A prospective study might choose to observe communities that are impiementing a 
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations and communities that are not 
impiementing a program (collectively called a cohort), and then follow the cohort over time to 
determine if there are differences in community progress in reducing the incidence of curfew 
violations. 

Some of the advantages of a prospective study are that the prospective study ( I )  
defines the cohort in relation to the presence or absence of a program to reduce the incidence 
of curfew vioiations before the study begins, (2) permits the calculation of incidence since 
data concerning the size of the population at risk can be collected before the study begins or 
during the course of the study, and (3) permits the observation of multiple outcomes. Some 
of the disadvantages of a prospective study, as compared to a retrospective one, are that (1) 
a bias in the ascertainment of curfew violations may occur, (2) larger numbers of communities 
are required, (3) a relatively long foiiow-up period may be needed, (4) communities may drop 
out of the study over time or choose to implement a program to reduce the incidence of 
curfew violations, (5) diagnostic criteria and study methods may change substantialiy over 
time, and (6) prospective studies are reiatively expensive. 

A historical prospective study--a variation on the prospective study--.might choose to 
observe communities that had impierne~ted a program to reduce the incidence of curfew 
violations and communities that had not implemented a program, and then follow the cohort 
over time to determine if there were differences in community progress in reducing the 
incidence of curfew violations. 

On a cautionary note, it may be diificuit to establish a causai relationship using an 
obseivalional study since very little can be done to affect the design of the study before or 
after it begins. 

Experimental Sudies. The essence of an experiment is the intentional rnanipu!ation of 
a system that is under the control of a researcher. This manipulation creates an independent 
variable whose effect is then determined through measurement of a subsequent event in the 
system. This subsequent event constitutes the dependent variable. 
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An experimentai study might randomly select several communities in which a program 
to reduce the incidence of curfew violations is to be implemented (the experimental 
population), and an equal number of demographically-similar communities in which a program 
is not to be implemented (the reference population), in order to measure community progress 
in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The independent variable is a community's 
program to reduce the incidence of curfew violations, and the dependent variable is the 
community's progress in reducing the incidence of curfew violations. The advantages and 
disadvantages oi  an experimental study are similar to those of a prospective study except that 
a true experiment, in comparison to natural experiment, is relatively easy to control since 
much can be done to aifect the true experiment's design before it begins. It may be difficult, 
however, to apply the results of an experimental study to other communities if  the 
communities that participated in the experiment are not representative of the communities to 
which the results wiii be applied. 

Endnotes 

See Hawaii. Depanment of Education, "System for Program Evaluation in the Depanment of Education" (July 
1984). p. 12, regarding standards for evaluations of educational programs, projects. and materiais. 

Max Michael. W. Thomas Boyce, and Alien J. Wilcox, Biomedical Bestiary: An Epidemiologic Guide to Flaws 
and Fallacies in the Medical Literature (Fdassachusetts Little. Brown and Company, 1984) p. xiv. 

Judith Mausner and Anita Bahn Epidem~ology An Introductory Text (Pennsylvania W B Saunders 
Company, 1974) 377 pp 

State law prohibits a chiid under sixteen years of age, except in case of necessity or when permitted to do so 
in writing by a judge of the Family Court, from going or remaining on any public street, highway. public place. 
or private place held open to the public aiter 10:00 p.m. and before 4:00 am..  if the child is unaccompanied 
by either a parent or guardian. or an adult person duly authorized by a parent or guardian to accompany the 
child. 

Hawaii Rev. Stat.. sec 577-16. See also Hawaii Rev. Stat.. secs 571-1 1(2). 577-16.5, 577-18. 577-19. and 
577-20. 

incidence = (Number of curfew violations!number of children at risk) in a one-year period 

Consider. for example, the ongoing debate over the health risks of secondhand cigarette smoke and 
electromagnetic radiation. 

The accidental exposure of pregnant women and their fetuses to heptachior-contaminated milk in Hawall 
belween 198i and 1982 however 'ragtc and regfenable cfealec! the basis of a natural experiment tha: wodld 
lever have been condoned by researchers because of moral and ethical issues 

See Hawaii Rev. Sat.. sec. 577-16. 



Chapter 4 

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate some of the capabiiities and limitations of 
research and evaluation. Program evaluation--defined as the systematic description of a 
program and an assessment of the program's value--is not a general problem-solving method 
and will not turn management into a technology, make all programs effective and efficient, 
and make decision-making and policy development straightforward. 

While researchers may differ as to whether a particular model of program evaluation is 
compatible with the "assets-based" approach of the demonstration project, the Bureau does 
not believe that such a discussion would be timely or appropriate. As previously discussed in 
Chapter 3, only the Legislature can extend the enabling legislation for the demonstration 
project beyond its June 30, 1995 repeal date, and oniy legislators know what types and kinds 
of data they need and want about the project. Like the one before it, this chapter attempts to 
provide legislators with a foundation for describing these types and kinds of data, and to 
provide researchers with a foundation for describing the capabilities and limitations of 
program evaluation. 

In this particular case the discussion revolves around the context-input-process- 
product (CIPP) model of program evaiuation formuiated by Daniel Stufflebeam and his 
associates, the sequential approach to evaluation information development formulated by the 
state Department of Education, and the five-tier apprcach formulated by Heather Weiss. 

This chapter is based substantially on the works of Stephen lsaac and William 
Michael, authors of Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed.),' the Evaluation Section of 
the Department of Education, which wrote System for Program Evaluation in the Department of 
Educa!ion,2 and Francine Jacobs, coeditor of Evaluating Family Proyrarns.3 

Research versus Evaluation 

According to Stephen lsaac and William Michael? 

Research, having i t s  o r i g i n  i n  science, i s  o r i en ted  toward the 
development o f  theor ies  and i t s  most f a m i l i a r  paradign i s  the 
experimental method, i n  cihich hjjpotheses a r e  i o g i e a l l y  der ived 
from theory and pu t  t o  a t e s t  under c o n t r o l l e d  cond i t inns .  
Evaluat ion, on the  other  hand, has come the  way o f  technology 
ra the r  than science. I t s  accent i s  n o t  on theory b u i l d i n g  but on 
product d e l i v e r y  o r  mission accomplishment, i t s  essence i s  t o  
prov ide feedback leading t o  a successful  outcome def ined i n  
p r a c t i c a l ,  concrete terms. . . . I t s  general steps are: ( 1 )  
s e t t i n g  ob jec t ives ;  ( 2 )  designing the  means t o  achieve these 
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o b j e c t i v e s ;  and ( 3 )  c o n s t r u c t i n g  a feedback mechanism co de te rmine  
p r o g r e s s  %ward, amd a t t a i n m e n t  o f ,  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s .  i ts b a s i c  
paradigm, i n  computer lang-age,  is: 

i n p u t  - - - - ->  p r o c e s s i n g  - - - - - >  o u t p u t  

P a r a d o x i c a l l y ,  t h i s  is a  sequerce  t h a t  a c t u a l l y  is des igned  i n  
r e v e r s e  o r d e r .  F i r s t ,  i t  is determined what t'ne system must 
accompl ish  ( o u t p u t ) ;  second ,  a l l  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  s t e p s  t o  
accomplish t h i s  outcome must be p r o g r m e d  ( p r o c e s s i n g ) ;  and ,  
l a s t l y ,  a l l  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  i n g r e d i e n t s  t o  be f e d  i n t o  t h e  sys tem 
must be  determined ( i n p u t ) .  

In  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  from r e s e a r c h ,  [ D a n i e l ]  
S tu f f l ebeam h a s  s a i d ,  "The purpose  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  is t o  improve,  
n o t  t o  p rove . "  

The s t a t e m e n t  t o  improve s u g g e s t s  t h a t  a judgment must be 
made r e g a r d i n g  what c o n s t i t i i t e s  worth o r  m. i n  o t h e r  words,  
t h e  term e v a l u a t i o n  t y p i c a l l y  is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  how e f f e c t i v e  o r  
i n e f f e c t i v e ,  how adequa te  o r  imadequate,  how good o r  bad ,  how 
v a l u a b i e  o r  i n v a l u a b l e ,  and how a p p r o p r i a t e  o r  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  a  
g iven a c t i o n ,  p r o c e s s ,  o r  p roduc t  is i n  terms o f  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  
of t h e  i r d i v i d u a ?  who makes u s e  of i n f o r m a t i o n  provided by a n  
e v a l u a t o r .  

To paraphrase lsaac and Michael,s the purpose of research is to create new 
knowledge and search for truth, while the purpose of evaluation is to determine whether or 
not a particular mission was accomplished or a particular product was delivered. The 
outcomes of research are generalizable conclusions, while the outcomes of evaluation are 
specific decisions. The value of research is its explanatory and predictive power, while the 
value of evaluation is its ability to determine worth and social utility. The impetus for research 
are curiosity and ignorance, while the impetus for evaluation are needs and goals. The 
conceptual basis of research are cause and effect relationships, while the conceptual basis 
for evaluation are means-ends processes. The key event in research is hypothesis testing, 
while the key event in evaluation is assessing the attainment of an objective. 

The Basics of Program Evaluation 

While program evaluation can be a complex process involving many components and 
considerations, lsaac an3 Michael6 state that the heart of program evaluation lies in a simple 
three-step sequence: 

Obiectives -----> Means ----- > Measures 
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According to lsacc and Michael,' (1) the objectives of a program should be clearly and 
specifically stated in measurable or observable terms, (2) the various procedures, strategies, 
and activities that will be implemented to attain each objective should be planned, and (3) the 
measures by which the attainment of each objective will be determined should be selected or 
develooed 

The ClPP Evaluation Model 

Although there are many different models of program evaluation, including Jacob's 
Five-Tiered Approach (which is the model currently being used by the demonstration project). 
the following discussion is based substantially on the work of Isaac and Michael8 and 
concerns the context-input-process-product or ClPP evaluation model formulated by Daniel 
Stufflebeam and his associates. This discussion should not be construed as an expression of 
approval or disapproval for any particular modei of program evaluation, including the ClPP 
modei or Jacob's Five-Tiered Approach. 

Types of Decisions Served by the Model. Evaiuations serve four types of decisions in 
the ClPP model: (1) planning decisions; (2) structuring decisions; (3) implementing decisions; 
and (4) recycling decisions. Planning decisions, which are served by context evaluations, are 
decisions that determine the selection of program goals and objectives. Structuring 
decisions, which are served by input evaiuations, are decisions that determine the optimal 
strategies and procedural designs for achieving the objectives that have been derived from 
planning decisions. Implementing decisions, which are served by process evaluations, are 
decisions that provide the means for carrying out and improving upon the execution of already 
selected designs, methods, or strategies. Recycling decisions, which are served by product 
evaluations, are decisions that determine whether an activity or program shouid be continued, 
changed, or terminated. 

While planning and recycling decisions are directed toward attaining program goals 
and objectives (i.e., ends), structuring and implementing decisions are directed toward the 
means for attaining these goals and objectives. Additionally, while planning decisions and 
structuring decisions relate to intentions, implementing decisions and recycling decisions 
relate to actualities. 

Types of Evaluations Comprising the Model. The four types of decisions in the ClPP 
model are served, respectively, by four kinds of evaluations: (1) context evaluations; (2) input 
evaluations: (3) process evaluations (aiso referred to as formative evaluations); and (4j 
product evaluations (also referred to as summative evaluations). A context evaluation 
provides information about the extent to which discrepancies exist between "what is" and 
"what is desired" (or "what should be") in relation to certain value expectations, areas of 
concern, difficulties, and opportunities, i.e., needs, so that program goals and objectives can 
be determined. An input evaluation provides information about the strong points and weak 
points of alternative strategies and designs for attaining specified program objectives. A 
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process evaluation provides information for monitoring a certain procedure or strategy as the 
procedure or strategy is being implemented so that its strong points can be preserved and its 
weak points eliminated. A product evaluation provides information to determine the extent to 
which program objectives are being achieved and whether the strategies, procedures, or 
methods being implemented to attain these objectives should be terminated, modified, or 
continued in their present form. 

Decision-Making in the Change Process. A context evaluation should be used to 
decide upon the setting to be served, the goals associated with meeting needs or using 
opportunities, and the objectives associated with soiving problems, e.g., for planning needed 
changes. An input evaluation should be used to select sources of support, solution 
strategies, and procedural designs, e.g., for structuring change activities. A process 
evaluation should be used to implement and refine program design and procedure, e.g., for 
effecting process control. A product evaluation should be used to decide to continue, 
terminate, modify, or refocus a change activity and to link the activity to other major phases of 
the change process, e.g.: for recycling change activities. 

Decision-Making and Accountability. Based on the ClPP model, decisions concerning 
the selection of program objectives should be supported by a record of program objectives 
and the bases for their choice. Additionally, decisions concerning the selection of solution 
strategies and procedural designs should be supported by a record of chosen strategies and 
designs and the reasons for their seiection. Furthermore, decisions concerning the 
implementation of solution strategies and procedural designs should be supported by a record 
of the actual processes being implemented. Finally, decisions concerning the ierminalion, 
continuation, modification, or installation of an activity or program should be supported by a 
record of attainments and recycling decisions. 

Data Requirements for Accountability. Based on the ClPP model, context evaluations 
should provide information about what program objectives were chosen, why these objectives 
were chosen, and why certain procedural designs were chosen. Additionally, input 
evaluations should provide information about whether or not certain program objectives were 
adopted, what procedural designs were chosen, and why these procedural designs were 
chosen. Furthermore, process evaluations should provide information about whether or not 
certain program objectives were adopted and whether or not certain procedural designs were 
implemented. Finaliy, product evaluations should provide information about whether or not 
certain program objectives were achieved and the effects of certain procedural designs. 

The ClPP model ailows four questions to be answered: (1) which program objectives 
should be pursued; (2) which srrategies or procedures should be tried; (3) how adequately are 
these strategies or procedures working: and (4) how effectively are program goais and 
objectives being accomplished? 
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Criticisms of Deficiencies in Program Evaluations 

According to ihe Departmen! of Education:g 

Criticisms of deficiencies in program evaluations ger.e-ally 
center on one of two issues. The perscasiveness of the evaluation 
may be seen as lacking, (due to scestiocable objectivity, 
credibility, or independe-ce from bias oi those condcctifig the 
evaluation or due to technical limitations in evaltiation design or 
measures). The utiiitx of the evaluation may be seen as lacking 
in terms of mee'ing the practical but diverse information needs of 
practitioner, administrator, and policy-naking groups. . . . 

In our judgment, there are two fundamental problems that are 
the source of most other problems in program evaluation: 1 )  
inadequate program management, and 2) unrealistic expectations of 
program evaluation. 

Program management shodd involve five ( 5 )  key funcrions: 
planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling 
[citation deleted]. Evaluation is part of the control function. 
Eoth the feasibility and utility of program evaluation, however, 
is strongly conditioned by the adequacy with which all progran 
management functions are performed. Where program planning, for 
example, has not clearly identified a program's intended target 
group, major activities and expeetee outcomes, evaluation of 
program "effectiveness" would be neither feasible nor useful. In 
our view, many problems attributed to program evaluation stem from 
inadequacies in the performance of other management functions. 

Unrealistic expectations of program evaluation seem to stem 
mainly from inconsisten: use and understanding of "evaluation" as 
well as from an ouersimplified view of the real-world context in 
which progran evaluation actuaily occurs. There are, for exmple, 
many groups who might be interested in the results of a given 
program evaluation: policy-makers, program funding agent, progran 
managers, program s$aff, program participants and beneficiaries, 
competing program groups, special interest groups, etc. Program 
evaluation takes place within a social-political context of 
competition, compromise, and accommodation among groups with 
diverse interests. Is seems uniikeiy chat any one program 
evaluation could ever sacisfy the information needs of ail such 
groups simultaneously. 

In our ~ i e w ,  some 3robiems aclributed to program evaluation 
stem from unrealistic expectations of program evaluation. It is 
not a general prcbiem-soiving method. Even given the adequate - 
performance of all other program management functions, evaiuation 
will not work as a "quick fix" that will turn management into a 
technology, make all programs effective and efficient, and make 
decision-making and policy development straightforward. R more 
realistic goal for progran evaliiation within the departmiit is to 
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provide o b j e c t i v e  aLd c r e d i b l e  in fo rmat ion  about the performance 
o f  programs fo r  the purpose o f  in fo rming managerial and p o l i c y -  
l e v e l  decision-making. 

Description and Valuation 

According to the Department of Educaiion,;o a program evaluation includes two basic 
components regardless o i  the specific evaluation model employed: (:) a description of the 
program; and (2) an assessment of the program's value. 

According to the Departmenr of Education,?' information about each of the following 
topics is needed to adequately descrioe a program: (1) needs assessment, rationale, or 
statement of a problem that serves to justify the program; (2) program goals; (3) target group 
definition; (4) outcome objectives or planned measures of program effectiveness: (5) major 
program activities planned: (6) indicators or measures of program activity implementation; 
(7) target group identification and recruitment procedures, if  applicable; (8) planned sites, 
facilities, organization, staffing, and program administration; (9) planned operating budget; (9) 
major program activities actua!ly implemented; (10) target group actually served; (1 1) sites, 
facilities, organization, staffing, and program administration actually used or implemented; 
(12) program expencitures, actual sources o i  funding; (13) extent of actual program 
implementation; and (74) exrent to which outcome objectives or measures of eifeciiveness 
were satisfied. 

According to the Department of Education,'2 the interpretation of descriptive 
information to judge a program's value is central to the conduct of any program evaluation. 
Program evaluation--deiined as the systematic description of a program and an assessment of 
the program's value--is not limited in scope to on!? assessments of the worth of program 
outcomes. An evaluation of a program could be used to assess one or more of the following 
areas: (1) the merit of the program's purpose; (2) !he quality of the program's plans; (3) the 
extent to which the program's plans are being carried out; and (4) the worth o i  the program's 
outcomes. Possible bases for judging the value of program outcomes, for example, include 
(7) reduction of identified needs of the program's target group, (2) achievement of important 
program outcome objectives, (3) meeting other agreed upon standards or norms, and (4) 
achieving outcomes superior to those of similar programs. 

Although the achievecent of program ourcome objectives is probably the most 
frequently used basis for assessing program effectiveness, rhe Department of Education 
warns that the achievement of program outcome objectives should not be arbitrarily used as 
the basis for judging program effectiveness unless ihis is justified as an appropriate value 
criteria. According to the Department of Education:13 

. . . i d e a l l y ,  program outcome ob jec t i ves  o r  measures of 
e f fec t iveness  should c l e a r l y  r e l a t e  t o  the most important t a rge t  
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group needs, and major program a c t i v i t i e s  should c l e a r l y  be 
d i rec ted  toward amel io ra t ing  those needs. '&.ere these cond i t ions  
ob ta in  [a re  p reva len t ] ,  grogram outcome ob jec t i ves  can serve as a 
reasonably v a l i d  bas is  from which the value of program ontcomes o r  
ef fect iveness can be assessed. 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 

According to the Department of Education,~Q'[i]f the vaiue assessment of program 
outcomes is based on the achievement of important outcome cbjecrives, then program 
effectiveness is the extent to which program outcome objectives have been attained. . . . [and 
program] efficiency is the extent to which piogiam strategies are seiected from among those 
(strategies] available such as to maximize [the] attainment o i  outcome objectives relative to 
program costs." Program efficiency, unlike program effectivenass, is concerned with 
answering questions like (1) can the same outcomes be obtained at less cost, and (2) can 
greater outcomes be obtained at the same cost? It should be noted that cost-effectiveness 
analysis is dependent on the identification of identical or very similar outcomes since 
nonidentical or greatly dissimilar outcomes cannot be compared to one another unless rhere 
is an agreement that one cutcome is intrinsically superior to acother outcome and this 
superiority can be quantified in some way, e.g., tv~ice as good, three times as good, four 
times as good, eic. 

Program Plans and Outcome Objectives 

Accoiding to the Department of Education:'S 

. . . . [Pjrogram plans must de l i nea te  the program's intended 
ta rge t  group, expected scope and l e v e l  of major a c t i v i t i e s  
implementation, and specify outcome ob jec t i ves  o r  measures o f  
effect iveness. I t  i s  simply impossible t o  adequateiy evaluate a 
program i f  i t s  expected t a r g e t  group, intended scope and l e v e l  o f  
implementation, o r  outcome ob jec t i ves  a r e  unclear .  One major 
program requirement f o r  eva lua t ion ,  then, awounts :o good program 

. . . . Program outcome o b J e c c i ~ e s  should spec i fy  the arnou~r or' 
change expected or  the f i n a l  s ta tus  expecte?, i n  measurabie o r  
observable terms, among the program's t a r g e t  g r o q  on va r iab les  
re levant  t o  t a rge t  group oeeds. Statements o f  outcome ob jec t i ves  
and t h e i r  measurement a re  inseparable. An "outcoxe ob jec t ive"  f o r  
which measurement cannot he f e a s i b l y  opera t iona l ized a t  present is 
no t  an outcome ob jec t i ve .  
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A wel l -def ined outcome o b j e c f i v e  conta ins s i x  elements t n a t  answer 
the quest ions: 

. k i o ?  

. Learns o r  does k~hat? 

. Wen? . !Jnder khat  cond i t ions? . A t  what perfornacce l e v e l ?  

. How w i l l  performance be neasnred? 

I t  nay be noted t h a t  ob;ectives o f  the form, "To prov iae. .  . ." 
[ s i c ] ,  a re  t y p i c a l l y  process ob jec t ives ,  n o t  outcome ob jec t ives .  
?recess ob jec t i ves  cannot Cunct ional ly  replace outcome 
g. 

Where program p lann ing  or  management o f  the  most bas ic  kinds are 
lack ing ,  one should ask the fundamental quest ion, " I s  i t  
worcnwi i le  t o  attempt an eva lua t ion  of prog ra r  outcomes f o r  t h i s  
program?". i;esources n i g h t  be more p roduc t i ve l y  used t o  improve 
program plancing and management. 

The Department of Education cautions that in cases where program monitoring or 
management information sysiems have not been insrailed, atieinpts at "short-cut" summative 
evaluation will iikely be lengthy, costly, and unsatisfactory because program development 
functions will be transferred to ana become embedded in evaluation processes. In sbch 
cases, evaluation resources will need to be expended on ( I )  the development of basic 
indicators of program implementation and outcomes, (2) the development, installation, and 
operation of new data collection and reporting systems, and (3)  the analysis and interpretation 
of preliminary and possibly fragmentary and unverified data. 

Evaluability Assessment 

According to the Departrent of Education,'6 an inpaci  evaluation of a program may 
be a useless and cosily effort and a wasie of evatuarion iesouices if  one of more of the 
following conditions is present: 

(1) Agreed upon or measurab!e objectives are iacking: 

(2) The logic linking iniendeo program rnpil?s and activities to intended outcomes is 
nonex~stant or impiausibie; 

13j Actual program activities are a iierent from those specified by the intended logic, 
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(4) indicators of program implementation or performance are lacking cr ar, 0 too 
expensive to obtain with a~vailatle evaiuation resources: 

(5) Prograrn modification is uniikely for poiiricai or ideoiogical reasons: or 

(6) No practical management or poiicy uses for already available program evaiuation 
information can be identified. 

After (1) documenting an intended program, (2) documenting measures of program 
performance, (3) documenting program activities underway in the field, (4) assessing the 
plausibility and measurability of current program design, and (5) forrnulating possible 
alternatives or oprions for policymakers and program managers, a determination should be 
mace as to whether or not a program is evaiuabie and, if the program 's not evaluable. 
whether or not additionat resources should be al!ocated to conduct further evaluations of the 
program at that time. In addition to saving evaluation resources, this evaluability assessment 
serves the function of providing information for program improvement and focusing program 
managers' attention on the elements of program design and implementation likely to be 
crucial for program success. Despite our wishes and intentions, not ali programs are 
evaluable and not ail programs should be evaluated. 

Jacob's Five-Tier Approach to Evaluation 

According to Jacobs:17 

The Five-Tiered Approach organizes eva lua t ion  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  
f i v e  l e v e l s ,  each r e q u i r i n g  greater  e f f o r t s  a t  data c o l l e c t i o n  and 
tabu la t ion ,  increased p rec i s ion  i n  program d e f i n i t i o n ,  and a 
greater  commitment t o  the evaluat ion process. At each l e v e i ,  
corresponding se ts  o f  purposes and audiences are  presented [ t a b i e  
number de le ted ] .  Although these t i e r s  appear i n  sequence, 
programs can and should engage i n  several  l e v e l s  o f  eva lua t ion  a t  
the same t i n e  and should r e t u r n  t o  prev ious l e v e l s  when 
appropr iate.  . ~ . 

it should be noted that there is no intrinsic vaiue in ascending to the fifth tier of 
evaiuation. A program could temporarily or leave permanently its evaluation efforts at, for 
exampie, the third tie: (and decide that no greater effort shouid be expended on evaluation 
activities) i f  the infcrmarion needs of its major stakeholders (e g.. the fundeis of program 
efforts) are being satisfied. If, however, a program- intends on conducting a tier 4 or tier 5 
evaiuation at some time in the future, ihen the program should be pianned and designed with 
this intent in mind. Crucial decisions made eariy in the life of a program may determine its 
strategies and designs for many years, if not its duration. 
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In reality the selection 31 ar: evaluation model for the Family Center Deircnstration 
Project, and tne ievei of evaiuat~or (tier) to be undaria~en should Cepend on the Kinds of 
information ;ha: w~ i !  be needed by the Legisiat;:e: the Goverror, and DWS to oetermine 
whether changes along the lines o: the proe!cl skouid Se made in the current human services 
system, Because of their Irnpcrtafice :o bctk the Imagined and real success of the 
demonstration pio)sct, these k!nds of information should be s" jd ied  in the enabling 
le~islarion for the 3rojeci or. as a iasr resort, determined ily the ~mp;en;eniing agencies. 

The evaluation modei currentiy being u i i l i~ed by !he demonstration project is an 
adaptation of the five-tiered approach formulated by Jacobs. The five tiers are designated: 
preimplementat~or iiier I), accountab~lity (tier 2). prcgram c!arification (tier 3) ,  progress 
towards ourcomes itler 41  and program impact (tier 

The adapted five-tier approach has served as the basis for two complete evaluations of 
the demonstration project.'g The Bureau notes that substantial tlme and effort has been 
expended by the demonstration project io: 

(1) Collect accountabiliiy (tier 2) and prcgian clarification (tier 3) data regcested by 
the Legis lat~ ie through Act 323. Sesslofi Laws of Hawaii 1993;2" 

(2) Develop quaiity standards for fanliy centers: 

(3) Deiine outcome objecti*:es, in addition to process objectives; 

i4) Collect and compile research instruments for measuring the outcome objectives; 
and 

(5) Establish individual ana collective research programs for the family centers using 
the instruments. 

These are substantial accomp:ishvenis ior ariy program, especially one reputing to be a 
"demorstration project" and placed under the staff and time constraints described earlier in 
this reoort. 

Preimpiementation. The purposes of a tier 1 evaluation are to document the need for 
the  program within ihe community, demonstrate the fit aelvgeen community needs and the 
proposed program. ara proviae data describing the community. The audiences for such an 
avaIua?!on include po:entiaI iundeis of program efforts and interested community groups. 
Evaliiaticn activities include detailing ine basic chaiacterist~cs of the proposed program, 
conducting community needs assessments to support the establishment of the program, and 
revisicg the generic program to coordinate with the assessed needs. The types of data 
collected include statistics that describe the populations ana needs for service, interviews 
?rdith leaders and other interested patties on the type of pfograrn activities that are needed to 
improbie community situations. and inrerviews or sur.iey data ir3m prospective participants. 
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According to J a c o b ' ~ : ~ '  

Programs should r e s i s t  the short-sighted impulse t o  "take the 
money and run," f o r  i c  i s  l i k e l y  tha t  a t  some po in t  i n  a program's 
natura l  l i f e ,  informat ion from t h i s  i n i t i a l  t i e r  s i l l  be 
requested. This mate r ia l  w i l l  o f f e r  modest protect ior. f o r  the 
program from the sometimes poor memories and s h i f t i n g  l o y a l t i e s  o f  
funders; i t  a lso al lows f o r  the broadest range of future 
evaluation options by provid ing the necessary baseline data. 

Accountability. The purposes of a tier 2 evaluation are to document the utilization, 
entrenchment, and advancement of the program, justify current expenditures, increase 
expenditures, and build a constituency. The audiences for such an evaluation include 
iunders, community leaders, other program providers, the media, and interested government 
agencies. Evaluation activities include describing accurately program participants and 
services provided, and providing accurate cost information per unit o i  service. The types of 
data collected include client-specific monitoring data, and case studies based on interviews 
with program participants indicating participants' needs and responses and case studies of 
reactions to the program. 

According to Jacobs:" 

. . . Evaluation a t  t h i s  t i e r  does not  reqd i re  documentation o f  
success i n  a t t a i n i ng  the c l ien t - re la ted  [par t i c ipan t - re la ted j  
goals and object ives de ta i led  a t  Level One [ t i e r  : ] .  Nor does i t  
demand that  program s t a f f  use tne information co l lec ted t o  modify 
the program i n  dramatic ways, although presumably, u t i l i z a t i o n  
f igures and case mater ia l  w i l l  r a i se  issues t o  be addressed 
regarding service de l ivery .  Second t i e r  evaluation simply 
documents what ex is ts - -c l i en t  [participant] character is t ics ,  
serv ice/ intervent ion descr ipt ions and costs--and i t  may be the 
correct place t o  stop co al low newly organized programs " t o  catch 
t h e i r  breaths". 

Program Clarification. The purpose of a :ier 3 evaluation is to provide information to 
program staff to improve the program. The audiences for such an evaluation include program 
staff and program participants. Evaluation activities include questioning basic program 
assumptions (e.g., what kinds of services for whom and by whom?), and clarifying and 
ref~ning the program's mission, goals, objectives, and strategies. The types of data collected 
include interviews with siaff, observation of program activities and staff processes, compiling 
previousiy collected staff and service data, interviewing participants on desired benefits of the 
program, and determining program participant satisfaction with the program. 
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According to Jacobs:23 

Program goals and objectives should be scrutinized . . . [ a t  
t h i s  level] .  Walker and Mitchell [chapter number deleted] offer a 
typology of program objectives a s  a s ta r t ing  point for  t h i s  
examination. They suggest that  programs organize objectives as  
follows: process objectives (what s t a f f  w i l l  do--how members w i l l  
behave--to reach program goals) ;  product objectives (what s t a f f  
w i l l  develop, such as curricula or implementation reports,  to  
support these intent ions) ;  outcome objectives (how participants 
w i l l  change i n  the short  term); and impact objectives (what 
differences these changes w i l l  make i n  the long term). 

Programs must push toward consensus on both the i r  broad- 
ranging goals and more specif ic  objectives; philosophical biases 
and interprofessional competitions may surface and must be 
addressed. Through t h i s  sometimes painful process much of the 
growth in programs occurs, and an opportunity for t h i s  discussion 
should be b u i l t  into each program's annual schedule. 

Progress Towards Outcomes. The purposes of a tier 4 evaluation are to provide 
information to staff to improve the program, and document program effectiveness. The 
audiences for such an evaluation include staff members, funders, program participants, and 
other programs in the State and across the nation. Evaluation activities include examining 
outcomes (short-term), deriving measurable indicators of success for a majority of the 
outcomes stated, deciding on data analysis procedures, assessing differential effectiveness 
among individual program participants, and assessing community awareness among 
individual program participants. The types of data collected include interview material 
regarding an individual program participant's progress towards the program's goals, 
standardized test scores for participants (where applicable), participant-specific information 
from criterion-referenced instruments, participant satisfaction data, and evidence of support or 
resistance, or both, to the program in the community. 

According to Jacobs:24 

. . . [Alt Level [ t i e r ]  Four, the evaluation Landscape s h i f t s  
dranatically.  F i r s t ,  there is a move toward objective measurement 
of progra?; e f fec t s .  Second, accountability to r  c:ient 
[par t ic ipant]  progress (or  lack of i t )  as  d i s t i nc t  from 
accountability for service provision (as  a t  Level ; t i e r ]  Two) i s  
emphasized. Third, a c t i v i t i e s  are  s t a f f  and resource intensive: 
Staff members a r e  required to  help formulate measurable indicators 
of success, col lect  various new types of data, and maintain 
written documentation of the units of service delivered. Programs 
often en l i s t  professional evaluators to  help design and implement 
these evaluations, since the demands for  data collection training 
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and data ana lys is  genera l l y  exceed the c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  
r r ~ s  F i n a l l y ,  i s s ~ e s  o f p r o g r a m  a c t  eva;uatiort d i ssex i ra t i e r ;  
become important,  ?specia;ly if ih? program i s  ";rocdn . . . arid 
eager t o  r e p l i c a t e  (chapter ~ u n b e r s  deleted:. 

Program Impact. The purposes of a t:e: 5 evaluat~on are to (1) contribute to 
knowledge development, individual development, community relations, organizational theory, 
or the refinement of evaluation practices, or any combination thereof, (2) produce evidence o i  
diiferentia! effectiveness among aiternat!ve program approaches, and (3) sugcjest yogram 
modeis worthy of replication. The audiences for such an evai~at ion include (1) academic, 
research, and professional communities, (2) poiicymakers at federai, state. and county levels, 
(3) tne general pubiic, through the media, (4) potential program directors who may wish to 
repiicate within their context, and (5) ionders. Evaluation act!vities include (1) delineating 
specific impact objectives that are to be achieved, presumably through the accretion of short- 
term objectives' success, (2) idertiiying measures that can assess erduring or lifestyle 
changes, or both, among partio~pants and communities. and (3) developing evaluation plans 
that reflect common understandings among evaiuai~fs, prcgram personnel, and contractors 
(if different from the program), The types of data collected incliide ( l j  quantifiable ~artrcipant- 
specific data, incliidirg standardized test results collecttid over time (longitudinal participant 
data), (2) control group data or comparison group standards, (3) qualitative participant data, 
including record reviews, par:icopant interviews, etc., and (4) cost-effectiveness ~nformaiion 
necessary for planning or advising, or both, on program replication. 

According to J a ~ o b s : ~ S  

A t  t h i s  f i n a i  program-impact t i e r  bo th  the p r o g r m  and i t s  
evaluator  have committed thenseives t o  an experimental o r  quasi-  
experimental methodoiog;', seekirig t o  i d e a t i i y  and measure locg- 
and/or short- term impacts on c h i l d r e n  or  f m - i i i e s  us ing random 
assignment o r  comparison groups o r  standards. These eva lua t ions  
are  of ten mul t i year  e f f o r t s ,  w i t h  i n tens i ve  and complex data 
co:iection and treatment reqillremen;~. !4hile occas icna l iy  these 
evaluat ions prox~ide d i r e c t  feedback and i-.formation t o  programs, 
nore o f ten  they are  e x t e r n a l l y  d i rec ted ,  meant t o  con t r i bu te  more 
broadly t o  developrcentai theory and c l i n i c a l  o r  eva ina t ion  
p rac t i ce .  Only a f rae t i o r i  o f  f m i l y  support prograns a t  present 
conduct such evaiuat ioas,  which seems spprcpriace g iven the nature 
o f  these programs a rd  t h e  denands o f  :hese evaluat ions.  

Commentary. The five-lieieci approzch formulated by Jacobs and aoapted for use by 
the demonstration project appears to be a reasonable and appropriate response :o tne myriad 
of problems created by seemingly unreasonable demands for immediate proof of program 
impacts. The piobiem: however. is that the five-iiered approach may not be suffic:enily 
compatible with a desire to produce resicits within a snort period of time--such as the State's 
two year budget cycle. For example, the ( I )  delingation of speclfic impact objectives [ha: are 
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to be achieved. presumably through the accretion of short-term objectives' success. (2) 
identification of measures that can assess enduring or iifestyie changes, or both, among 
participants and communities, and (3) development of evaluation plans that reflect common 
unaerstandings among evaluators. program personnel, and contractors (if different from the 
prcgram) are activities that occur relatively late in the development of a program. 

Furthermore, it is Oifficulr to envision how key legislators could be persuaded io defer 
the evaluation of program impacts until a program is "proud of itself" and ready to be 
evaluated during times of fiscal austerity and deep budget cuts. The five-tiered approach may 
b e  more suitable in sittiations where decision makers agree beforehand that immediate proof 
of program impacts is not necessary, or where state moneys do not constitute the majority or 
a critical level of program funding. While it might be argued that the needs of elected officials 
should not dictate the evaluation of a program, e.g., now and when to evaluate program 
impacts, the practical reality is that the interests and concerns of the Legislature should 
receive priority over other interests and demands if state moneys constitute the majority or a 
critical level of program funding. 

Demands for immediate proof of program impacts based solely on preliminary data 
may be counterproduciive. Conclusions extra-ted from an inadequate data base may misiead 
decision makers into making premature decisions about a program. Conversely, the Bureau 
believes that a program cannot expect to survive in a highly competitive funding environment 
if decision makers are denied access to the foregoing kinds of data for very long. Preliminary 
data should be collected and used solely to determine whether the early impacts of a program 
are generally positive or generaliy negative; no decisions about a program should be based on 
these kinds of data unless there is evidence of harm to individuals or the program specifically 
requests a change to its enabling legislation. 

The challenge for the Legislature in this area is to refrain from making premature 
decisions based on preiiminary data, while encouraging programs to disseminate these kinds 
of data to the Legislature. 

Although Donald Campbell has stated that no program should be evaluated until it is 
"proud"," the Bureau believes that the ultimate challenge is to evaliiate a program in such a 
way that it can become proud. 
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Chapter 3 

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 

The purpose of this chapter is to (1) briefly describe and explain just two of the factors 
that appear to have adversely affected the implementation of the Family Center 
Demonstration Project, and (2) Driefly describe and explain some of the policy issues that are 
related to these factors. It is not the purpose of this chapter to criticize or defend tne actions 
of the project's impiementing agencies. Rather, this chapter attempts to (1) describe and 
explain some of the mitigating factors that the Legislature may wish to consider when it 
evaluates the outcomes of :he demonstration project, and (2) describe and explain some of 
the policy decisions that the Legislature may wish to address when it reviews the 
developmeni and implementation of :he project. 

Tm Li%!e Time 

The impiementaiion of the demons:ration project--from the passage of Act 329, 
Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, to the establishment of the first family centers--appeared to 
have been so rushed that neither the Department of Human Services (DHS) nor the Hawaii 
Community Services Council (HCSC) had sufficient time or resources to develop a complete, 
or reasonably complete, action plan for the project. A complete action plan would have 
inciuded the following components: ( 7 )  needs assessment, rationale, or statement of a 
problem that served to justify the project; (2) project goals; (3) target group definition; 
(4) outcome objectives or planned measures of project effectiveness; (5) major project 
activities planned; (6) indicators or measures of project activity implementation; (7) target 
group identification and recruitment procedures, if applicable; (8) planned sites, facilities, 
organization, staffing, and project administration; and (9) planned operating budget. 

The DHSl and HCSC2 stated that (1) the intent of the Family Center Plan3 was to allow 
maximum fiexibility and experimentation during the implementation phase of the 
demonstration project, and (2) rigid specificat~on of target group, outcome objectives, program 
activities, staffing, etc., were deliberately avoided to allow the flexibility necessary to mesh 
family center programs with identified commanity needs. Flevertheless. the early 
development of at ieast a tentative statement of the purpose of a demonstration project and 
establishment of outcome objectives are necessary :o any implementation strategy--including 
one intended to adapt l o  identified cornrnunily needs. (The Bureau agrees, however, that 
rigid specification of program activities and staffing woiild have been neither necessary nor 
desirable given the desire to mesh family cente: programs with identified community needs.) 

The reasons for at ieast tentatively defining the purpose of the demonstration project 
and establishing outcome objectives are to (1) provide a plan for the oqoo ig  development 
and implementation of the project and, consequently, the family  center^,^ (2) ensure that the 



PLANN!NG AND IMPLEMENTATION 

outcome objectives of the project are consistent with the expectattons of the Legislature and 
D t i S  and (3) ensdre that the project remains accountabie to the Legis1a:ure 

According to the DHS16 the outcomes of the demonstration project are not what the 
department expected. The DHS had envisioned that the demonstration project would 
interface with and help to iinK the department's existing programs, e.g., JOBS, child 
carelearly childhood services, eariy and periodic diagnosis and treatment3 child welfare 
services, and adult services.' If the outcome objectives for the demonstration project had 
been tentatively identified early in the project, tnis problem might have been averted. As it 
stands now, the DtiS and, consequentiy, the Governor may not be "in the market" for the 
product that the demonstration project is attempting to "sell". The ability of the 
demonstration project to survive without the support of the Governor and DHS may be 
auestionable.8 

Although it could be argued that few--if any--action plans are ever complete when the 
plans must be implemented and that the implementation of tne demonstration project was 
typical of many state-funded programs, it should be noted that the implementation of 
suboptimal action plans can be expected to result in negative consequences at a later time. 
The kind and severity of these consequences would depend on the components that were 
either missing from the action pian or not completely developed at the time the plan was 
implemented. For example, the lack of outcome objectives or planned measures of project 
effectiveness can be expected to interfere with both process evaluations (also referred to as 
formative evaluations) and product evaluations (also referred to as summative evaluations). 

In addition to making it impractical to conduct process and product evaluations, the 
lack of outcome objectives or planned measures of project effectiveness could allow 
statistically significant changes in communityi family, and individuai variables to go 
unmeasured. If the changes in these variables followed a sigmoidal or "S" shaped curve over 
time--rising slowly on the left (TIME :), rapidly in the middle (TIME 21, and slov+ly again on the 
right (TIME 3), an evaluation based on "before and after" comparisons during TIME 3 might 
miss some or all of the large changes that occurred in these variabies from TlME 1 to TIME 2 .  
An evaluation conducted exclusively during TlME 3 might report that a small but statistically 
insignificant amount of change occurred in these variables during TlME 3 when, in fact, a 
large, statistically significant amount of change occurred in these variables from TlME 1 to 
TIME 3. 

Although the implementation of an incompiete action pian is typically an agency- 
controliea decision, fiscal a r d  poiit:cal considerat;ons sometimes make it impractical for an 
agency to defer the implementation of an action plan dntil the pian is complete. 
Understandably, some agencies might be unwilling to allow scarce operating moneys to lapse 
at the end of the fiscal biennium because the action plan for a project was not ready to be 
implemented, and therefore have to report this lack of action to the Legislature. Because 
competition for operating moneys is so intense in the human services arena, some agencies 
may be unwilling to appear to falter before the Legislature and other agencies. 
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The hasty implementation of the action pian for the demonstration project was 
apparently caused, at least partially, by the following conditions: ( I )  the project was originally 
authorized for only two years and a status report (presumably a formative evaluation) and a 
final report (presumably a summative evaluation) were to be submitted to the Legislature at 
least twenty days prior to the convening of the Reguiar Session of 1991 and the Regular 
Session of 1992, respectively; (2) funding for the project was guaranteed for only one year, 
i.e., fiscal year 1990-1991, and unexpended moneys would have lapsed to the general fund on 
June 30, 1991; and (3) the release of funds for the project was delayed for nearly five months, 
i.e., until December 24, 1990, requiring the HCSC to pay for the initial planning and 
implementation of the project out of its own budget.9 

The lack of resources to compiete the action plan for the demonstration project once 
the project was implemented was apparently caused, at least partially, by the decision to fund 
four family centers on three islands instead of one family center on the island of Oahu as 
authorized by Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990. Although the DHS asserts that a key 
legislative committee gave the department its consent to expand the scope of the 
demonstration project beyond one family center,I0 the Bureau could find nothing in Act 329 
(H.B. No. 2281, H.D. 2, S.D. 2, C.D. I ) ,  or the standing committee reports accompanying 
H.B. No. 2281, H.D. 2, S.D. 2, C.D. 1, to corroborate the department's assertion. The 
Bureau's analysis is supported by the fact that Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992 (which 
did not take effect until June 12, 1992), amended Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990, by 
(1) repealing provisions limiting the demonstration project to one family center located on the 
island of Oahu, and (2) adding provisions authorizing the estabiishment of more than one 
family center. 

The financial impact of expanding the demonstration project to include three additional 
family centers becomes more apparent in light of the fact that "The Family Center Plan: The 
Final Report of the Family Center Planning CommitteeN1' envisioned the hiring of two 
planners at a cost of $61,000 (including fringe benefits) and one administrative assistant to 
assist the director of the demonstration project. Although one planner was supposed to be 
assigned to work with family centers on the neighbor islands, the staff of the demonstration 
project was eventually reduced to just the project director and the administrative assistant. 
While some people might prefer that the DHS and HCSC spend the State's limited human 
services budget on direct services rather than planning, it should be understood that good 
planning is crucial to the successful implementation of any project. While good planning is 
not a guarantee against the failure of a project, poor planning or no planning certainly 
increases the chance that a project may fail. 

Because the demonstration project was required to submit a formative evaiuation to 
the iegisiature at least twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Session of 1991, the 
DHS and HCSC would have had no more than six months from the start of the 1990-1991 
fiscal year to plan, implemeni, and evaiuate the implementation and progress of the project. 
If the HCSC had not paid for the initial planning and implementation of the demonstration 
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project. the DHS and HCSC would have had no time to do any of this work. In fact, there 
would have been no demonstrat~on project to speak of when the Reguiar Session of 1991 
convened. 

Additionally, because the demonstration project was required to submit a summative 
evaluation to the legislature at ieast twenty days prior to the convening of the Reguiar Session 
of 1992, the DHS and HCSC would have had no more than eighteen months from the start of 
the 1990-1991 fiscal year to plan, implement. and evaluate the outcome of the project. If the 
HCSC had not paid for the initial pianning and implementation of the demonstration project, 
the DHS and HCSC would have had no more than twelve months from the start of the 
1990-1991 fiscal year to plan, implement, and evaluate the outcome of the project. At best, 
there would have been very little to evaluate. 

Although the latest research shows that it takes between five to eight years to 
determine the outcomes and impacts of family strengthening programs,Iz the fact that the 
demonstration project was initially authorized for only two years and required to submit a 
summative evaluation to the Legislature prior to the convening of the Regular Session of 1992 
raises the following question: "What was the purpose of the project?" If the purpose of the 
demonstration project was simply to estabiish family centers throughout the State, then the 
decision to initially authorize the project for only two years may seem reasonable. If, 
however, the purpose of the demonstration project was to develop the basis for community- 
based management of the human services system, i.e., the human services equivalent of 
school1community-based management or SCBM, then the decision to initially authorize the 
project for only two years seems less reasonable. According to Department of Education 
records,'3 approximately two years of intensive up-front planning went into SCBM before the 
first school (Waialae Elementary) submitted its "Letter of Intent" to the Superintendent of 
Education to participate in the program. 

Although it could be argued that the hasty implementation of the action plan for the 
demonstration project did not prevent either the DHS or HCSC from completing or making 
necessary changes to the plan, crucial decisions made early in the life of the demonstration 
project have essentially determined the project's strategies and designs for the duration of its 
life. For example, because the demonstration project was initiaily authorized for only two 
years, the DHS and HCSC decided that existing human services providers would have to 
implement the project in the beginning. According to the DHSj4 and HCSC,'Qhere were 
insufficient time afid resources to develop "grass roots" organizations that couid establish 
family centers that were independent of existing human services providers. As a 
consequence of this decisron, all four family centers were initiaiiy esiabiished as separate 
programs or components of existing human services providers. This dependence on existing 
human services providers, as opposed to "grass roots" organizations, again brings up the 
question: "What was the purpose of the project?" 

If the purpose of the demonstration project was to create a management system that 
would empower ordinary people to make decisions concerning the budget, services, 
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personnel, and facilities o i  human services providers in their communities, then the project's 
exclusive reliance on existing human ser\:ices providers could jeopardize the extent to which 
these decisions are considered to be objective by numan services providers who are not 
closely allied to a family center. Funds for human services programs are iimited and 
competition among human services providers ior these limited funds is understandably 
strong. If the scope of the demonstration project is expanded to include those human 
services provided by the Department of Health (DOH) and Department of Education (DOE), 
then the project's exclusive reliance on existing human services providers could jeopardize 
the extent to which these decisions are considered to be objective by human services 
providers who are not closely allied to the DHS. Although all family centers are directly 
funded by the HCSC, the moneys for the demonstration project are routed through the DHS. 

If, on the other hand, the purpose of the demonstration project was to test different 
methods of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health 
and human services, then ( I )  the implementation of the project with only one continuous 
source of funding, i.e., state general funds appropriated to the DHS, (2) the project's 
exclusive reliance on existing human services providers, and (3) the lack of similar outcome 
objectives among family centers, may make it difficult for the DHS and HCSC to develop, 
test, and compare different methods of service delivery. According to the HCSC:l6 

D i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  r e a l i z i n g  t h i s  i n t e n t  [h, developing new and 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e  fund icg  sources f o r  family support p r o g r m s  t o  
i n teg ra te  p o l i c y  and progra?i p lanning across the  f u l l  spectrum o f  
fami ly  needs] were p a r t l y  due t o  the way the demonstration p r o j e c t  
was i n i t i a t e d .  The l e g i s l a t i v e  i n i t i a t i v e  t h a t  gave b i r t h  t o  the 
centers pre-dated the type o f  p lanning t h a t  would have been 
necessary t o  ge t  the funding s t ra tegy  secured. The d e c i s ~ o n  t o  - 
implement the p r o j e c t  w i t h  on l y  one funding source (DHS) has made 
i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  educate the decision-makers ( l e g i s l a t u r e ,  o ther  
s t a t e  departments) on j u s t  what i s  being tes ted  w i t h i n  the 
p r o j e c t .  [Emphasis added1 

On t ke  p o s i t i v e  s ide,  the on-going commitment t o  the p r o j e c t  by 
key s t a f f  i n  3HS and the  a c c e s s i b i i i t y  t o  the admin i s t ra t i on  has 

Fur ther  exp lo ra t i on  o f  the best way t o  sza r t  new centers should 
a lso  be inc luded i n  the next  phase. The lead agency model had the 
tremendous advantage o f  s t a r t i n g  from the  s t rengths  o f  competent 
l o c a l  agencies. However, the  use o f  an RF? ;request-for-proposa1! 
process t i e d  bo th  agencies and funders i n t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  r o l e s  o f  
helpee and helper  r a t h e r  than i n t o  a par tnersh ip  where bo th  
p a r t i e s  worked together on the experimentat ion necessary t o  
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implement the project's principles. [Emphasis added] 
Recowmendations for deal in^ with the funding concerns of the 
existing centers are made within che Family center Evaluation and 
are not discussed in this status paper. 

The implementation of the demonstration project with only one conrinuous source of 
funding could make it difficult for the DIiS and HCSC to integrate the ongoing programs of 
the DHS, as well as the DOH and DOEl into the project. Although representatives from these 
three agencies sit on the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee, neither the ongoing 
programs of the DHS, nor the DOH or DOE, appear to have developed any substantial, long- 
term financiai stake in the success or failure of the demonstration project.17 For the most part 
the demonstration project appears to be a program of the DHS Planning Office and, to  a 
lessor extent, the HCSC. Quite possibly, the on-going commirnent to the demonstration 
project by key staff in the DHS and the accessibility to the administration may not be enough 
to sustain the project through the next administration or additional budget reductions or 
restrictions caused by slow or no economic growth. Unless the human services and health 
care communities are allowed or! as the case may be, forced i o  develop a substantial, long- 
term financial stake in the success or failure of the demonstration project, the development of 
methods of service delivery involving multiple agencies and programs may be problematic. 

On August 6, 1993, the DHS applied to the United States Department of Health and 
Human Services for a $1,500,00O9 three-year Family Resource and Support Program (FRSP) 
grant.'"On December 15, 1993, the Bureau was informed that the DHS grant application 
had not been funded by the United States Department of Health and Human Services.'g 
Although this grant application was not funded, the Bureau believes that the issues raised in 
the following discussion are still reievant to this study. This discussion can be used by the 
Legisiature, DHS, and HCSC to clarify the roie of the demonstration project with respect to 
other DHS programs.) The purpose of the grant, which was to be administered by the Self- 
Sufficiency and Support Services Division of the DHS in partnership with the Maternal Child 
Health and Public Health Nursing Branches of the Doti, was to "offer sustained assistance to 
families that promote parental competencies and behaviors that will lead to healthy and 
positive personal development of both parents and children". 

According to the grant application:20 

The objectives for the Family Resource and Support Program for the 
State of Hawaii are aimed at providing comprehensive services to 
famili; from a holistic point of view. These services are 
intended to encompass a broad view of services needed to assist 
families to be strocg. Sucn services are indispensable to proper 
family functioning and offer families the prospect of improved 
quality of life and in many cases the hope of being self- 
sufficient. 

Program objectives specified under this application are as 
follows : 
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. To develop and provide educat ional  and support  s e r l ~ i c e s  
provided t o  a s s i s t  parents  in  acqui r ing  parent ing ,  
nu r tu r ing ,  and o the r  s k i l l s  designed t o  empower parents  in  
dea l ing  w i t h  t h e i r  ch i ldren  and the  world around thea .  

. To promote voldntary parenta; p a r t i c i p a t t o n  s o  chat parents  
do not  have t o  iden t i fy  themselves a s  being "probleaa t ic  o r  
dysfunct ional"  t o  receive se rv ices .  

,m . io  a s ses s  the  e a r l y  developmental needs of  ch i ldren  and so 
iden t i fy  types of support s e rv ices  needed. 

. To provide coniinuous hea l th  prevention s e r v i c e s  suoh a s  
immunization. 

. To provide c ~ L t u r a l l y  and s o c i a l l y  r e l evan t  s e rv ices  LO 

f ami i i e s .  

. To enhance se rv ices  t o  pregnant women and f ami l i e s  of 
newborns t o  reduce s t r e s s ,  enhance fami:y funct ioning ,  
promote ch i ld  de'~eiopment,  and minimize the  incidence of 
abuse acd neglec t  within a  m u i t i - c u i t ~ r a i  ecvirocment. 

- . i o  provide o ~ t r e i c h  se rv ices  t o  parencs $0 ensure t h a t  they 
a r e  avare o? FamiLy Resource and Sapport (F3S)  Services .  

,- . ,o provide coamu~i iy  r e f e r r a l  s e rv ices  in the  a reas  of 
hea l th  ca re ,  mental h e a l t t ,  emn 'orac i i i ty  r- . developnent,  
educat io?,  and job t r a i c i r g .  

. To make ch i ld  oare and ea r ly  chiidhood ecucation 
programrnirg a . i a i l ab le ,  as  well a s  ir;cor.;e~:lon programs in 
tbe  a reas  o f :  n u t r i t i o n  e?uuct icn;  i i f e  management s ~ i i L s  
t r a i n i n g ;  peer coanseling and c r i s i s  i n t e rven t ion ;  
sbbstance abuse counseling and creatnans r e f e r r a l ;  and 
r e f e r r a l  fo r  primary hea l th  and mental hea l th  s e r v i c e s .  

- . !o make F?S Services  avz i i ab i?  through con-ienient, easil:f 
accessib;e cen te r s .  within defined geographic co rx i i r i t i e s ,  
without regard t o  race ,  s ex l  e t k n i c i t y ,  or  i ncow c r i t e r i a .  

. To c rea t e  a  s ~ p p c r z i v e  network fo r  parents  t o  e-hance the;r 
ch i ld- rear ing  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and t o  camsexsate fo r  the  
i so l a t ion  and .,1~1lrera3iLity 3f many f a x i l i e s  by t r i n g i 7 -  '.6 

stem in to  concacc k ~ i t h  parents  in  s imi l a r  zLrc~ns:onces. 

The only mention of !he demonstration project anywhere 1-1 the grant application stated 
that:" 

The Family Centers Progrit! !demo-.stration p ro jec t :  has broad 
S~-' bd,~.ory .i au thor i ty  f o r  4 family cen te r s  t o  ke f i n l e d  a r o ~ n d  t?e 



PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 

s t a t e  as a means o f  Sest icg approaches t h a t  might be used i n  each 
comunity. Carrent 'amil; Center Services are focused on o f f e r i n g  
fa ther ing  classes, coy and car seat lending,  r e s p i t e  care 
o,.b ,breach, parent ing  classes, c h i l d  care, c ~ r - u r l n g  prozraxs, 
s e i l i n g  food a t  reduced costs,  youth drop- in r e c r e a t i o n a l  center ,  
a l t e r n a t i v e  l ea rn i cg  center ,  a f i e r  school enrichrneni, fami ly  
l i t e r a c y  program, ano extensive i n f c rma t ioc  and r e f e r r a l .  

There was no mentcn of how the demonstration project and the FRSP would have interfaced 
with one another, In addition. the development and inpiementation of the FRSP appearad to 
ensure that the two programs wouid have been deveioped and implemented indepenaentiy of 
one another. For exampie, the FRSP wouid have used a sersjice delivery tasK force (rather 
than !be Governor's Famiiy Center AdGsocy Committee) to "revie'w community needs and to 
develop a range of services that couid oe provided througn a community-based, center 
environment". The FRSP wou!d also have used service delivery focus groups (rather than the 
Cornm~ni ty  Liaison Comm~ttees) to "examine the combination of Family Suppcrt Servlces that 
shoilid be made avaiiabie within :he Family Support Center environment". 

Accordi~g to ihe y a w  appl ca! on -?" 

:-. , i j w o  p i i c c  program c o ~ x a n i t i e s  u : r ~  . . .  be selec:ai t o  p lace ?a - i l y  

Resource Serv ice C e c ~ e r s .  One coznuci ty  a i l 1  be i n  a 
disads~antaged area, a rd  a secon"3cm~,nity w i L i  be f r o 3  a a i d d l e  
income area on the i s l a c d  o f  Cahu. 

Although it is .m~ossible ro determine wQether cr not there wouid have been a sucsianiial 
dbpiication of effor! between the demonstrat~on project and :he FRSP, this giant aopl~cation 
raises quesiiors abut (1 )  tne ccmm.tmenr of rhe DHS lo seelcg the project tnrougn to its 
logical completion (which may not De June 30. 1995). and (2; the feas.bli::y of exte~ding the 
project or author~z!ng the expend~ture of funds for the FRSP in the future. In any event, :he 
DHS slouid expiain ho>fd ~t intended to inrerface the two programs and. if  not, wh!ch of the 
two programs was kigner In oriori:y Arguably, currert ent~flement program def!cits woiiid 
have made 't 'rfaasibie to fund both programs I: there was a substantial duplicat:nh i f  afiort. 

The demonstratiliv 2 i 0 j 9 i t ' ~  exC;us~ve relance on ex;stiog humas services p r ~ v i 3 e i ~  
could make it di:fixcu!t *or the DHS arc  HCSC to determle i f  i n  ~cii:.)ome was caused by a 
f a ~ ~ i l y  center ni tne lead age-cg for ti-e family iefirer, or both. If an cutccme was caused by 
both a iamly center and the lead ageley fcr t"? k m ' l y  center. then the DHS and HCSC 
woc!d have ro deternlre ( 7 3  twh3ther or no: the carccme c ~ c l d  reasc"aDly have keen caused 
by e!tner :he family cecter cr !re lead agency icr the fam:!y eerier acring alone, I e., in tne 
tc!al abse?ce of rhe orher, and (2) now much of !he outcome was caused by the family center 
and how mucn ef the eu;come was caused by the lead ageccy for the fam!ly center. 
Arj i iabiy, an exisrrng hu,van seriTices picvrdei couia direct all or a s?ec!i~c segrrsfit of irs 
ci!en:e!e to a family center through the provider's assoc;at.cn ' l ~ ~ t h  !11e famliy center and 
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unintentionally cause a desired outcome to occur with greater frequency or intensity. if the 
DHS and HCSC are ~nab ie  to discern (1) the cause or causes of an ouicome, arid (2) how 
much of the outcome was caused by a iamily center and the lead agency for the iamily 
center, then testing different methods of service delivery may not be possible. 

Arguably, the purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of each farni!y center 
should be similar to the purpose and short-term and long-term object;ves of the dem0nst:ation 
project if each famiiy center is supposed to be a component of :he project. Similarly. the 
purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of one family center shouid be simiiar to the 
purpose and short-term and iong-term objectives of another family center if the demonstraiion 
project is supposed to compare the effectiveness of one family center with another. A!though 
"similar" does not mean "identical", it becomes increasingly difficult to view each family 
center as a component of the demonstration project and to compare the effectiveness of one 
family center with another as the purpose and short-term and long-term objectives of the 
family centers and the demonstration project become increasingly dissimilar. Unless similar 
outcome objectives can be developed for the demonstration project and all famiiy centers. it 
may be difficult for the DHS and HCSC to compare !he effectiveness of one family center with 
another. 

Although the DHS23 and HCSCZ4 stated thar the purpose of the demonstration project 
was not to test one famiiy center against another family center, but to test a family center 
within the context of its community, the Bureau notes that: 

(I) State-funded programs exist to carry out existing state objectives and policies, 
and that accountability to the Legislature means that matters of concern lo its 
seventy-six members are being addressed for the benefit of society as a whole, 
not just individual ~ornmunities;~5 and 

2 The evaluation model discussed in The Family Center System: P.n Evaluation 
and Report on Accomplishmenis, Period of Evaluation: Juiy 1990 - October 
1991,*6 and An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of - 
Evaluation: July 1390 - December 1992~27 recognizes that programs selected for 
replication need to be cost-effective, not just effective, inexpensive, or well liked 
by their constituents. 

To demonstrate that (I) exis?ing state objectives and policies are being carried out, 
and ( 2 )  a program is cost-effective and worthy of replication, a common set o i  objectives for 
ali family centers wouid be required. i f  a program is not carrying out exisiing state objectives 
and policies, and accountabili?y :o :ha Legisia~ure does not mean that matiers of concern to 
its members are being addressed for the benefit of society as a whole, then what is the 
justification for spending state funds on a prograrn?28 
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According io Kathleen Wilson, chair of the Family Center Planning Committee, 
member of the Governor's Fami!y Center Advisory Cornmitree (GFCAC): and chair of :he 
evaluation task force of the GFCAC:2g 

. . . The center was to be evaluated within the context of 
community. The changes in irter-crgzn1zatloral interaction among 
service delivery agencies witkin cke community jiere to be exmined 
to see if the center did create new chacnels of system 
interaction, a ~ d  help significantly to amend the lack of quality 
interaction among ser.vice providers and their contact with 
families. So system change was envisioned to be looked ac within 
the context of a comunity. The idea was to look for patterns 
across comunity, but not to suggest that a particular 
intervention strategy was "the" advocated strategy of the project. 
Organizaciona? trarsformation of DIiS [the Department of Human 
Services], DOE [the Department of Education], 3awaii Housing 
Authority and ail the other organizations that families rely on in 
order to meet their needs was to be studied within the context of 
specific site locations. Resistance and adaptation of these 
organizations to family's efforts to contacr them was to be 
studied with particular attention to the roie of the Family Center 
service provider in the process of interaction/connection. 

The evaluation model states that the purpose of a Tier 5: Program Impact Tier 
evaluation is: 

1 )  [TJo contribute to knowledge development, individual 
development, conmdnity relations, organization theory, and/or 
to the refinement of the evalzation practices 

2) :T]o produce evidence of differential effectiveness among 
alternative program approaches (emphasis added) 

31 [Tlo suggest program models worthy of repiication (emphasis 
added) 

The evaiualion model, wnich :s an adaptation of the "Five-Tier Approach to Evaiualion" 
developed by Francme Jacobs.ZO specifies that the fo!iowing types of data should be collecie3 
at the grogram impact tier: 

1 )  [Qluancifiable ciiect-speciSic data, including standardized 
test results collected over time (iongituudinal participant 
data) 

2 j  ICIontrol grobp data or comparison group standards 

3 )  [Qlualitative participant data, including record reviews, 
participant reviews, ecc. 
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If the purpose of the demonstration project was not to test one family center against 
another family center, but to test a family center v~ithin the context of its community, then the 
rationale for "[producing] evidence of differential effectiveness among alternative program 
approaches" and "[suggesting] program models worthy of replication" becomes less clear. If 
these purposes are not relevant to the evaluation model for the demonstration project, then 
the coiiection of "cost-effectiveness information necessary for plannir,gladvising on program 
replication" may not be relevant to the model either. 

The collection of cost-effectiveness information appears to suggest that family centers 
should be compared with one another rather than tested within the context of their 
communities. If the family centers are to be tested within the context of their communities, 
then it may be more appropriate for the demonstration project to collect cost-benefit 
information to prioritize the use of family center resources rather than collecting cost- 
effectiveness information necessary for planningladvising on program repiication.3' 

There is no "correct" answer as to whether or not family centers should be compared 
against one another. The enabling legislation for the demonstration project does not clearly 
spell out the purpose of the project or its desired outcomes. The DHS and HCSC cannot be 
criticized for choosing not to compare family centers against one another any more than 
anyone can be criticized for suggesting that they should be compared. The truth of the 
matter is that any one of the following "tracks" for the demonstration project can be 
legitimately inferred from the enabling legislation:32 

Track No. 1: Family Centers are analogous t o  COBG [cornunity 
development block grant ]  programs, so few or  no common outcome 
ind icators  are needed. 

. Track No. 2: Family Centers are r e a l l y  about improving the 
character o f  community and service de l ivery  process, and so 
appropriate ind icators  r e a l l y  have nore t o  do wi th  measures o f  
sa t i s fac t ion ,  e f f i c iency ,  and community funct ioning than w i th  
u l t ima te  reduction i n  soc ia l  pathology. 

. Track No. 3: Ul t imately,  "accountabi l i ty"  t o  the i eg i s i a tu re  
and the taxpayers impl ies tha t  problems o f  concern t o  them, a t  
a soc ie ta i  l eve l ,  are being addressed. So we 30 need t o  agree 
Lpon cer ta in  cormon objectives--i.e., rceasurabie reduction i n  
soc ia l  pathology or  increase i n  soc ia l  well-being--which can be 
i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  uniform ind icators .  

There are some good reasons for not testing one family center against another family 
center. These include: 
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(1) The chilling effect that competition would have on cooperation and collaboration; 

(2) The moral and ethical issues concerning experimentation with families and 
children already at risk; 

(3)  The need to standardize t?e kinds of services that are offered by family centers, 

(4) The infeasibility of affecting and evaluating measurable changes in social 
pathology or well-being within the relatively brief authorization period for the 
demonstration project; and 

(5) The loss of community "ownership" and empowerment to the Legislature, DHS, 
and HCSC. 

There are also some good reasons for testing family centers against one another. For 
example, testing one family center against another family center could: 

(1) Provide an incentive for centers to become even more effective, innovative, and 
cost-conscious; 

(2) Improve the external validity or "generalizability" (representativeness) of 
research and evaluation findings to other communities; 

(3) Provide the rationale for continuing the demonstration project to compare the 
cost-effectiveness of the current human services system and a community-based 
human services system; 

(4) Provide an incentive for communities to become even more active in supporting 
and inst~tutionalizing their centers; 

(5) Provide an incentive for centers to keep better records of program participation 
and donations, contributions, and in-kind support; and 

(6) Provide an incentive for the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLIR to interface their 
ongoing programs with the centers. 

Arguably, testing family centers solely within the context of their communities may not 
yield the kinds of data needed to persuade the Legislature, the Governor, and DHS to affect 
changes in the current human services system. While testing family centers solely within the 
context of their communities is not "wrong" or "useless", it may be difficult for the DHS and 
HCSC to justify the further expenditure of moneys on the demonstration project when 
entitlement programs are currently operating at a deficit. Much depends on the kinds of data 
that will be needed to persuade the Legislature, the Governor, and DHS to affect changes in 
the current human services system; ~nforrunaiely~ these itinds of data were not specified in 
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the enabling legislation for the demonstration project and none of the implementing agencies 
appear to have made any aererminations of rheir own. 

in any event, competition between famiiy centers is not sometning that shouid be 
automaticaliy avoided. According to David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, abthors o i  Reinventing 
Government: How the Enrrepreneur/a! Sp~nt is Transforming the PuS1;c Sector, competition 
between individuais sets individual against individual and undermines morain. Competition 
between teams or organizations builds morale and encourages creativity.33 

No Foundation for Change 

According to the Department of E d ~ c a t i o n : 3 ~  

Four years ago, Superintendent Toguchi began t o  create a 
foundation f o r  SCBM. He o f ten  r e f e r s  t o  these i n i t i a t i v e s  as 
" p i l l a r s "  which support educat ional  reform. They are: T )  a 
school improvement process and p lan  i n  every school;  2) 
partnerships and community involvement; 3 )  an increased l e v e l  of 
s c a f f  development; 4)  pursuing increased f l e x i b i l i t y  f o r  schools; 
and 5 )  accoun tab i l i t y .  These i n i t i a t i v e s  prov ide a foundation f o r  
SCSM t o  serve as a c a t a l y s t  t o  b r i n g  about meaningful change. 

Another major i n i t i a C i v e  which i l l u s t r a t e s  the department 's 
commitment t o  t h i s  change is Project Ke Au Hou. i t  i s  a p lanning 
e f f o r t  designed t o  "move the  Department o f  Education towards a new 
generat ion o f  o rgan iza t ion .  (Th is  inc iudes c o t  on l y )  
decen t ra l i za t i on  o f . .  .and the shared use o f  
auLhor i ty  ... b u t  . . .p  r o ~ i d e i s  f o r )  new concepts o f  networking, 
i n teg ra t i on ,  v i s i o n  frameworks, knowledge bases, and 
accoun tab i l i t y  [ s i c ] . "  - 

Uniike the DOE, the DHS does not appear to have estabiished and the legisiation does 
not appear to have authorized those initiatives that would provide a foundation for the 
demonstration project to serve as a catalyst to bring about meaningful change in the way that 
human services are currently delivered 

Section 296C-2, Hawaii Revised Statutes. requires !he Department of Education 
through the Board of Education and the Superinlenden: of Education to formulate policies, 
including criteria and prccedures to determine which schoois shall par!icipa:e in the system, 
to iniiiate a scnoolicommonity-based managemenr system in the public schools. No similar 
mandate appears to exist for the DWS to formulate policies to initiate a method of managing 
human services that would (:) diffuse decision-making to involve or secure the input of those 
persons directly affected by the decision to be made at the community level, and (2) 
encourage community-in:tiated methods for achieving the human services goals estabiished 
statewide by the Board of Human Services. Additionally. no mandate appears to exis: for (1) 
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the DHS to establish a common set of human services goals that all communities would b e  
responsible for fulfilling, and (2 j  other state agencies to waive applicable poilcies, rules, or 
procedures when requested to do so by a community unless the agency can justify a denial t o  
the Governor. 

Summary 

Too Littie Time. The implementation of the demonstration project--from the passage of 
the enabling legislation, to the establishment of the first family centers--appeared to have 
been so rushed that neither the DHS nor the HCSC had sufficient time or resources to  
develop a complete or reasonably complete action plan for the project. 

The hasty implementation of the action plan for the demonstration project was 
apparently caused, at least partially, by the following conditions: ( 7 )  the project was originally 
authorized for only two years; (2) funding for the project was guaranteed for only one year: 
and (3)  the release of funds for the project was delayed for nearly five months. The lack of 
resources to complete the action plan for the demonstration project once the project was 
implemented was apparently caused, at least partially, by the decision to fund four family 
centers on three islands instead of one family center on the island of Oahu as authorized by  
the enabling legislation. 

The initial two-year authorization period for the demonstration project appeared to be  
too short given the broad scope of the project or: conversely, the scope of the project 
appeared io  be too broad given the initial two-year authorization period for the project. The 
latest research shows that it takes between five to eight years to determine the outcomes and 
impacts of family strengthening programs. 

Because of insufficient time and resources to develop "grass roots" organizations that 
could establish family centers that were independent of existing human services providers, all 
four family centers were initially established as separate programs or components of existing 
human services providers. 

The outcomes of the demonstration project are not what the DHS expected. If the 
outcome objectives for the demonstration project had been tentatively identified early in the 
project, this problem might have been averted. As it stands now: the DHS and, consequently, 
The Governor may not be "in the market" for the product that the demonstration project is 
attempting to "sell". 

Although the DHS and HCSC state that the purpose of the demonstration project was 
not to test one family center against another family center, but to test a family center within 
ihe context of its community, the Bureau suggests that family centers should be compared 
against one another if for no other reason to ascertain the relative advantages and 
disadvantages of the respective approaches. According to the chairperson of the Family 
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Center Planning Committee, changes in inter-organizational interact~on among service 
providers within a communi:y were to be examined ro see i f  a fami!y center created new 
channels of system interaction. and helped significantly to amend the iack of quaiity 
interaction among service proviaers and their contact with families. There is, however, no 
"correct" answer regarding this particular point since the enabling legislation for the 
demonstration project does not clearly spell out the purpose of the project or its desired 
outcomes 

While testing family centers solely within the context of their communities is not 
"wrong" or "useless", it may be difficult for the DHS and HCSC to justify the further 
expenditure of moneys on the demonstration project when entitlement programs are currently 
operating at a deficit. Much depends on the kinds of data that will be needed to persuade the 
iegisiature, the Governor, and DHS to affect changes in the current human services system; 
unfortunately, these kinds of data were not specified in the enabling legislation for the 
demonstration project, and none of the implementing agencies appear to have made any 
determinations of their own. 

The Bureau suggests that the Legislature clarify the purpose or purposes of the 
demonstration project with respect to the project's expected outcomes. Tine Bureau aiso 
suggests that the Legislature: 

(1) Conform the purpose or purposes of future demonstration projects to the 
expected authorization periods for these pro,ects or, conversely, conform :he 
expected authorization periods for these projects to their purpose or purposes, 
and 

(2) Require all new programs established by the Legislature or the Governor, to 
establish and submit tentative outcome objectives to the Legislature at least 
twenty days prior to the convening of the Regular Session following the 
program's creation 

No Foundation for Change. The DHS does not appear to have established and the 
legislation does not appear to have authorized those initiatives that would provide a 
foundation for the demonstration project to serve as a catalyst to bring about meaningful 
change in the way that human services are currently deiivered. 

I f  the demonstration project is to serve as a catalyst for change in the way that human 
services are delivered, ?hen the Bureau suggests that the Legislature require the DHS to 
formulate policies to initiate a method of managing human services that would (1) diffuse 
decision-making to involve or secure the input of those persons directly affected by the 
decision to be made at the community level, and (2) encourage community-initiated methods 
for achieving the human service goais established statewide by tne Board of Human Services. 
In addition, the Bureau suggests that the Legislature require ( 7 )  the DHS to establish a 
common set of human services goals that all communities would be responsib!e for fulfiliing. 
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and (2) other state agencies to waive applicable policies, rules, or procedures when requested 
to do so by a community unless the agency can justify a denial to the Governor. 

Related Policy Issues. On August 6. 1993, the DHS applied to the United States 
Department of Health and Human Services for a Family Resource and Support Program 
(FRSP) grant to "offer sustained assistance to families that promote parental competencies 
and behaviors that will lead to healthy and positive personal development of both parents and 
children". Although this grant application was not funded, the Bureau notes that there was no 
mention of how the demonstration project and the FRSP would have interfaced with one 
another. 

Although it is impossible to determine whether or not there would have been a 
substantial duplication of effort between the demonstration project and the FRSP, the Bureau 
suggests that the Legislature ask the DHS to explain how the department intended to 
interface the two programs and, if  not, which of the two programs was higher in priority. 

Endnotes 

1. lnterview with Conroy Chow. Planning Officer. Planning Office. Department of Human Services, November 1 .  

1993 

2. lnterview with Maeona Mendelson. Senior Planner. Decisionsllmpact. Hawaii Community Services Council. 
November 8, 1993. 

3. Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center Plan: The Final Report of lhe Family Center 
Planning Committee" (August 1990). 53 pp. 

4. A plan should be a dynamic document that changes in response to its environment: a plan should not be 
static or fixed. 

Generally, a plan provides the basis for orderly change. and the demonstration project will be constantly 
changing to accommodate the needs and wants of, for example, the family centers. A plan would help to 
ensure that these changing needs and wants are accommodated in a orderly manner. Similarly, family 
centers will be constantly changing to accommodate the needs and wants of their communities. Again, plans 
would help to ensure that these changing needs and wants are accommodated in a orderly manner. Neither 
the demonstration project nor the family centers should be criticized if their plans change: rather, they should 
be encouraged to change their plans in an orderly manner. 

5. For example. althougn SchooIlCommunity-Based Management or SCBM is intended to empower people by 
allowing greater school-level flexibility in areas such as budget, curriculum, instruction. personnel, and 
facilities. the schools participating in SCBM are accountable for those objectives reflected in the Department 
of Education's Foundation Program for the Public Schools of Hawaii and any accountability measures 
established by the Board of Education in the future. Hawaii, Board of Education, "School!Community-Based 
Management Implementation Guidelines" (November 30, 1989: rev~sed April 6 .  1991). p. 7. 

School!Community-Based Management (SCBM) is a school management system that empowers people by 
allowing greater school-level flexibility in areas such as budget, curriculum, instruction, personnel, and 
facilities. The concept is based on the belief that tne most effective decisions are those made closest to the 
point of its implementation Persons expected to implement decisions perform best when they feel ownership 
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and responsibility for decisions made. This generaily means that they have shared in making those 
decisions, It acknowledges that a school's community. defined 3s the principal, teachers, support staff. 
parents. students, and other community members, has a right and an obligation to actively participate in open 
dialogue where issues are presented, defined, discussed. and resolved. SCBM requires the collaborative 
involvement of the identified role groups and for them to be a parl of a shared decision-making process 
Hawaii. Department of Education. "SchooIiCommunity-Based Management Status Reporl" (January 1391j. 
p. 1. 

Section 296C-2, Hawaii Revised Statutes, defines "schooi/community-based management system" as a 
method of educational management that ( I ]  diffuses educational decision-making to involve or secure the 
input of those directly affected by the decision to be made at the school level, and j2j encourages school 
initiated methods for achieving educational goals established statelvide by the Board of Ediication. 

SCBM allows schools the flexibility to determine how the foregoing goais and objectives shouid be 
accomplished; SCBM does not allow schools to disregard or change these goals and objectkves. This 
approach to program implementation ailows greater school-level flexibility while ensuring school-!eve1 
accountability for the laws enacted by !he United States Congress and the state Legislature, and the rules 
adopted by the United States Department of Education and the Stale Board of Education Like the 
demonstration project. SCBM is accountabie to a higher authority. 

Arguably. accountability in the human services system means abiding by congressional and legislative 
dictates regaiding mandated and prohibited services, in addition to adapting to identified community needs. 
Although these "top-down" dictates tend to run contrary to the concept of cornmunity-based management of 
the human services system. the Bureau believes that these dictates are occasionally needed to ensure that 
the rights and privileges of minority groups are protected from the indifference or desires of the majority. If 
communities acted in the best interest of all of the people (including minority groups) all of the time (rather 
than just in times of crisis). then there would be no need for such "top-dovvn" dictaies as federal and state civil 
rights laws. or basic health services and required health benefits. 

For example. if the federal government did not dictate the provision of certain basic health services for low- 
income individuals and families through Medicaid. vfould all the states still provide these services to these 
individuals and families? Would they still provide these services during times of fiscal austerity? iniouid there 
be a need tor the federal government to become involved in health care reform at the state level? If the state 
Legislature did not dictate thar mutual benefit socielles had to provide coverage for child health supervision 
services. newborn adoptees. in fertilization. and mammogram screening, vfould all mutual benefit 
societies still provide these benefits to :heir members? (See sections 4321-602.5, -602.6. -604, and -605 
Hawaii Revised Sta1utes.j Wouid all mutual benefit societies still provide these benefits ducing times of fiscal 
austerity? Would there be a need for the state Legislature to become involved in health care reform in the 
private sector? 

While the United Slates Congress and the state legislatures are partly responsibie for the problems that 
currently beset the nation's human serdices systems. the Bureau believes that the solution is not to take away 
the authority of these institutions to make "top-down'' decisions: rather :be Bureau believes that the solution 
is to ensure that the United States Congress and ine state iegislatures make Serer 'top-down" decisions, 
a. decisions that do not fragment services to families To loosely paraphrase Thomas Jefferson. if we think 
that tne United States Congress and the state legislatures are not enlightenen enough to exercise their 
control with a wholesome discretion. then the remedy is not to take this discretion away from them, but to 
inform their discretion by education. 

6 Chow interview. November 1, 1993 

7 The DHS stated that !I was reluctant to exerl undue pressure on the demmstr~tion project lo carry cot these 
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activities becatise of the problems that such a heavy-handed approach might generate The DHS also agreed 
with the Bureau that famiiy centers ineed to demonstrate that (1) existing state objectives and policies are 
being carried out, and (2) a program is cost-effective and worthy of replication The DHS stated again. 
however. that it was reiuctant to exert undue pressure on the demonstration project to carry out those 
activities because of the probiems that such an approach might generate - !bid. 
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has ever overridden a governor's veto or reconvened to contemplate such a drastic action 
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demonstration project wili occur only if (1) the DHS. DOH. DOE. and DLIR agree on a common set of outcome 
objectives for all human services programs, and the commingling of agency funds to attain these objectives, 
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programs without stibstaniial personnel and programmatic costs shouid the Farniiy Center Demonstration 
Project falter or fail. To loosely paraphrase Benjamin Franklin. if the DHS, DOH, DOE. an0 DLlfi know that 
they iyil! suffer together shouid the demonstration project falter or fail, then these human services agencies 
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18. Hawaii. Department of Human Services. "Letter from Garry Kemp. Divlsion Administrator of the Seif- 
Sufficiency and Supporf Services Division of the Department of Human Services to 'Ms. Taylor' of the Family 
Resource and Support Program of the United States Department of Health and Human Services" (August 6. 
1993),30 pp 
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Sufficiency and Support Services Div~sion of the Department of Human Services to 'Ms. Taylor' of the Family 
Resource and Support Program of the United States Department of Health and Human Services'' (August 6. 
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For instance. the larger purposes of SCBM are to (1) improve student and school performance, (2) improve 
the quality of classroom instruction. and (3) strengthen citizen interest in and support for schools. Telephone 
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choice. 

[Slees the product as mostiy l&R [information and referral], academic, redundant. [Mlore important to 
fund direct services which are being cut. [Slystems change not a priority. 

[Njo feedback yet on whether it's doing what it is supposed to. [Blut doesn't necessarily support what it's 

supposed to do (if understood correctly) so might not be a satisfied customer anyway 

Ibid.. p, 126. - 

,ewer: Another key legislator told the interv' 

[Njo knowledge of the project goals. methods, or anything[.] 

[Njot "in the market" for anything. just funds it out of politicai considerations for other legislators who push 

for it[.] . e .  

[Njo feedback or input other than Torn ieglsiators who suppofi r l  (some from local districts with FC's 
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[family centers1 and some orhers who support the concept anywhere)[.] 

[Elxpects DHS [the Department of Human Services] to determine if it's tiseful and they want it as part of 
their budget[.] 

[Ljeaves judgments on quality and outcome to the subject commlttees[.j 

lbid., p. 126. - 
29. Letter from Kathleen Wilson. Associate Professor. Department of Urban and Regional Planning. University of 

Hawaii-Manoa to Keith Fukumoto. October 5, 1993. 5 pp. 
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adapted specifically for the project. 

31. "Cost-benefit analyses" compare the financial costs of a program to the financial benefits of that program. 
"Cost-effectiveness analyses" are conducted on more than one program for the sake of comparison. Heather 
Weiss and Francine Jacobs eds.. Evaluating Family Programs (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1988). 
pp. 523-524 
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Chapter 6 

SURVEYS AND METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this chapter is to (I) describe the capabilities and iimitations of 
surveys, (2) discuss the advantages and disadvantages of different survey types, and (3) 
describe tne methodology of rhis study, which makes extensive use of surveys, with respect 
to the foregoing capabilities and limitations, and advantages and disadvantages. 

This chapter is based substantially on the work of Stephen lsaac and William Michael, 
authors of Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed.).' 

The Nature of Surveys 

According to lsaac and Michael:Z 

With the exception of surveys based on a search of records, 
surveys are dependent on direct communication with persons having 
characteristics, behaviors, attitudes, and other relevant 
information appropriate for a specific investigation. This makes 
them reactive in nature; that is, they directly involve the 
respondent in the assessnent process by eliciting a reaction. 
Although direct interactions are often the most cost-effective, 
efficient, and credible means of collecting data, because the 
respondents are usually in the best position to speak for 
themselves and "tell it like it is," reactive methods run many 
risiis of generating misleading information. bong these risks are 
the following: 

1. Surveys only tap respondents who are accessible and 
cooperative. 

2. Surveys often make the respondent feel special or 
unnatural and thus produce responses that are artificial 
or slanted. 

3. Surveys arouse "response sets" such as acquiescence or a 
proceness to agree with positive statements or questions. 

4. Surveys are vu1neraoI.e to over-rater or ~nder-rater 
bias--the tendency for some respondents to give 
consistently high or low ratings. 

5. In the case of interviews, biased reactions can be 
elicited because of characteristics of the interviewer or 
respondent, or the combination, that ellcls an anduly 
favorable or unfavorable pattern of responses. 
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Types of Surveys--Their Advantages and Disadvantages 

According to Isaac and M i ~ h a e l , ~  there are five types of surveys: record surveys, 
maiied questionnaires. telephone surveys, group interviews, and individual interviews. 

Record Surveys. The advantages of conducting record surveys are that ( l j  records 
are nonreactive, (2) record surveys are inexpensive to conduct, (3) records often allow 
historical comparisons to be made and trend analyses to be conducted, and (4) records 
provide an excellent baseline for making comparisons if they are accurate and up-to-date. 
The disadvantages are that (1) records may contain confidentiai informationl (2) records are 
often incomplete, inaccurate. and out-of-date, (3) changing rules for keeping records often 
makes year-to-year ccmparisons invalid. (4) records can be misleading unless a 
know!edgeable person can explain how the records were compiled, (5) the purpose of keeping 
records is usually unrelated to the purpose of conducting record surveys, and (6) records 
contain factual data only--there is no input on values or attitudes. 

Mailed Questionnaires. The advantages of utilizing mailed questionnaires are that 
they (1) are inexpensive to use, (2) are wide-ran~ing, (3) can be well designed, simple, and 
clear, (4) are self-adminisiering, and (5) can be made anonymous. The disadvantages are 
that (1) a iow response rate can occur, especially with less educated and older addressees, 
resulting in a nonrepresentative return, (2) there is no assurance that the questions were 
understood, and (3j there is no assurance that the addressee was the person who answered 
the auestionnaire, 

Telephone Surveys. The advantages of conducting telephone surveys are that they (I) 
are less costly to conduct than face-to-face interviews, (2) can be conducted during the 
daytime or evening, (3) permit unlimited callbacks, (4) allow a respondent to feel at ease in 
the respondent's own home and tend to make the respondent more candid, and (5) make off- 
island surveys feasible. The disadvantages are that they ( I )  cannot access peopie with 
unlisted telephone numbers, which can run as high as twenty-five per cent in some areas, (2) 
cannot access people without telephones, particularly peopie with lower incomes, (3) can be 
viewed as intruding into the privacy of people's homes and can be confused with a disguised 
sales pitch* and (4) rule out many face-to-face advantages, including impressions of a 
respondent's gestures and facial expressions. 

Group Interview. The aavantages of conducting group interviews are that they ( l j  are 
more efficient and economical to conduct than one-to-one inierviews (2) reflect group behavior 
and consensus in terms of results, (3) reveal group interaction patterns, and (4) can stimulate 
the pioduitivity of other persons, as with brainstorming. The disadvantages are thai they (1) 
may intimidate and suppress individual differences, (2) foster conformiiy, (3) intensify group 
loyalties and can rigidly polarize opinions, and (4) are vulnerable to manipulation by an 
infiuential and skillful member. 
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Individual interviews. The advantages of conducting individual interviews are that they 
(1) are personalized, (2) permit in-depth, free responses, (3) are flexible and adaptable, and 
(4) allow impressions of a respondent's gestures, tone of voice, facial expressions, etc. The 
disadvantages are that they (1) are expensive and time-consuming to conduct, (2) may 
intimidate or annoy respondents with a racial, ethnic, or socio-economic background that is 
different from the racial, ethnic, or socio-economic background of the interviewer, (3) are open 
to overt manipulation or the subtle biases of the interviewer, (4j are vulnerable to personality 
conflicts, (5) require skilled and trained interviewers, and (6) may be difficult to summarize in 
terms of findings. 

The Methodology of this Study 

Time and Personnel Limitations. This study was conducted over a period of six 
months by one individual working alone. The Bureau does not have any particular expertise 
with respect to the evaluation of programs such as the Family Center Demonstration Project. 
Funds were not available to hire independent evaluators who have the necessary skills, 
knowledge, and ability to conduct this kind of study. 

Mailed Questionnaires. The Bureau used eight mailed questionnaires, which are 
included in this report as Appendices C, D, E, F, G; H, I, and J, to generate the data for this 
study. Table 1 describes which questionnaires, e.g., #1 and #7, were mailed to which 
surveyees, e.g., the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC). Table 1 also 
describes the number of questionnaires that were mailed to the GFCAC, eg . ,  (21), and the 
number of questionnaires that were returned to the Bureau either partially or fully completed, 
e.g., [ I l l .  

A total of 194 questionnaires were mailed to the surveyees listed in Appendix B. A 
total of 125 questionnaires were returned to the Bureau either partially or fully completed. 
One person expressly indicated that she did not wish to respond to ihe questionnaires. 
Among other things, the person stated that:4 

. . . [ T l h i s  quest ionnaire . . . i s  no t  d i r e c t e d  t o  the  " r e a l "  
people-- local  people who SHOULD be invoi-ied i n  the CLC [community 
l i a i s o n  corn i t tee ] - -peop le  ciho probably do no t  have co l l ege  
educations and who indeed might be f u n c t i o n a l l y  i l l i t e r a t e  b u t  
wise i n  t h e i r  assessment o f  community needs and dynamics. The 
quest ionnaire i s  f u l l  o f  hybo i i c  [ s i c ]  - d i s t i n c t i o n s  t h a t  do n o t  
address the r e a l i t y  o f  . . . l i f e  [on t h i s  i s land! .  

Data from questionnaires returned to the Bureau after close of bus: ,ness on 
September 27, 1993, are not included in this siudy unless these data updated existing 
financial information on the demonstration project and the family centers. 
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Likert Scales. Data obtained from Likert scales, e.g., "1"  (strongly disagreej to ''5" 
(strongly agree), were scoreo in :he manner that they were received (i.e., as single whoie 
numbers) unless a person gave two responses to a statement, e.g., "3" jneuiralj and "4" 
(agree). In cases like this one, the Bureau computed the arithmetic mean of the two values, 
e.g.: "3.5", and then rounded the mean value ro the nearest whoie number. e.g.. "4". 
Although "Do Not Know" responses were arbitrarily assigned a value of "0" for the purposes 
of this study, this particular response was not used to compute any of the descriptive 
statistics used in This study. A response of "Do Not Know" (0) is no closer to a response of 
"Strongly Disagree" (1) than it is to a response of   strong!^ A ~ r e e "  (5), even though zero is 
arithmeticallv closer to one than it is to five. 

Open-Ended Questions. Data obtained from open-ended questions. e.g., why a 
person's knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from the 
person's opinion about what the purpose "should be", were handled in the following manner. 

(1) If there was any numerical difference between the t v~o  opinions and the person 
explained why there was a difference, then the person's explanation was 
recorded 

(2) If there was no difference between the two opinions, but the person wrote a 
comment in the space designated for the abovementioned explanation, then the 
person's explanation was omitted. 

(3) If there was a difference between the two opinions and the person wrote a 
comment in the space designated for the abovementioned explanation, but did 
not address the question being asked, then the nonresponsive explanation was 
omitted. 

Data obtained from questions that asked for a "yes" or "no" response and an 
explanation, e.g., "are services to families fragmented? Why or why not?", were handied in 
the following manner. 

(1) if a person responded ambiguously, e.g., "sometimes", "dependsq*, or "yes and 
no", then both the person's response and expianation were classified as being 
nons~ecif ic. 

(2) If a person did not make a "yes" or "no" response, but stated an opinion that 
could have been reasonabiy interpreted as be in^: a "yes" or "no" response, e.g., 
"services to families are fragmented because funding is categorical" or "services 
to families are not fragmented because the family center works", then the 
person's (interpreted) response and explanation were classified accordingly. 
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(3) If a person responded "yes" or "no", but the person's explanation did not 
address the question being asked, then the person's response was recorded, but 
the accompanying nonresponsive explanation was omitted. 

Multiple and "Run-on" Explanations. Multiple expianations obtained from open-ended 
questions. e.g., "services to families are fragmented because funding is categorical, services 
are cr~sis-oriented, there is insufficient communication between agencies, agencies do not 
have enough staff, and access to services is difficuit", were handled in the following manner. 

(1) If a person's explanation could be dissected into smailer pieces and still make 
reasonable sense to a knowledgeable reader, then it was separated accordingly. 
For exampie, the explanation "services to families are fragmented because 
funding is categorical, services are crisis-oriented, there is insufficient 
communication between agencies, agencies do not have enough staff, and 
access to services is difficult", could be dissected into the following pieces. 

(A) "[Sjervices to families are fragmented because funding is categorical . . .". 

(B) "[Sjervices to families are fragmented because . . . services are crisis- 
oriented . . .". 

(C) "[Slervices to families are fragmented because . . . there is insufficient 
communication between agencies . . .". 

(D) "[S]ervices to families are fragmented because . . . agencies do not have 
enough staff . . .". 

(E) "[Sjervices to families are fragmented because . . . access to services is 
difficuit" 

(2) If a person's explana:icn could not be dissected and stiil make reasonable 
sense, then it was not separated, e.g., "the impact and effectiveness of service 
is difficult to assess because longitudinal, community-level studies need to be 
conducted and peopie at risk are constantly moving in and out of communities". 

(3) If a person's explanation "ran-on" and siopped addressing the question being 
asked, then the nonresponsive portion of the person's explanation that "ran-on" 
was omitted. 

(4) If a person's explanation consisted of: 

(A) A general statement, e.g., "services to families are not fragmented 
because the family center works"; and 
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(B) Several specific statements expanding on the general statement, e.g., "the 
staff of the family center are always wiliing to help you", "the staff of the 
family center are always able to find the information you need", and "the 
family center helps people to help themselves"; 

then the specific statements were recorded, and the general statement was 
omitted. 

Categorization of Explanations. The categorization of the explanations to open-ended 
questions was handled in the following manner. 

(1) The explanations were separated into not more than five categories (not 
including an "other" category), whenever possibIe.5 

(2) Each category consists of not less than five explanations, whenever possible.6 

(3) Similar categories were used for all related open-ended questions, whenever 
p ~ s s i b l e . ~  

(4) An existing category consisting of less than five explanations was combined with 
a new category or another existing category to create a broader category, 
whenever possible. 

Mean Difference. The mean difference between what "is" and what "should be" was 
computed by summing the absolute values of the differences between what "is" and what 
"should be" and then dividing this sum by the number of complete response sets, i.e., the 
number of response sets not containing "Do Not Know" responses or missing data.8 

The mean difference describes the magnitude of the differences between what "is" 
and what "should be". Consequently, this statistic is helpful in identifying areas that may 
warrant closer examination when the ranges, medians, and means of both distributions are 
identical or nearly identical, as they are in examples 3 and 4. The mean difference in 
example 3 indicates that there is a small difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
and, consequently, good congruence between what "is" and what "shouid be". The mean 
difference in example 4 indicates that there is a large difference between what "is" and what 
"should be" and, consequently, poor congruence between what "is" and what "should be". 

The mean difference does not describe the direction of the differences. Consequently. 
this statistic is not helpful in determining if, for example, an implementing activity should be 
receiving more or less emphasis than it is currently being afforded by the demonstration 
project. The means of what "is" and what "should be" in example 1 indicate that an 
implementing activity should be receiving more emphasis. The means of what "is" and what 
"should be" in example 2 indicate that an implementing activity should be receiving less 
emphasis. In both examples, however, the mean difference is equal to 2.00. 
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The mean diiierence does not describe the homogeneity or heterogeneity of the 
differences. Consequently, this statistic is not helpful in determining whether, for exarnpie, all 
of the members of the GFCAC believe that an implementing activity should be receiving more 
emphasis than is currently being afforded by the demonstration project, or only some of the 
members believe that it should be receiving more emphasis. The differences in example I 
indicate that all of the members believe that an implementing activity should be receiving 
more emphasis. The differences in exarnpie 4 indicate that only one-half of the members 
believe that an implementing activity should be receiving more emphasis; the other one-half of 
tne members believe that it should be receiving less emphasis. In both examples, however, 
the mean difference is equal to 2.00. 

Again, this statistic is helpful in identifying areas warranting closer examination; it is 
not definitive by itself. 

Example 1 

What "is" 
What "should be" 
Difference 
Absolute value of difference 

Range of what "is": none 
Range of what "should be": none 
Mean of what "is": 3.00 
Mean of what "should be": 5.00 
Median of what "is": 3.00 
Median of what "should be": 5.00 
Mean difference: 2.00 
Number of complete response sets: 8 

Example 2 

What "is" 
What "should be" 
Difference 
Absolute value of difference 

Range of what "is": none 
Range of what "should be": none 
Mean of what "is": 5.00 
Mean of what "should be": 3.00 
Median of what "is": 5.00 
Median of what "should  be'^: 3.00 
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Mean difference: 2.00 
Number of complete response sets: 8 

Example 3 

What "is" 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5  
What "should be" 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 3  
Difference -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 2  
Absolute value of difference + 2  0 0 0 0 0 0 + 2  

Range of what "is": 3-5 
Range of what "should be": 3-5 
Mean of what "is": 4.00 
Mean of what "should be": 4.00 
Median of what "is": 4.00 
Median of what "should be": 4.00 
Mean difference: 0.50 
Number of complete response sets: 8 

Example 4 

What "is" 
What "should be" 
Difference 
Absolute value of difference 

Range of what "is": 3-5 
Range of what "shouia be": 3-5 
Mean of what "is": 4.00 
Mean of what "should be": 4.00 
Median of what "is": 4.00 
Median of what "should be": 4.00 
Mean difference: 2.00 
Number of complete response sets: 8 

Coding. Ail questionnaires were marked with an aiphanumeric code, e.g.: GFCAC 12, 
DHS 1, HGSC 2. LA 4, FC 3. WH 2, KEY 3, KPT 17, and MO 2 ,  to facriitaie the compilation 
and analysis of the data, and provide qualitative information on the representativeness of ihe 
survey results. According to the data, one community iiaison committee appears to be 
substantially underrepresented in the survey results.9 Consequently, ail results concerning 
the community liaison committees (CLCs) should be viewed with caution. 
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Quotations. Because of the manner in which data obtained from open-ended 
questions were handied, the Bureau ~ i i i i zed  quotation marks, ellipses, and brackets to 
indicate where explanatory material was added or deleted. All references to specific family 
centers, e.g., the Ktihio Park Terrace Friendly Store, islands or parts of islands, e.g., West 
Hawaii, and persons were intentionally deleted since the purpose of this study was to examine 
the family centers as a whole rather than indiv!dually. The Bureau did not have sufficient time 
or personnel resources to conduct indiviouai evaluations of each family center, and funds 
were not available to hire independent evaluators who have the necessary skills, knowiedge, 
and ability to conduct this kind of study. 

The use of direct quotations also serves to illustrate the need for trained and neutral 
language translators, interviewers, and transcribers to assist in the conduct of future 
evaiuations of the demonstrat~on project and the family centers. The one individual assigned 
to conduct this study is fluent only in the English language--some members of the CLCs 
appear to be fluent in languages other than English. This study used written questionnaires 
to communicate and elicit ideas--some members of the CLCs appear to comprehend these 
ideas and communicate their ideas best through speech rather than in writing. (The Bureau 
believes that its limited skills, knowledGe, and abilities may become a source of substantial 
systematic and random error when it begins to survey more of the people who use the family 
ce0ters.j This study relied on the cooperation of the family centers to assist, or find people 
who could assist, some members of the CLCs in completing their questionnaires--the Bureau 
was unable to provide incontrovertibly trained and neutral people to assist these members in 
completing their questionnaires. 

Parents and Children Together (PACT). Because PACT--the lead agency for the Kuhio 
Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center--is a consortium of eleven different agencies, the Bureau 
surveyed the representatives of these eleven agenciesjO and created one response set for the 
entire consortium. 

Data obtained from Likert scales were averaged and then rounded to the nearest 
whole number. Data obtained from questions that asked for a lyes" or "no" response and an 
explanation were first categorized according to "yes", "no", and "not specific'' responses. 
Next, the most frequent response was chosen as the overall response for the consortium. 
Finally, all explanations corresponding to this overall response were recorded. Data that did 
not correspond to this response were omitted unless there was a tie between the number of 
responses to a question. in the case of a tie, both responses and the explanations 
corresponding to these responses were recorded. Although this practice would result in two 
responses being recorded instead of one, ties were not frequent and did not appear to have a 
substantial affect on the overall results of this study. 

Data obtained from open-ended questions. e.g., why a person's knowledge about what 
the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from the person's opinion about what the 
purpose "should be"; were handled in the manner described above, as if an explanation was 
corning irom one pefsan rather than c-leven persons. in  other words, the decision to include 
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or exclude these explanations from this report was not dependent on the existence of any 
numerical difference between ;he two opinions for the entire consorrium. 

Summary 

One community liaison committee was substantially underrepresented in the survey 
results. Consequently, all results concerning the community liaison committees should be 
viewed with caution. 

There is a need for trained and neutral language translators, interviewers, and 
transcribers to assist in the conduct of future evaluations. Some members of the CLCs 
appear to be fluent in languages other than English; some members of the CLCs appear to 
comprehend these ideas and communicate their ideas best through speech rather than in 
writing; and the Bureau was unable to provide incontrovertibly trained and neutral people to 
assist these members in completing their quesrionnaires. 

The Bureau believes that its limited skills, knowledge, and abilities may become a 
source of substantial systematic and random error when it begins to survey more of the 
people who use the family centers. The Bureau suggests that the Legislature consider the 
possibility of requiring the Department of Human Services (DHS), rather than the Bureau, to 
conduct the final evaluation of the demonstration project and the family centers. If the 
Legislature is concerned about the ability of the DHS or the Hawaii Community Services 
Council (HCSC) to objectively conduct the foregoing evaluation, then the Bureau suggests 
that the Legislature consider the possibility of: 

(1) Appropriating funds for another executive branch agency with an expertise in 
program evaluation, e.g.< the Department of Education or the Social Science 
Research Institute of the University of Hawaii, to conduct the evaluation; 

(2) Appropriating funds for a legislative committee or agency to hire a public or 
private agency with an expertise in program evaluation, e.g., the Pacific 
Regional Education Laboratory or the Social Science Research lnstitute of the 
University of Hawaii, to conduct the evaluation; or 

(3j Pronibiting the Department of Human Services' Planning Office or the HCSC 
from overseeing or administering any contract relating to the final evaluation of 
the demonstration project, and requiring some other office or agency within or 
administratively attached to the DHS to oversee this contract. 



Endnotes 

Stephen Isaac and 'William Micheal. Handbook in Research and Evaluation (2nd ed.. San Diego. California: 
EdlTS Publishers. 1981). 234 pp. 

ibid., p. 128 - 

! b i d  pp. 130-132 - 

The identity of this person is not relevant to this study and has been intentionally left out of this report. 

Practically speaking. most people can keep track of seven to ten categories with no probiem 

This was an arbitrary number however the five explanat~ons guideilne appeared to keep the overall number 
of categories to less than seven and the characteristics of the explanations class~fled as "other" somewhat 
heterogeneous 

For example: Are services to families fragmented? Is there a lack of coordination and communication among 
those who provide seruices? Do consumers in general and famiiies (in particular! find it difficult to access 
Services and information? is access to services and information across agencies difficult? Is access to 
services and information between fund sources and providers difficult? Is the impact and effectiveness of 
Service difficult to assess? IS there difficulty in assessing the real needs of families? Are leverage funding 
and more innovative multiple funding streams needed? Why or why not? 

M~~~ difference = What "is" - 'What "should be" 
Number of complete response sets 

The ldentity of this community liaison committee is not relevant to thls study and has been intentionally left 
out of this report. 

Lui Faleafine, Jr.. Chaney and Brooks Property Management, Kuhio Park Terrace Homes: Dennis Dobies. 
Department of Education. Linapuni School; Geraldine lchimura. Department of Education. Dole Intermediate 
School: Amy Ebesu. Department of Health. Public Health Nursing Branch: Enele Aialamua. Family Service 
Center: Teresa Vast, Kallua, Hawaii: Janet Morse. Hawaii Literacy; John White. Hawaii Foodbank, InC. Mike 
Hee, Hawaii Hous~ng Authority; Pete Kessinger. Honolulu Community College: and Ron Higashi. Susannah- 
Wesley Community Center 

This brought the total number of questionnaires marled out for this study to 205 and the total number of 
part~ally or fully completed questlonnalres returned to the Bureau to 136 



Chapter 7 

PURPOSES, ACTIVITIES, AND PROBLERXS 

Purposes and Implementing Activities 

"The purpose of this Act is to establish the family cecter 
demonstration project, with family centers to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of the community-based faqily center concept and to 
test different models of service delivery." (Act 329, Session 
Laws of Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of iiawaii 
1992.)' 

"The purpose of the family center demonstration project shall 
be to coordinate the provision of core services to families at 
community-based centers to develop each community's capacity to 
identify and resolve its problems." (Act 329, Session Laws of 
Hawaii 1990, as amended by Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992. ) 2  

"The 1990 state legislature established a two-year family 
support/resource center demonstration project (HB 2281) co cest 
the effectiveness of a community-based family support center 
concept and to implement different models of service delivery." 
(The Family Center Plan: The Final Report of the Family Center 
Planning Committee. l 3  

"The purpose of these centers was to coordinate the provision of 
core services to families at a community based center in order to 
develop a community's capacity to identify and resolve its 
problems and fully utilize its assets." (The Family Center Plan: 
The Final Report of the Family Center Planning Committee. ) 4  

"The purpose of a center is to strengthen and build on the ability 
of family members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of 
their family life and the life of the community by offering a 
range of community identified activities, services, training 
opportunities and information in accessible and supportive 
settings.*' (Request for Proposal: The Family Center 
Demonstration Project, 1990-1992. )5 

"The primary goal of The Family Center Demonstration Project is to 
implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service 
delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families 
by (i) facilitating access to existing services through 
cownunity-based centers, (2) identifying and aeeting unmet needs 
of families at the community level, (3) educating the community on 
how to support families, ( 4 )  developing new and collaborative 
funding sources for family prevention programs, and ( 5 )  creating a 
method for program accountability that is system-wide and includes 
statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and 
volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes 
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across family center programs." (The Family Center System: An 
Evaliation and Repor: on Accomplishments, Period of Evaluaticn: 
July 1990 - October !991.)6 
"The Family Center system, created by Act 329 of the 1990 Hawai'i 
State Legislature, is a two-year demonstration project designed to 
test the effec:iveness of a comminity-based family centered model 
of service delivery." (The Family Center System: An Evaluation 
and Report on Accomplislments, Period of Evaluation: July 1990 - 
October 199'. )' 

"The intent of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to test 
different methods of service deiivery based on a set of nationaliy 
and locally accepted core principies that, when implemented, will 
enhance support to individuais and families in need of health and 
hunan services." (The Fanily Center Demonstration Pro'ect: A 
Second Year Status Report, October 1991 - December 1992.) d 
"The purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project is to 
reduce fragmentation in human services." (An Evaiuation of the 
Family Center Demonstration Froject, Period of Evaluacion: July 
1990 - December 1992. ) 9  

Purposes. Based on the foregoing statements, which are displayed in chronological 
order, it could be argued that the purpose of the demonstration project is to accomplish any 
or all of the following tasks: 

(1) Test the effectiveness of the famiiy center concept; 

(2) Test models of servlce delivery that enhance support to individuals and families 
in need of health and human services; 

(3) Develop a community's capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully 
utilize its assets: 

(4) Strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to 
the well-being of their famiiy life and the life of their community; 

(5) Implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system 
that will improve the quality of life for families; and 

(6) Reduce fragmentation in human services. 

implementing Activities. Based on the same provisions, it could be argued that the 
demonstration project is supposed to accomplish any or all of the foregoing tasks through any 
or ail of the following implementing activities: 
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(1) Coordinating the provision of core services to families at community-based 
centers; 

(2)  Offering a range of community identified activities, services, training 
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive settings; 

(3)  Facilitating access to existing services through community-based centers; 

(4) Identifying and meeting unmet needs of families at the community level; 

(5)  Educating the community on how to support families; 

(6)  Developing new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention 
programs; and 

(7) Creating a method for program accountability that is system-wide and includes 
statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and volunteer 
training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center 
programs 

Problems and Symptoms of Problems 

While the foregoing discussions begin to address what tasks the demonstration project 
is supposed to accomplish, i.e., its purpose, and how the project is supposed to accomplish 
these tasks, i.e., its implementing activities, the foregoing discussions do not explain the 
reasons why the project is supposed to accomplish these tasks, i,e,, its justification. 
According to The Family Center Plan,lo the demonstration project is supposed to accomplish 
these tasks because: 

(1) Services to families are fragmented; 

(2)  There is a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide 
services: 

(3)  Consumers in general and families (in particular) find it difficult to access 
services and information; 

(4) Access to services and information across agencies is difficult, 

(5) Access to services and information between funders and providers is difficult; 

(6)  The impact and effectiveness of service is difficult to assess; 
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(7) There is difficulty in assessing the real needs of families; and 

(8) Leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams are needed 

While the foregoing discussion begins to address the reasons why the demonstration 
project is supposed to accomplish certain tasks, it does not, for example, explain the reason 
or reasons why "services to families are fragmented". Problems such as the fragmentation of 
services to families might be symptoms of more deep-seated problems, such as the rigidity of 
the "program structure"ll used by the State to fund family services, or problems that extend 
beyond !he authority of the demonstration project. 

While symptomatic treatment of the foregoing problem is not an undesirable or 
unworthy outcome, a symptomatic approach to reforming this aspect of the State's human 
services delivery system may necessitate the creation of a permanent oversight mechanism, 
i.e., additional bureaucracy, to prevent the recurrent fragmentation of services to families. 
Unless the underlying cause or causes of the foregoing problem can be addressed, the 
fragmentation of services to families may recur in the absence of such a mechanism. If the 
cause or causes extend beyond the authority of the demonstration project, then either the 
authority of the project must be increased or the scope of the project decreased. Unless the 
authority of the demonstration project can be brought into line with the scope of the project, it 
may not be possible to implement activities that addiess the fragmentation of seivices to 
families. 

If there is a clear understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, e.g., 
why services to families are fragmented, and sufficient authority to implement activities that 
address the cause or causes of these problems, then specific implementing activities for 
addressing these problems can be proposed. These specific imp!ementing activities can be 
grouped according to a small number of broad objective statements that, in turn, can be 
grouped according to a smaller number of broader purpose statements. What tasks the 
demonstration project is supposed to accomplish can then be framed with greater precision 
according to the problems to be addressed, the specific implementing activities for addressing 
these problems, and the objectives of these specific implementing activities. If there is no 
clear understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, and insufficient authority 
to implement activities that address the cause or causes of these problems, then specific 
implementing activities for addressing these problems cannot be proposed, and articulating 
exac~iy what tasks the demonstration project is supposed to accomplish becomes 
problematic. 

Given the number and variety of statements describing what tasks the demonstration 
project is supposed to accomplish, and the number and variety of statements describing how 
the project is supposed to accomplish these tasks, it could be argued (1) that there is no clear 
understanding about the cause or causes of certain problems, or (2) that the project may be 
addressing the symptoms of more deep-seated problems. Alternatively, it could be argued ( I )  
that !he scope of the demonstration project was never clearly established, or (2) that the 
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scope of the project has been changing over time in a  nonsystematic fashion. Since the 
Bureau is neither the appropriate agency nor equipped to conduct a management audit of tne 
demonstration project, this study attempted to identify the cause or causes of problems such 
a s  the fragmentation of services to families to help the Legislature, Department of Human 
Services (DHS), and Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSC) determine, among 
themselves, what the project could and should do to address these problems. 

Findings from a Previous Evaluation 

According to a  Hawaii Community Services Council report entitled, "An Evaluation of 
the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of Evaluarion: July 1990 - December 
1992":~2 

Customer Analysis 

. . . [ A ]  number of key suppor ters  of  the  Family Center 
Demonstration P ro jec t - - l eg i s l a to r s ,  p r i v a t e  funders ,  and publ ic  
funders--have widely varying understandings of  what t h e  p ro jec t  is 
and d i f f e r i n g  agendas f o r  what "product" should r e s u l t .  I f  these  
suppor ters  a r e  seen a s  "customers" of  the  product ,  in  the  sense 
t h a t  they a r e  in  the  market f o r  c e r t a i n  r e s u l t s  and they pay o r  
con t r ibu te  f o r  what they g e t ,  then t h e  f a c t  t h a t  each customer 
understands the  product d i f f e r e n t l y  i n d i c a t e s  a  marketing 
problem--the p ro jec t  has not done an adequate ;ob of communicating 
w i t h  an important segment of i ts  customer base. 

The customer interviews . . . uncovered d ive r se  visi0r.s and 
agendas f o r  the  p r o j e c t ,  each having profound impl ica t ions  fo r  the  
governance and s t r u c t u r e  of  the  p ro jec t .  The f a c t  t'nat these  
v i s ions  can coex i s t  l eads  t o  th ree  conclusions.  F i r s t ,  while 
these  v i s ions  do over lap  t o  some e x t e n t ,  it is c l e a r  t h a t  the  
p ro jec t  has not put f o r t h  a  cons i s t en t  message about its purpose 
and methods, even t o  people deeply involved w i t h  the  p ro jec t .  
Second, i t  is a l s o  c l e a r  t h a t  the  p ro jec t  l acks  a  method f o r  
seeking out  the  opinions of  its customers, bui lding consensus, and 
incorporat ing the  r e s u l t s  i n t o  p ro jec t  opera t ions .  Third,  t he re  
has been a  lack  of eva lua t ive  feedback w i t h i n  t h e  p ro jec t  which 
has allowed mul t ip le  v i s ions  t o  coex i s t  without beicg cont radic ted  
by the  f a c t s  of the p ro jec t .  
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Intent & Accomplishments 

. . . [Wlhile zany of the a c t i v i t i e s  of the project  have been 
laudable, i t  is nearly impossible t o  say whether or not the 
project has been achieving its intent .  . . . [ I i f  the Family 
Center Cemonstration Project has a s ingle ,  ident i f iable  intent ,  i t  
has never been clearly and concisely s ta ted.  The resul t  has been 
d i f f icu l ty  i n  evaluation and general confusion about the project ' s  
purpose and methods, as  seen in the "Customer Analysis" section. 

There are two primary reasons for the confusion about the 
pro jec t ' s  intent:  ( 1 )  the original  problem statement was 
exceedingly broad; and ( 2 )  the project ' s  s t ra teg ies  have been used 
interchangeably wi th  its goals. 

From an operational standpoint, the project suf fe rs  because of 
t h i s  lack of a clear statement of intent .  Efforts a t  monitoring 
and evaluating the project ,  providing guidance and oversight, and 
conducting effective marketing and outreach have a l l  been hampered 
by the pro jec t ' s  broad and unfocused intent .  . . . 

PIanning and the  Demonstration Project 

This study examines the planning of the demonstration project to assist the 
Legislature, the DHS, and the HCSC in clarifying: 

(1) The purpose or purposes of the project; 

(2) The implementing activities of the project: and 

(3) The problem statement for the project; 

in order to assist ail three in determining whether or not the purposes and specific 
implementing activities of the project are addressing the causes of problems, or the 
symptoms of more deep-seated problems. I f  the demonstration project appears to be 
addressing the symptoms of more deep-sealed problems, this study will attempt to offer 
suggestions on how the Legis!ature, DHS: and HCSC could go about addressing this 
sitiiation.13 This study attempts to accomplish the abovementioned tasks by asking the 
following questions: 

( I )  Whai is the purpose of the demonstration project? What should be the purpose 
of the demonstration project? What is the reason for any difference between the 
two? 
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(2)  What is the demonstration project doing in the way of impiementing activities? 
What should the demonstration project be doing in the way of imp1emer;ting 
activities? What is the reason for any difference between the two? 

(3) Are services to families fragmented? Is there a lack of coordination and 
communication among those who provide services? Do consumers in general, 
and families (in particular) find it difficult to access services and information? Is 
access to services and information across agencies difficult? Is access to 
services and information between fund sources (funders) and providers difficult? 
Is the impact and effectiveness of service difficult to assess? Is there difficulty 
in assessing the real needs of families? Are leverage funding and more 
innovative multiple funding streams needed? Why or why not? 

Survey Data 

Problem Definition. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of 
which are included in Table 2,'4it appears that: 

( 7 )  All of the foregoing problems, e.g., the fragmentation of services to families, 
have more than one cause: 

(2)  Some of these problems stem from the same causes; 

(3) Some of the foregoing causes, e.g., funding that is problem or crisis-oriented. 
fragmented, categorical, competitive, or uncoordinated, extend beyond the 
authority of the demonstration project; and 

(4j Some of ihese causes, e.g., insufficient communication, cooperation, 
coordination, or collaboration between and among agencies and service 
providers, are symptoms of even more deep-seated problems. 

For example, services to families may be fragmenied because: 

(1) There is no holistic or family-centered vision of service delivery: 

(2) Services are problem or crisis-oriented, unrelated, or provided by many different 
agencies: 

(3) There is insufficient communication, cooperation, coordination, or coiiaboration 
between and among agencies and service providers; 

(4) Funding is problem or crisis-oriented, fragmented, categorical, competitive, or 
uncoordinated; 
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(5) Agencies do not have enough money, staff, or time; and 

(6) Access to services is difficult 

I n  addition, problems concerning the fragmentation of services to families, the lack of 
communication and coordination among those who provide services, and the accessibility of 
services and information to consumers and families, may be caused by funding that is 
problem or crisis-oriented, fragmented, categorical, competitive, or uncoordinated. Causes 
concerning the configuration or nature of funding may extend beyond the authority of the 
demonstration project and into the jurisdiction of the Legislature or Congress. In addition, 
causes concerning the territoriality or "turf" thinking of some agencies and service providers 
may be caused by the desire to preserve one's organization and, consequently, one's job, 
from harm. 

With respect to the need for leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding 
streams, there may be more than one motive for addressing this problem, and some of these 
motives may not be compatible with one another. For example, the need for more money 
may not be compatible with changing the way that state government or service providers do 
business i f  the intent of the former is to create more funding streams and the intent of the 
latier is to make better use of the funding streams that are already in place. 

It appears that the problem statement for the demonstration project (1) lacks sufficient 
detail to describe the multiple causes of some problems, (2) lacks sufficient detail to describe 
the multiple effects of some causes, (3) addresses some problems that extend beyond the 
authority of the project, and (4) describes the symptoms of some more deep-seated 
0roblems.~5 

implementing Activities. According to a survey conducted by the Eureau, the results 
of which are included in Table 3, '6  the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 
(GFCAC) and Community Liaison Committees (CLCsj,I7 when taken together, appear to 
believe that "offering a range of community identified activities, services, training 
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive locations" is and should be the 
highest "priority"'8 of tne demonstration project in terms of implementing activities.Ig 
Conversely, the GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe ihat "developing 
new and coiiaborative funding sources for family prevention programs", and "creating a 
method for program accw~ntability ihat is system-wide and includes statewide community 
planning and needs assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measurement of progress 
and outcomes across family center programs' are the lowest priorities of the demonstrat~on 
project in terms of implementing acti~ities.~O The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, 
aiso appear to believe that "educating the community on how lo support families", and 
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"developing new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs" should be 
the lowest priorities of the demonstration project in terms of implementing activities.*' 

The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that "deveioping new 
and coilaborative funding sources for family prevention programs" is and shobid be a low, if 
not the lowest, priority of the demonstration project in terms of implementing activities. 

According to the data,*' the members of the GFCAC appear to believe that all of the 
foregoing implementing activities should be receiving more "emphasis"23 than the activities 
are currently being afforded by the demonstration pr0ject.2~ The members of the CLCs 
appear to believe that ail of the foregoing implementing activities should be receiving less 
emphasis than the activities are currently being afforded by the demonstration project.25 One 
possible explanation for these latter results is that the members of the CLCs are less certain 
about the relative amounts of emphasis that the foregoing implementing activities should be 
given than they are about the relative amounts of emphasis that those activities are actually 
receiving. 

According to the data,26 the members of the CLCs appear to wideiy disagree on the 
relative amounts of emphasis that all of the foregoing implementing activities should be 
afforded by the demonstration project and the relative amount of emphasis that "identifying 
and meeting unmet needs of families at the community level" is being afforded by the 
p ro je~ t .2~  The former results appear to support the previous exp!anation that the members of 
the CLCs are less certain about the amounts of emphasis that these activities should be given 
as opposed to what they are actually receiving. The members of the GFCAC appear to widely 
disagree on the relative amounts of emphasis that "educating the community on how to 
support families" should be afforded by the demonstration project and the relative amounts of 
emphasis that "educating the community on how to support families" and "developing new 
and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs" are being afforded by the 
project.28 One possible explanation for these latter results is that the members of the GFCAC 
are less certain about the relative amount of emphasis that "educating the community on how 
to support families" is actually receiving and should be given, than they are about the relative 
amounts of emphasis that the other implementing activities are actualiy receiving and should 
be given. 

According to the data,29 the GFCAC and CLCs appear to disagree most on the level 
of priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "[identify] and [meet] unmet 
needs of families at the community Ieveiw30and the level of priority that should be afforded by 
the project to "[coordinate] the provision of core services to families at community-based 
centers".3' Conversely, the GFGAC and CLCs appear to agree most on ( 7 )  the ievei of 
priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "[offer] a range of community 
identified activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and 
supportive locations", "{faciiitate] access to existing Services through community-based 
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centers", and "[educate] the community on how to support families",32 and (2) the level of 
priority that should be afforded by the project :o "jofferj a range of community identified 
activities, services, training opporiunities, and information in accessible and supportive 
iocations".33 

The GFCAC and CLCs appear to agree most on the level of priority that is being and 
should be afforded by the demonstration project to "[offer] a range of community identified 
activities, services, training opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive 
locations" 

According to the data,z4 the members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the 
relative amount of emphasis that is being and shouid be afforded by the demonstration 
project to "[develop] new and collaborative funding sources for famiiy prevention 
pr0grams".~5 Conversely, the members of the CLCs appear to disagree least over the relative 
amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to 
"[offer] a range of community identified activities, services, training opportunities, and 
information in accessibie and supportive 1ocations".3~ The members of the GFCAC appear to 
disagree most over the reiative amount of emphasis that is being and shouid be afforded by 
the demonstration project to "[develop] new and collaborative funding sources for family 
prevention pr0grams".3~ Conversely: the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree least 
over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and shouid be afforded by the 
demonstrat~on project to "[identify] and [meet] unmet needs of families at the community 
level".38 

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to disagree 
most over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the 
demonstration project to "[develop] new and coiiaborative funding sources for family 
prevention programs". 

According to the data,39 the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree most over the 
level of priority that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project io "[develop] 
new and coliaborative funding sources for famiiy prevention programs" and "[create] a 
method for program accountabiliiy that is system-wide and includes statewide community 
planning and needs assessment, staif and volunteer training, and measurement of progress 
and outcomes across family center programs".40 The members of the CLCs appear to 
disagree most over the level of priority that is being and shouid be afforded by the 
demonstration project to "teducatej the community an how to support families".41 

According to the data,42 there appears to be strong agreement between the GFCAC 
and CLCs regarding the level of priority that each of the foregorng implementing activities is 
being afforded bj, the demonstration pr0ject.~3 Conversely, there appears to be weak 
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agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the level of priority that each of the 
foregoing implementing activities should be afforded by the demonstration pr0ject.~4 

Purposes. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of which are 
included in Table 4,45 the GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that 
"[strengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the 
well-being of their iamily life and the life of their community" is and should be the highest 
"pri0rity"~6 of the demonstration project in terms of purposes.47 Conversely, the GFCAC and 
CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that "[testing] models of service delivery that 
enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services" and 
"[reducing] iragmentation in human services" are the lowest priorities of the demonstration 
project in terms of purp0ses.~8 The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, also appear to 
believe that "[reducing] fragmentation in human services" should be the iowest priority of the 
demonstration project in terms of purp~ses.~g 

The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that "[reducing] 
fragmentation in human services" is and should be a low, if not the lowest, priority of the 
demonstration project in terms of purposes. 

According to the data,50 the members of the GFCAC appear to believe that "[testing] 
models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health 
and human services" and "[strengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to 
enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their community" 
should be receiving more "emphasis"5' than the purposes are currently being afforded by the 
demonstration project.52 The members of the GFCAC also appear to believe that "[testing] 
the effectiveness of the family center concept" and "[implementing] state-wide an effective 
primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families" 
should be receiving less emphasis than the purposes are currently being afforded by the 
demonstration project." The members of the GFCAC appear to believe that "[developing] a 
community's capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets" and 
"[reducing] iragmentation in human services" should be receiving the same emphasis than 
the purposes are currently being afforded by the demonstration project.54 The members of 
the CLCs appear to believe that all oi the foregoing purposes should be receiving less 
emphasis than the purposes are currently being afforded by the demonstration project.5"ne 
possible explanation for the !atter result is that the members of the CLCs are less certain 
about the relative amounts of emphasis that the foregoing purposes should be given, than 
they are about the relative amounts of emphasis that those purposes are actually receiving. 

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to beiieve that 
"[testing] the effectiveness of the family center concept" and "[impiementing] state-wide an 
effective primary prevention service detivery system that wiii improve the quaiity of life for 
:amiIiesm should be receiving iess emphasis than the purposes are currently being afforded by 
the demonstration project. 
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Table 2 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM 
PART lli OF QUESTIONNAIRE $1 

Services to famiiies are fragmented because: 

(I) There is no holistic or family-centered vision of service delivery: 

2) Services are problem or crisis-oriented, unrelated. or provided by many different agencies: 

(3j There is insufficient communication. cooperatiorl. coordination, or collaboration between and 
among agencies and service providers. 

(4) Funding is problem or crisis-oriented. fragmented. categorical. competitive, or uncoordinated: 

(5 )  Agencies do not have enough money. staff, or time; and 

(6) Access to services is difficult. 

There is a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide services because: 

(1) Service providers are territorial. competitive, or uncooperative; 

(2) Service providers do not have enough time, staff. or resources. and there is too much work; 

(3) There is insufficient incentive, effort, or opportunity. and service providers are not aware of one 
another; 

(4) Funding is fragmented, and programs are categorical or fragmented: and 

(5) There are problems at the state level that need to be resolved 

Consumers in general and families (in particularj find it difficult to access services and information 
because: 

(1) Consumers or families may not know what exists, where to go, or who to ask, consumers or 
families may be reluctant. and consumers or families may not have the means: 

2) The services or information are inconvenientiy located. physically inaccessible. or not well 
publicized; 

(3) Agenctes do not have enough money or personnel 

(4) Funding is categorical and services are problem-oriented categorical or fragmented, and 

(5) Government agencies or service providers have a poor atlitude. 

Access to services and information across agencies is difficult because: 

(I) Agencies do not have enough time. staff. or resources: 

(2) Agencies do not know or cannot explain vihat other services are available; 
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(3) Funding is categorical or competitive. and services are fragmented or provnded by many different 
agencies: 

(4) There is no incentive: and 

(5)  The services or information are inconveniently located, physically inaccessible. or not well 
publicized. 

Access to services and ~nformation omween fund sources and providers is difficult because 

(I) Funding or fund sources are categorical have different requirements or serve d~fferent groups 

(2) There is not enough communication. cooperation. collaooration. or standardization of information: 
and 

(3) Funding is limited. not forthcoming, or must be sought out 

The impact and effectiveness of sergice is d~fficult to assess because 

(1) Behavioral changes occur over time and long-range or longituainal assessments are neeoed to 
assess behavioral changes 

(2) Outcomes have not been established or identified, and a target population has not been 
specified: 

(3) There are many variables that contribute to behavioral changes: and 

(4) Measuring instruments do not exist or are not well developed, and outcomes are subjective or not 
amenable to measurement. 

There is difficulty in assessing the real needs of families because 

(1) Families may not know how, may not have the means, or may be reluctant to discuss their 
needs. and families rnay not know their own needs: 

(2) There has been little or no effort to assess the needs of families: and 

(3) There is no comprehensive value system. 

Leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams are needed: 

(1) Because more money is needed and funding is unreliaole insuffic~ent or limited 

(2) To change the bvab that state government or service providers do business and to reduce service 
gaps overlaps or fragmentatron 

(3) To provtde needed services or programs and io  emphjvier famfiiies or comwunlties and 

(41 To change the configuration or nature of funding 







Table 3 Continued 

" C L C s "  mean the comrnuni t y  liaison committees 
"DIIS''  ",sons the Uepartment o f  Human S e r v i c e s  
"FCs" mean the tanli ly cen te rs  
"GFCRC" means the  G o v e r n o r s  Fanrily Center A d v i s o r y  Cuminittee 
"HCSC" ntaans the  Hawaii Community Services Council 
" L A % "  meall  t he  l e d d  agencies tor the taniily ceri tars 
" N A "  means n o t  appl  i c a b l e  
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According to the data,56 the members of the CLCs appear to widely disagree on the 
relative amounts of emphasis that all of the foregoing purposes should be afforded by the 
demonstration project and the relative amounts of emphasis that "[testing] models of service 
delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human 
services" and "[strengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to enrich and 
contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their community" are being 
afforded by the demonstration project.s7 The former results appear to support the previous 
explanation that the members of the CLCs are less certain about the amounts of emphasis 
that these purposes should be given as opposed to what they are actually receiving. The 
members of the GFCAC appear to widely disagree on the relative amounts of emphasis that 
"[testing] models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need 
of health and human services", "[developing] a community's capacity to identify and resolve 
its problems and fully utilize its assets", "[implementing] state-wide an effective primary 
prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families", and 
"[reducing] fragmentation in human services" are being and should be afforded by the 
demonstration pr0ject.~8 

According to the data$ both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the 
CLCs appear to widely disagree on the relative amount of emphasis that "[testing] models of 
service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human 
services" is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project.60 

According to the data," the GFCAC and CLCs appear to disagree most on the level of 
priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "test the effectiveness of the 
family center conceptW6* and the level of priority that should be afforded by the project to "test 
models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health 
and human servicesW.63 Conversely, the GFCAC and CLCs appear to agree most on the level 
of priority that is being afforded by the demonstration project to "develop a community's 
capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assetsoG4 a& the level of 
priority that should be afforded by the project to "strengthen and build on the ability of family 
members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their 
communityN.65 

According to the data,66 the members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the 
relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration 
project to "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system that 
will improve the quality of life for families".67 Conversely, the members of the CLCs appear to 
disagree ieast over the relative amount of emphasis that is be~ng and should be afforded by 
the demonstration project to "strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich 
and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their ~omrnun i ty " .~8 The 
members of the GFCAC appear to disagree most over the relative amount of emphasis that is 
being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "implement state-wide an 
effective primary prevention service deiivery system that wili improve the quality of life for 
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families".69 Conversely, the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree least over the 
relative amounts of emphasis that are being and should be afforded by the demonstrat;on 
project to "develop a community's capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully 
utilize its assets" and "reduce fragmentation in human s e r ~ i c e s " . ~ 0  

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to disagree 
most over the relative amount of emphasis that is being and should be afforded by the 
demonstration project to "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service 
delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families". 

According to the data,71 the members of the GFCAC appear to disagree most over the 
level of priority that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "test the 
effectiveness of the family center concept" and "strengthen and build on the ability of family 
members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of their 
community".72 The members of the CLCs appear to disagree most over the level of priority 
that is being and should be afforded by the demonstration project to "test models of service 
delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human 
services" and "implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system 
that will improve the quality of life for families".73 

According to the data,74 there appears to be weak agreement between the GFCAC 
and CLCs regarding the ievel of priority that each of the foregoing purposes is being afforded 
by the demonstration project.'5 Conversely, there appears to be moderate agreement 
between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the level of priority that each of the foregoing 
purposes should be afforded by the demonstration project.76 

Summary 

Problem Statement. It appears that the problem statement for the demonstration 
project (1) lacks sufficient detail to describe the multiple causes of some probiems, (2) lacks 
sufficient detail to describe the multiple effects of some causes: (3) addresses some problems 
that extend beyond the authority of the project, and (4) describes the symptoms of some more 
deep-seated problems. While this study heips to clarify the original problem statement, the 
Bureau believes that the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC shouid consider conducting more work 
in this area. The Bureau therefore recommends that the Legislature, DHS. and HCSC 
consider spending some time and effort on the further development of the problem statement 
for the demonstration project. 

Implementing Activities. The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to 
believe that: 

( I )  "Offering a range of community identified activities, services, training 
opportunities, and information in accessible and supportive locations" is and 
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shouid be the highest "priority" of the demonstration project in terms of 
impiementing activities; and 

(2) "Developing new and coilaborative funding sources for family prevention 
programs" is and should be a low, if not the lowest, priority of the project in 
terms of implementing activities. 

There appears to be strong agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs on the level of 
priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities is being given by the demonstration 
project, but weak agreement on the level of priority that each of these activities should be 
given. 

Since both the GFCAC and CLCs have important advisory roles with respect to the 
planning of the demonstration project, the GFCAC and CLCs should make an effort to come 
to some agreement on the ievel of priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities 
should be given by the project. The Bureau therefore recommends that the Legislature, DHS, 
and HCSC consider spending some time and effort to develop an agreement regarding the 
level of priority that each of the foregoing implementing activities should be afforded by the 
demonstration project. 

Purposes. The GFCAC and CLCs, when taken together, appear to believe that: 

(1) "[Strengthening] and [building] on the ability of family members to enrich and 
contribute to the well-being of their family liie and the life of their community" is 
and shouid be the highest "priority" of the demonstration project in terms of 
purposes; and 

(2 )  "[Reducing] fragmentation in human services" is and should be a low, if net the 
lowest, priority of the demonstration project in terms of purposes. 

There appears to be weak agreement between the GFCAC and CLCs regarding the 
priority that each of the foregoing purposes is being afforded by the demonstration project, 
but moderate agreement on the level of priority that each of those purposes should be given 
by the demonstration project. Again, since both the GFCAC and CLCs have important 
advisory roles with respect to the planning of the demonstration project, both groups shouid 
make an effort to come to some agreement on the level of priority that each of the foregoing 
purposes is being afforded and should be given by the project. The Bureau therefore 
recommends that the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC consider spending some time and effort to 
develop an agreement regarding the level of priority that each of the foregoing purposes 
shouid be afforded by the demonstration project. 
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Endnotes 

1 1990 Haw Sess Laws, Act 329 1992 Haw Sess Laws Act 188 

Act 188. Session Laws of Hawaii 1992. amended this particular provision bji (1) changing the name of the 
"Family Support Center Demonstration Projecr" to the "Family Center Demonstration Project": (2) repealing 
provisions limiting the demonstration project to one family center located on the island of Oahu. and (3) 
adding provisions authorizing the establishment of more than one family center Act 356. Session Laws of 
Hawaii 1993 did not amend this particuiar provision. 

2 1990 Haw Sess Laws Act 329 1992 daw Sess Laws Act 188 

Act 188. Session Laws of Hawaii 1992, amended this particuiar provision by: (1) changing the name of the 
"Family Support Center Demonstration Project" to the "Family Center Demonstration Project", (2) repealing 
provisions limiting the demonstration project to one family center located on the island of Oahu: and (3) 
adding provisions authorizing the establishment of more than one family center Act 356. Session Laws of 
Hawaii 1993 did not amend this particuiar provision. 

3. Hawaii Community Services Council, "The Family Center Plan: The Final Report of the Family Center 
Planning Committee" (August t990), p. 1 

5 Hawaii Community Services Councii "Request for Proposal The Fam~ly Center Demonstration Project 
1990-1992" (undated circa August 13 19901 p 1 

6 Hawaii Cornmun~ty Servlces Council "The Family Center System An Ebaluation and Report on 
Accompl~shments Period of Evaluat~on July 1990 -October 1991" (November 1991) p 5 

8. Hawaii Community Services Council. "The Family Center Demonstration Project: A Second Year Status 
Report, October 1991 - December 1992" (March 1993). p. t 

9 Hawaii Community Services Council "An Edaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project Per~od of 
Evaluation July 1990 - December 1992 (Draft Final Report) (July 23 1993) pp 5 and 134 

10 Hawaii Community Servlces Council "The Family Center Plan The Final Report of the Family Center 
Planning Committee" (August 19901 p 2 

11 "Program structure" means a display of programs that are grouped in accordance ~ i t h  the objectives to be 
achieved or the functions to be performed Havfaii Pev Stat sec 37-62 

12. Hawaii Community Services Council. "An Evaluation of !he Family Center Demonsirai~on Project, Pertod of 
Evaluation: July I990 - December 1992 (Cra'i Final Report) (July 23, 1993). pp 3-5. and i33-134 

13, It is not appropriate for the Bureau to tmpose a purpose or piirposes, objectives. and implementing activities 
on the demonstration project. The Bureau seeKs to provide the Legisiature. Department of Human Services. 
and Hawaii Community Services Council , ~ i t h  the information that will allow all three to come to a consensus 
on the purpose or purposes, objectives. and implementing activities of the demonstration project. 

t 4. Refer to Appendix K, par! ill of Questionnaire =I Summary 
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15. This does not mean that (1) the multiple causes of problems cannot be described. (2) the multiple eftects of 
causes cannot be described. (3) problems that extend beyond the authority of the demonstration project 
cannot be addressed, or (4) the underlying cause or causes of more deep-seated probiems cannot be 
described: rather, it means that the original problem statement does not readily lend itself to these activities. 

16 Refer to Appendix 4 part ll of Questionnaire =I  Summary 

Refer to "Rank o! Mean" 

17 Although the Bureau surveyed ~ndividuals with the Department of Human Services and the Hawaii Community 
Services Council, the lead agencies for the family centers, and the family centers, the following analyses and 
discussions are limited to the Governor's Famil! Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC) and Community 
Liaison Committees (CLCs). Tine Bureau lacked sufficient time and resources to perform comprehensive and 
detailed analyses of all the data collected for this study. 

18. "Priority" refers to the "ranking". sgL. "1". "2'. "3". " 4  "5". " 6 .  or "7". given to an implementing activity 
rather than the rating, &. "strongiy disagree". "disagree". "neutral". "agree". or "strongly agree". given to 
the activity. 

19. The former was determ~ned by summing the ranks of what g. and then selecting the value or values ciosest 
to 2 0. The latter was determined by summing the ranks of what should be. and then selecting the value or 
values ciosest to 2 0 A rank of "1" (the highest rank possible) added to another rank of "1" equals 2.0 (the 
highest combined rank possibiej 

20 This was determined by summing the ranks of what is, and then selecting the value or values closest to 14.0. 
A rank of "7" (the lowest rank possible) added to another rank of "7" equais 14 0 (the lowest combined rank 
possible). 

21 Th~s  "vas determined by summing the ranks of what shouid be and then seiectlng the value or values closest 
to 140 

22 Refer to "Mean" 

23 "Emphasis" refers to the rating. &, "strongly disagree". "disagree", "neutral" "agree", or "strongly agree". 
given to an implementing activity rather than the "ranking". a, "I". ' 2 ,  " 3 ,  "4'. "5 " .  "6".  or "7". given to 
the activity. 

24 This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was greater than the 
mean of what g. 

25 This was determ~ned by searching for instances where the mean of ivhar should be *as less than the mean of 
wnat 5 

26 Refer to "Range" 

27 The members of the CLCs appear lo have a full range of opinions (1-5) concerning the reiative amounts of 
emphasis that ail of :he foregoing implementing activities shouid be afforded by the demonstration project. 
The only other implemenring activity that generated a fuli range of opinions from the members of the CLCs 
(2-5) concerned the relative amoun: of emphasis that "iaentifying and meeting unmet needs of families at the 
community ievei" is being afforded by the demonstration project. 

Differences of three or more. s. ranges of 1-4, 1-5, and 2-5, were considered lo be a "fuil range" of 
opinions 
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The members of the GFCAC appear to have a fuli range of opinicns (2-5) concerning the relative amount of 
empnasis Ihat 'educating the cominunity on how lo suppoi1 famiises" shod0 be afforded by the 3Ernons:rafioi- 
project and the relative amounts of emphasis that "educating the community on how to support families" and 
"developing new and collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs" are being afforded by the 
project. 

Differences of three or more a, ranges of 1-4. 1-5. and 2-5. were consioered to be a "full range" of 
opinions. 

Refer to "Rank" 

This was determined by computing the absolcte value of the difference between the ranks of what 5 ,  and 
then selecting the value or vaiues closest to 6.0 k rank of " I "  (the highest rank possible) subtracted from a 
rank of "7" (the lowest rank possible) equals 6 0 (the largest difference between ranks possible). 

This was determined by cornpuring the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be. 
and then selecting the valiie or values closest to 6.0. 

Thls was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranhs of whaf 5 and 
then selecting the value or values closest to zero A rank of "1" (the highest rank possibie) subtracted from 
another rank of "1" equals zero (the smalles: difference between ranks possible) 

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference berween the ranks of what should be 
and then selecting the value or values closest to zero 

Refer to "Rank of Mean Difference" 

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference 

Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

This was determined by computing the absoiute value of the difference between the rank for the mean of what 
IS and the rank for the mean of what shouid  be^' - 
lbid. - 
Refer to "Rank of Mean' 

This was oeierminea by comparing :he ranks tor ihe means of what 

This was determined by cornparilg :he ranks for the means of what should be. 

Refer to Appendix K part I of Guestionnaire "1 Summary 

Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

"Pri(;r#iy' refers to the "ranking a. ' i ~ ' ,  "2". "3". '4" "5'. or "6".  given to a purpose rather than the rating 
8 e , "strongiy disagree", "disagree", "neuriai" "agiea' or "sriong?y agree". gi'ien !a the ~iiiposz- - 
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47 The former was determined Dy sumrniilg the ranks of   hat is, and tneil selecting !he value or values closest 
to 2.0. The latter was determined by summing the ranks oofwat should be. and then selecting the vaiue or 
vaiues closest to 2 0 A rank of " i ~ '  (the highest rank possible) added to another rank of " 1 "  equals 2.0 (the 
highest combined rank possible). 

48 This was determined by summing the ranks of wnat g, and :hen selecting the vaiue or values closest to 12.0. 
A rank of "6" (the lowest rank poss~bie) added to atioiher rank of " 6  equals i2 .0 (the iowest combined ranK 
posslbie) 

49 This was determlned by summlng ihe ranks of what should be and then selecting the dalue or values closest 
to 12 0 

50. Refer to "Mean" 

51. "Emphas~s" refers to the rating, &. "strongly disagree". "disagree". "neLitralm. "agree". or "strongly agree", 
given to a purpose rather than the "ranking", a. "i". "2". '3". " 4 ,  "5",or 'V", given to the purpose 

52 This was determined by searcning for instances where the mean of what should be was greater than the 
mean of what is 

53 This was determlned by searching for instances wnere the mean of vfha: shouid be was less than the mean of 
what is 

54. This was determined by searching for instances where the mean of what should be was equal to the mean of 
,what 5. 

55 This was determined by searching for instances 'where the mean of what shouid be was less than the mean of 
what 5 

56. Refer to "Range" 

57. The members of the CLCs appear to have a full range of opinions (1-5j concerning the relalive amounts of 
emphasis that all of the foregoing purposes should be afforded by the demonstration project. The Only other 
purposes that generated a fuii range of opinions from the members of the CLCs (1-5 or 2-5i concerned the 
relative amounts ot emphasis that "[testing] models of service deiivery that enhance support to indiv~duais 
and famiiies in need of health and human ser;.icesm aiid "[strangtheningj and [building] on :he ability of family 
rnembers to enrich an0 contribute to tne well-being of their family life and the life of their commiinity" are 
being afforded by the demonstration project. 

Differences of three or more. s, ranges of 1-4. 1-5, and 2-5 were considered to be a "fu8l range" of 
opinions. 

58. The members of the GFCAC appear to have a full range of opinions (2-5) concerning the relative amounts of 
emphasis that "[testing] models of service deiitiery that enhance support to 8ndiv:duals and famiiies in need of 
health and numan services", "[d+if?lopingj a community's capacity to ident~fy and resolve its problems and 
fully uiilize its assets" "jimplementingj stale-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system that 
will improve the quality of life for families", and "[reducing! fragmentation in human services" are being and 
should be afforded by the demonstration project. 

Differences oi  three or more. %, ranges of 3-4, 1-5, and 2-5. were cons!derea to be a "full range" of 
opinions. 
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Refer to "Range" 

Both the members of the GFCAC and the members of the CLCs appear to have a full range of opinions (1-5 
and 2-5j concerning the relative amount of emphasis that "[testing] models of service delivery that enhance 
support to individuals and families in need of health and human services" is being and should be afforded by 
the demonstration project. 

Differences of three or more a ranges of 1-4 1-5 and 2-5 were considered to be a "full range" of 
optnions 

Refer to "Ranr 

This was determined by computing the absolute vaiue of the difference between the ranks of what is, and 
then selecting the vaiue or values closest to 5.0. A rank of "1" (the highest rank possible) subtracted from a 
rank of " 6  (the lowest rank possible) equals 5.0 (the largest difference between ranks possible). 

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be. 
and then selecting the value or values closest to 5.0. 

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what 2 and 
then selecttng the value or values ciosest to zero A rank of "1" ithe highest rank possible) subtracted from 
another rank of "1" equals zero (the smallest difference between ranks possible ) 

This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference between the ranks of what should be. 
and then selecting the value or values closest to zero 

Refer to "Rank of Mean Difference" 

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the largest mean difference 

This was determined by searching for the smallest mean difference 

Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

This was determined by computing the absoiute value of the difference between the rank for the mean of what 
is and the rank for the mean of what should be" - 
ibid. - 
Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

This was determined by comparing the ranks for the means of what is 

This wasdetermined by comparing the ranks for the means of what should be 



Chapter 8 

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES 

Purposes and Short-term and Long-term Objectives 

The purposes and short-term and long-term objectives of each family center should be 
similar to the purposes and objectives of the Family Center Demonstration Project if each 
famiiy center is a component of the demonstration project. Similarly, the purposes and 
short-term and long-term objectives of one family center should be similar to the purposes 
and objectives of another family center if the larger purpose of the demonstration project (1) is 
to develop cost-effective programs for measurably reducing social pathology and increasing 
social well-being and (2) will involve comparing the effectiveness of one family center with the 
effectiveness of another family center.' Although "similar" does not mean "identical", it 
becomes increasingly difficult to view each family center as a component of the 
demonstration project and to compare the effectiveness of one family center with the 
effectiveness of another family center as the purposes and objectives of the family centers 
and the demonstration project become increasingly dissimilar. Depending on the larger 
purpose of the demonstration project, the foregoing dissimilarities could be a detriment to the 
successful implementation of the project. 

This study examines the planning of the demonstration project to assist the Legislature 
clarifying the purposes and short-term and long-term objectives of the project with respect 
desired outcomes. The purpose of this study is not to criticize or find fault with the 

planning of the demonstration project.' Instead, the purpose of this study is to promote 
congruence between the expected and desired outcomes for the demonstration project.3 The 
Legislature should address the following policy question: "Does the demonstration project 
have a larger purpose?" if the answer to this question is "yes", then the Legislature should 
describe this larger purpose for the Department of Human Services (DHS) and Hawaii 
Community Services Council (HCSC), e.g., to develop cost-effective programs for measurably 
reducing social pathology and increasing social well-being. If the answer to this question is 
"no", then the Legislature should determine how expected data from the demonstration 
project will be used to effect changes in the current human services system, e.g., what 
existing state objectives and policies will be amended or repealed, and what new objectives 
and policies will be added? 

This study attempts to determine: 

(1) The purposes of the demonstration project; 

(2) The short-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration project with 
respect to the purposes of the project; how the objectives of the demonstration 
project effectuate its purposes; the measuiable indicators of success for the 
short-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration piojec:; and how the 
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measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the 
objectives of the project. 

Although similar data were collected from the family centers," the Bureau limited the 
scope of this study to issues concerning the purposes and short-term and long-term 
objectives of the demonstration project. Discussions regarding the purposes and objectives 
of the demonstration project--whatever the Legislature expected or desired them to be--should 
take precedence over discussions concerning the purposes and objectives of individual family 
centers. 

This study describes one view concerning the purposes and snort-term and long-term 
objectives of the demonstration project. Other views concerning the purposes and objectives 
of the demonstration project exist,5 and all of these views can be considered legitimate since 
the enabling legislation for the demonstration project does not clearly spell out the purpose of 
the project or its desired outcomes. The purpose of this study is not to document all of these 
views or to advocate a particular view; rather, the purpose is to provide the Legislature with a 
framework and starting point for expressing its own views concerning the purposes and 
objectives of the demonstration project. This study also provides the Legislature with one 
"vision" for the future of the State's human services system and the demonstration project i f  
the foregoing framework proves to be incompatible with the decisionmaking processes of the 
Legislature. Again, the purpose of this study is not to discuss all of the possible visions for 
the human services system and demonstration project or to advocate a parricular vision; 
rather, the purpose is to provide the Legislature with an alternative method and starting point 
for expressing its own views concerning these purposes and objectives. 

Although any vision would still need to be made operational (i.e., translated into 
functional terms) by the DHS and HCSC, such a vision-driven approach may prove to be more 
compatible with the decisionmaking processes of the legislature given the relative 
unfamiliarity of the public with the emerging concept of results-oriented (outcome-driven) 
governrnent.6 This approach could (1) give the Legislature more time to develop public poiicy 
for the human services system, (2) deter attempts by specific individuals and special interest 
groups to micromanage human services programs, (3) allow the Legislature to utilize the 
personnel and program resources of executive branch agencies, (4) give the DHS, DOE, 
DOH, and DLIR more time to conceptualize hiiman services programs, and (5j maKe 
executive branch agencies more accountable for carrying out the policies established by the 
iegislature for the human services system. Most of all, this approach could allow iegislators 
and legislative committees to focus discuss!ons on the more abstract, policy oriented 
concepts, such as the fragmentation of services tc families avd the  specification of outcome 
objectives with a wider range of constituents, which is the most effective use of the legislative 
arena. 
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One View 

The purposes of the demonstration project are to: 

( I )  "To test the Family Center corcept as a method of empowering families . . . to 
heip themseives . . ."; 

(2) "To test the Famiiy Center concept as a method of empowering . . . communities 
to he!p themselves . . ."; and 

(3) ".  . . [Tlo act as a catalyst for systems change" 

The short-term objecrives of the demonstration projeci are to: 

( I )  "Aliokv different communities to impiement family centers (based on principles 
provided through :raining and consultation) in different ways": 

(2) "Provide training . . . opportunit~es to the community to learn about family 
strengthening principles . . ."; 

(3) "Provide training . . . opportunities to the community to learn about . . . family 
centers"; 

(4) "Provide . . . educational opportunities to the community to learn about famiiy 
strengthening principies . . ."; and 

(5) "Provide . . . educational opportunities to the community to learn about 
family centers" 

The short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purposes of the 
project: 

(1) "By providing for a base of [experiencej from which a model or models can be 
developed"; 

(2)  "By informing people beyond the project of the principles of family . . . 
strengthening"; and 

(3) "By informing peopie beyond :he project of the principles of . . . community 
strengthening" 

The measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of the 
demonstration project are the: 
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(1) "Number of people using the centers"; and 

(2 )  "Numbers of people attending training sessions" 

The measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the 
short-term objectives of the project because: 

(1) "They indicate a level of interest in . . . the actual center operations . . ."; and 

(2 )  "They indicate a level of interest in . . . the general concepts behind the 
centers". 

The iong-term objectives of the demonstration project are to: 

(1) ". . . [Dlemonstrate actual improvement in the lives of families . . . where sites 
operate through the use of family strengthening . . . strategies"; 

(2)  ". . . [D]emonstrate actual improvement in the lives of . . . communities where 
sites operate through the use of . . . community buildinglstrengthening 
strategies"; 

(3) " .  . . [Mlake it easier for families to access both formal and informal support by 
reducing the fragmentation . . . of the formal support systems at the community 
level . . ."; 

(4) ". . . [Mlake it easier for famiiies to access both formal and informai support by 
reducing the . . . confusion of the formal support systems at the community 
level . . ."; 

( 5 )  ". . . [Mlake it easier for families to access both formal and informal support 
b y .  . .increasing the avaiiabiiity of information support systems at the 
community level"; and 

(6) "[Ajct as a catalyst for changes in systems at the policy level" 

The long-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purposes of the 
project: 

(1) "[Bly providing information on whether the implementation of the principles 
actuaily result in families . . . being better off"; 

(2) "[Bjy providing information on whether the implementation of the principles 
actually result in . . . communities being better off"; 
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(3) "[Bly addressing the barriers to access to services . . ."; 

(4) ". . . [Bjy increasing the [capacity] for communities to assist families to help 
themselves": and 

(5) "[Bjy identifying what kinds of changes would facilitate improved use of 
resources at the community level" 

The measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of the 
demonstration project are: 

(1) "[Slelf-reports of improvement by families involved in sites", 

(2 )  "[S]elf-reports of increased access to services . . ." 

(3) "[Slelf-reports of . . . [increased] support through informal systems"; and 

(4) "[Ajnalysis of how current systems actually operate at the community level and 
recommendations for change" 

The measurabie indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the 
long-term objectives of the project because: 

( 7 )  "[l]ncremental changes in the lives of families who participate in the sites are the 
basis for any significant change in policy outcomes (such as reduction in 
delinquency, or an increase in graduation rates); self-reports from families 
provide for insight into these incremental changes"; 

(2) "[ljncreased access essentially relates to satisfaction with the service delivery 
system--increased satisfaction would lead to greater and possibly earlier use of 
the system in times of stress--use of the system would allow families to cope 
with problems experienced"; 

(3) "[l]ncreased informal support would mean that families are less isolated and 
have places to turn to for coping with situations that they can handle with 
assistance from their own networks--con~ciou~Iy helping families to expand their 
networks of support would lead to greater sense of community--an increased 
sense of community would allow communities to identify and collectively tackle 
more difficult problems"; and 

(4) "[Pjolicies and systems that are created at a higher level are often well intended, 
but as they are translated into operations they become barriers to access rather 
than the supports  hat they were intended to be; at the community level informal 
agreements between providers to interpret policies in certain ways or to make 
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referral based on trust between individuals working in these systems are the 
'glue' that makes services accessible and useful to individuals and families. 
Identifying These patterns of operation and recommending changes would 
increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the system overalln. 

One Vision 

The following vision was based on data concerning the reasons why ( l j  services to 
families are fragmented. (2) there is a lack of coordiration and communication among those 
who provide services, (3) consumers in general and families (in particular) find it difficult to 
access services and information, (4) access to services and information across agencies is 
difficuit, (5) access to services and information between fund sources and providers is 
difficult, (6) the impact and effectiveness of service is difficult to assess, (7) there is difficulty 
in assessing the real needs of families, and (8) leverage funding and more innovative muitiple 
funding streams are needed.' 

Envision the State being divided into approximately forty service areas based solely on 
geography. For the sake of discussion, assume that the boundaries of each service area 
correspond roughly to the boundaries of the schooi complexes established by the Department 
of Education (DOE). On the island of Oahu these (twenty-one) school compiexes are 
designated as: Kaimuki, Kaiser. Kalani, McKinley, Roosevelt, Farrington, A~ea, Moanalua, 
Radford, Leilehua, Mililani, Waialua, Pearl City, Waipahu, Campbell, Manakuli, Waianae: 
Castle, Kahuku, Kailua, and Kalaheo. 

Envision a human services system where the DHS, DOE, Department of Health 
(DOH), and Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (DLIR) agree on a common set of 
outcome objectives for all human services programs and the commingling of agency funds 
(e.g., capital investment funds; research and development funds; and operating funds: 
including grants, subsidies, and purchases of service) to attain these objectives.8 The DHS, 
DOE, DOH, and DLIR agree to let people and communities determine how to best attain these 
objectives. The Legislature and the Governor have given these agencies the authority to 
decategorize and commingle agency funds to attain the foregoing outcome objectives, i.e,, to 
institute lump-sum budgeting, and to let people and communities determine how to go about 
attaining these objectives. 

Envision human services providers, boTh within and outside each service area, forming 
consortiums or working alone to bid compet~iively on consolidated services packages 
developed jointly by the DtiS, DOE: DOti, and DLIR. Among other things, the packages 
require that a winning consortium or provider do the following tnings, or arrange for them to 
be done: 

(I)  Create multiple, open-ended entry points into the network of providers who wili 
operate in a service area; 
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Provide transportation to and from the providers ii: the consortium, whether or 
not the providers are co-located; 

Prov,de transportation to and from the providers outside the consortium if the 
providers within the consortium cannot supply the kinds and types of services 
that a person or the community n a y  need or want, whether or not the providers 
are co-located: 

Provide translators and bilingual service representatives to assist a person or the 
community in requesting and utilizing the kinds and types of services that they 
may need or want; 

Provide a person or the community with a continuum of treatment and prevention 
(strengthening) services using funds provided by the DHS, DOE, DOH, DLIR, 
and other entities (e.g., county agencies, private businesses, and charitable 
organizations), utilizing family strengthening principles and an assets-based 
approach; 

Provide outreach assistance to a person or the community if  they are unwilling or 
unable to request or utilize the kinds and types of services that they may need or 
want; 

Communicate cooperate, coordinate, and collaborate to determ~ne the most 
cost-effective ways and means of provid~ng the kinds and types of servlces that 
a person or the community may need or want 

Maintain information about the kinds and types of services being offered by  
providers outside the consortium, but which may be re!evant to the services that 
a person or the community may need or want: 

Make referrals to the kinds and types of services being offered by providers 
outside the consortium but which may be relevant to the services that a person 
or the community r a y  need or want, 

Disseminate noticeable information about the kinds and types of services that 
are being provided by the consortium, and make this information accessible to 
disabied people, illiterate peopie, homeiess people, ana people who may not 
have telephones: 

Conduct periodic customer and cornmiinity satisfaction surveys to 'dent~fy 
aspects of the provider network that are working and aspects that need to be 
improved, 
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(12) Utilize one intake form and procedure for ail the different kinds and types of 
services being offered by the providers within the consortium; 

(13) Provide follow up services and visits to track individual customer and overall 
community satisfaction; 

(14) Assist the consortiumicommunity council in determining how to go about 
attaining the outcome objectives specified by the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR, 
with respect to such matters as the kinds and types of services to be offered and 
the manner (e.g., places, times, and personnel) in which these services are to be 
offered; 

(15) Assist a person or the community in conducting periodic assessments of their 
needs and wants; 

(16) Assist a person or the community in conducting periodic assessments of their 
strengths (assets) and areas in need of improvement; and 

(17) Purchase specialized personnel services from the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR i f  
these agencies can match or surpass the proposais (in terms of quality and 
costs) submitted by health maintenance organizations, other state agencies, 
private nonprofit organizations, private for-profit businesses, consortiums of 
existing service providers, nonprofit heaith care facilities, churches, and 
"grass-roots" community organizations. 

Envision consortium/community councils being established to (1)provide for 
community participation in each service area, (2) enable a consortium to consider the needs 
and wants, and views and expectations of residents and the community on a systematic 
basis, and (3) be a grass-roots communication link to a consortium and the DHS, DOE, DOH, 
and DLIR. The councils serve as the sounding board and resource of the consortium for 
developing policies, programs, and priorities that are responsive to the views and 
expectations, and needs and wants of residents and the community. The council serves as a 
forum for sharing and discussing with residents and the community, and the DHS, DOE, 
DOH, and DLIR the accomplishments, probtems, and needs and wants of the service area. 

Every effort is made by the consortium1community council to have representation from 
the following groups. each in numbers according to the needs and wants of the service area 
and the groups: residents of the community, including parents, adults (single and married), 
minors, and consortium staff. The process of selecting members is reviewed annually by the 
entire council and amended as necessary to suit the needs and wants of the service area and 
the groups. The council is organized in the manner best suited to the views and 
expectations. and needs and wants of residents and the community. The council has adopted 
a written set of procedures to select its members, organize itself, and conduct its business. 
The council meets at least once each fiscal quarter; however, additional meetings may be 
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called as the need arises. All meeting dates are announced, and the meetings are open to 
the oubiic. 

The consortium1community council prepares a written report of its activities and 
accomplishments each year, in a format determined by the council, utilizing criteria specified 
jointly by the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR Copies of the report are made available to the 
public at schools, providers' offices, and the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR. The providers 
within the consortium keep the council regularly informed of (1) the accomplishments, 
problems, and needs and wants of the service area, and (2) the progress made on matters in 
which the council expressed its concerns and matters in which its advice and participation 
were sought. 

Internal evaluations are periodically conducted by the consortium, with the assistance 
of the consortiumlcommunity council, to ensure that the foregoing outcome objectives are 
being attained, or that satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives is being made by the 
consortium. If these objectives are not being attained and the consortium is not making 
satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives, then the providers within the consortium 
may choose to amend or repeal existing procedures or adopt new procedures. External 
evaluations are also periodically conducted by a team of researchers from the DHS, DOE, 
DOH, and DLIR, with the assistance of the consortium/community council, to ensure that the 
foregoing outcome objectives are being attained, or that satisfactory progress in attaining 
these objectives is being made by the consortium. Based on the results of these evaluations, 
the consortium may qualify for monetary bonuses. If these objectives are not being attained 
and the consortium is not making satisfactory progress in attaining these objectives, then the 
consortium is fined or released at the end of its contract. 

Next, envision the creation of an eight-year demonstration project to assess and 
evaluate the cost-effectiveness of different program approaches designed to carry out the 
foregoing vision. These approaches include contracting with a health maintenance 
organization (e.g., the Hawaii Medical Services Association), another state agency (e.g., the 
University of Hawaii), a private nonprofit organization (e.g., the Young Mens Christian 
Association), a private for-profit business (e.g.; Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc.), a 
consortium of existing service providers (e.g., Parents and Children Together, Susannah 
Wesley Community Center, Family Service Center, and Hawaii Foodbank), a nonprofit health 
care facility (e.g., Waianae Coast Comprehensive Health Center), a church (e.g., Saint 
Patrick), a public school (e.g., McKinley High School), and a "grass-roots" community 
organization. 

Envision the State being divided into service areas based solely on geography for the 
purposes and duration of the demonstration projeci. 

Envision the DHS, DOE, DOH: and DLIR agreeing on a common set of outcome 
objectives for all human seivices programs and the commingling of agency funds to attain 
these objectives for the puiposes and duration of !he project. The DHS, DOE, DOH, and 
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DLIR agree to let people and communities temporarily determine how to best attain these 
objectives. The Legislature and tP,e Governor give these agencies ;he temporary author:ty to 
decategorize and commingle agency funds to attain the foregoing outcome objectives. i.e., to 
institute lump-sum budgeting, and to !et people and communities temporarily determine how 
to go about attaining these objectives, Health maintenance organizations, other state 
agencies, private nonprofit organizations. private for-profit businesses, consortiurns of existing 
service providers, nonprofit health care facilities, churches, and igrass-rocts" community 
organizations develop proposals to mplement the consolidated services packages developed 
jointly by the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR. 

Envision a winning consortium or provider purchasing specialized personnel services 
from the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR if these agencies can match or surpass the proposals (in 
terms of quality and costs) submitted by health maintenance organizations; other state 
agencies, private nonprofit organizations, private for-profit businesses, consortiums of existing 
service providers, nonprofit health care facilities: churches, and "grass-roots" community 
organizations. 

Envision: 

(1) The generation of data describing the measurable changes in social pathology or 
well-being in each service area and its control group; 

(2) The generation of data describing the true costs of each program approach and 
its control group; 

(3) The generation of data describing the cost-effectiveness of each program 
approach; and 

(4) The generation of data comparing the cost-effectiveness of each program 
approach with the cost-effectiveness of its control group. 

Finally, envision being able to demonstrate to the Governor, other legislators, the 
voters, and the federal government that the expense and trouble of restructuring the general 
and supplemental appropriations acts, The Executive Budget Act,9 and the programs and 
personnel of the DHS, DOE, DOH, and DLIR to carry out the foregoing vision, are in the 
public interest and for the general welfare of the State. 

Summary 

For purposes of reviewing the demonstration project, the Legislature should address 
the following policy question: "Does the demonstration project have a larger purpose?'' If the 
answer is "yes", then the Legislature should describe this larger purpose. If the answer is 
"no", then the Legislature shouid determine how expected data from the demonstration 
project wili be used to effect cnanges in the current human services system. 
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If the demonstration project has a larger purpose, and :his purpose involves being ab le  
to demonstrate that the expense and trouble of restructuring the general and supplemental 
appropriations acts, The Executive Budget Act, and the programs and personnel of the DHS,  
DOE, DOH, and DLiR are in the public interest and for the general welfare of the State, then 
the DHS and HCSC should consider restructuring the project to generate data: 

(1) Describing the measurable changes in social pathology or well-being in a service 
area and its control group; 

(2) Describing the true costs of each program approach and its control group; 

(3) Describing the cost-effectiveness of each program approach; and 

(4) Comparing the cost-effectiveness of each program approach with the cost- 
effectiveness of its control group. 

If the demonstration project is restructured to generate the abovementioned data, then 
the Bureau suggests that the Legislature extend the project for several more years to give the 
project time to generate these data. 

Endnotes 

1 Refer to Chapter 5 regarding the implementat~on of the demonstration project specifically the discussion on 
time constraints 

2 AS previously a~scussed in Chapter 5 the enabling legislation for the dernonstration project does not clearly 
spell out the purpose of the project or its desired outcomes 

3. As previously discussed !n Chapter 5 .  the outcomes of the demonstratvon project are not what the Departmen! 
of Human Services expected 

4 Refer to Appendix L Questionnaire 13 Summary 

5 Reter to Appendix IL1 Questionnaire $2 Summary 

6 .  See David Osborne and Ted Gaebier. Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneurial Spirit is 
Transforming the Public Sector (Massachusetts. kddison-Wesiey Publishing Company. 1993, pp. 138-165 
and 349-359. 

7 Refer to Cha~Ier  7. Tabie 2- Summary of Results from Par Ill of Ouestionnaire *I 

8. Refer to Appendices N and O regarding j l j  the iive basic principies of family service strategies for Hawaii, 
and (2) the goals and outcomes for famiiy well-being. developed by the Governor's Family Policy Academy. 
The Family Policy Academy is not directly involved with the planning or evaluation of the dernonstration 
project 

9 Hawaii Rev. Stat.  sfx 37-61 



Chapter 9 

INDICATORS AND IMPACT 

Purpose, Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives, 
Measurable Indicators of Success. and Data Collection 

ideaily: 

(1) The specific data that are being coliected by the Famiiy Center Demonstration 
Project as a whole shouid relate to the measurabie indicators of success for the 
short-term and long-term objectives of the demonstration project; 

(2) The measurable indicators of success should relate to the short-term and 
long-term objectives of the project; and 

(3) The short-term and long-term objectives should effectuare the purpose or 
purposes of the project. 

Accordingly, prerequisites determining what specific data should be collected by the 
demonstration project include specifying the purpose or purposes of the project, the 
short-term and long-term objectives of the project, and the measurabie indicators of success 
for the short and long-term objectives. 

Similariy, to determine what specific data should be coiiected by a particular famiiy 
center, it is necessary to specify the purpose or purposes of that center, the short-term and 
long-term objectives of the family center, and the measurable indicators of success for the 
short and long-term objectives. 

Proxy Indicators of Success 

Even if no valid and reiiable indicators of success exist for the short-term and 
long-term objectives of a demonstration project, common sense dictates that proxy indicators 
of success1 shouid not be used to evaluate the impact of tne project if the purpose or 
purposes of the project and the short- and iong-term objectives of the project have not been 
ciearly specified. Proxy indicators of success would be useless if they do no! relate to the 
objectives of the project. 

This is not to say that proxy indicators of success can never be used. There is aiways 
a chance, however, that the proxies may provide answers to questions that either no one 
wants asked or are so subjective lhai the reliability of the answers is automatically suspect. 
More likeiy, the proxies may not provide specific information on such critical issues as: 



(1) Whether or not fam~ly centers w ~ l l  save money and rraximize human potential, 

(2 )  What works, how, when, where, and why; 

(3) What family center models are exportable and should be exported or adapted for 
implementation more broadly; 

(4) Whether or not family centers will be able to reach the most needy and 
hard-to-reach families; 

(5) How family centers will fit in with existing human service programs in health, 
education, and social services; 

(6) Whether or not family centers should be targeted to at-risk populations or open 
Lo everyone; and 

(7) Whether or not family centers can harm a family, abridge family privacy, or 
create family dependence2 

Having established that proxy indicators of success are not good !ools to evaluate the 
impact of the demonstration project if the purposes and objectives of the project have not 
been clearly specified, the Bureau was nevertheless inclined to use a proxy indicator -- the 
revenues of the project (to determine how much and what kinds of financial support are 
available for the project, and whether or not this support has changed over time) - - to  draw 
some conclusions about how valuaole government agencies, social service providers, 
businesses, charitable foundations, the general populace, etc., perceive the project to be. 

Use of ihis less than satisfactory analytical ?ool was made necessary because the 
Eureau believed that nothing eise ,was readily a ~ a i l a b l e . ~  Measurable indicators of success 
for the long-term objectives of the project did not appear to exist and there was not enough 
time to develop them. To be of any use, the indicators would have to be developed and 
thoroughly discussed at !east eighteen months before the repeal date of the project (i.e., not 
later than January 1;  1994) to produce at least six months of longitudinal-type data before the 
Department of tiuman Services submits its fiscai year 1995-1996 biennium budget to the 
Governor,3 and at least nine months of longitudinal-type data before the convening of the 
Aegulai Session of 1995.j 

It nothing eise, the amounts and kinds of financial support for the project may be an 
indication of how vai~able governmen; agencies, social service providers, businesses, 
charitable foundations, and the general populace perceive the project to be even in the 
absence of indicators of success. Given the abovementioned time constraints, it may be 
difficult, if not impossible, for any evaluator to collect sufficient amounts and kinds of 
longitudinal-type data to assess the impact of the demonstration project by January 1,  1995, 
not to mention October 1, 1994. In aadkion, some indication of the early impact of the 
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demonstration project--even if limited only to a positive or negative assessment--is needed to 
assure the iegisiature that the project ( 7 )  "woikslis beginning :o work", or (2) "hasiis 
beginning to have a desirabie effect". Financial support as a proxy indicator of success could 
prove to be helpful i f  evaluators are bnable to coliect sufficient amounts a rd  kinas of 
longitudinal-type data. 

This study attempted to accomplish tne foregoing tasks by determining: 

( I )  The revenues of the demonstration project (including leveraged f ~ n d s j , ~  from the 
following categories. for the fiscal year beginning July I ,  1391 and ending 
June 30, 1992: 

(A) Department of Human Serv~ces (DHS) (includtng donations contrtbutiors, 
and in-kind support) 

(B) Hawaii Community Services Council (HCSC) (including donations, 
contributions, and in-kind support) 

(6) Others 

(i) Grants (excluding DHS and HCSC) 

(ii) Subsidies (excluding DHS and HCSC) 

(iii) Purchases of Service (excluding DHS and HCSC) 

(iv) Donations, Contributions, and In-kind Support (excluding donations, 
contributions, and in-kind support from DHS and HCSC) 

(v) Miscellaneous (for example fund raising, fees, and sales) 

(D) "Grant" means an award of funds to the demons:ration project, on a 
one-time basis, based on merit or need, to stimulate and support activities 
of the demonstration project for a specified purpose. 

(E) "DHS" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by tne 
demonstration project to members of the general p u ~ l i c  on behalf of the 
DWS to i ~ l f i l l  the purpose of the demonstration project. 

(F) "HCSC" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by 
the demonstration project to members of the general public on behalf of 
the HCSC to fulfill the purpose of the demonstration project. 
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(G) "Purchase of servlce" means an appropriation of funds for :he provision of 
services by !he demonstration project to specific members of the general 
public on behalf of an agency to fulfiii a specified purpose. 

(M) "Subsidy" n e a r s  an appropriation of funds made to alter tne price or the 
cost of a particular good or service of the demonstration project Lo enable 
the demonstration project to provide services or goods to the general 
public or spectfied members of the general public at a lower price than 
would otherwise be charged by ;he demonstration project. 

(2) The revenues of the demonstration project (including leveraged funds), from the 
abovementioned categories, for ihe fiscai year beginning Juiy 1 ,  1992 and 
ending June 30, 1993. 

This study also used the revenues of ihe family centers to determine how much and 
what kinds of financial support are available for the family centers, and whether or not this 
support has changed over time. Data for the demonstration project and the family centers 
were collected and are displayed separately ( 7 )  to allow other researchers to manipulate and 
reanalyze the data in the future, and (2) because of a report that the demonstration project 
has not developed a consistent method ior coilecting, reporting, and analyzing fiscal and 
programming data. According to a HCSC report entitled, ''An Evaluation of the Family Center 
Demonstration Project, Period O: Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1992":' 

Finances & Activities 

. . . [T jhe  Family Center 3enonstrat ion P ro jec t  has no t  developed 
a consis tent  method f o r  c o l l e c t i n g ,  repor t ing ,  and analyz ing 
p r o j e c t  data. The moni to r ing  data which was a v a i l a b l e  p r i o r  t o  
t h i s  r e p o r t  was i ncons i s ten t  across s i t e s  and e r r a t i c a l l y  
reported. The l ack  o f  standardized i n fo rna t i on  on the use of' 
resources and t h e  d a i l y  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  p r o j e c t  has l e d  t o  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  eva i xa t i on  and complicated the . . . 
admin is t ra t ion  and overs igh t  of  the p r o j e c t .  

This study attempted to determine these amounts and kinds of financial support by 
determining the revenues of the family center (including leveraged fundsja from: 

(1) HCSC and lead agency (including donations, contributions, and in-kind support); 

(2) Grants, subsidies, purchases of service, an3 donations. contributions, and 
in-kind support (excluding HCSC and lead agency): and 

(3) Miscellaneous, 
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The terms   grant^",^ "HSCSmqiO "purchase of serviceW,*l and "subsidyVi2 were amended to 
reflect the awarding or appropriation of funds to a family center rather than the demonstration 
project. The term "lead agency" was defined to mean an appropriation of funds for the 
provision of services by a family center to members of the general public on behalf of a lead 
agency (for example Family Support Services of West Hawaii, Molokai General Hospital, 
Parents and Children Together, and KEY Project) to fulfill the purpose of the demonstration 
project. 

Because the perceived value of the demonstration project is a highly subjective matter 
and, in many respects, a "high stakes" indicator of success for the pioject, the Bureau used 
an additional proxy to offset some of the fallibility and validity problems inherent in social 
science data. The use of multiple indicators of success for "high stakes" outcomes is not a 
new or novel concept13 and, in cases where the validity or reliabiiity of the data are suspect, 
should probably be the rule rather than the exception. The Bureau used personal opinions 
about what should happen to the demonstration project on June 30, 1995 (the repea! date of 
the demonstration project) to draw some conclusions about the perceived impact of the 
demonstration project from the state level and community level. 

This study attempted to accomplish the abovementioned tasks by asking the following 
questions: 

(1) Should the demonstration project be (A) made a permanent state program after 
June 30, 1995, (B) deletedldiscontinued entirely after June 30, 1995, or 
(C) extended after June 30, 1995 to promote continued experimentation? Should 
an extended demonstration project be (A) reduced in scope, (B) retained at 
current levels, or (C) expanded in scope? 

(2) What are the best reasons for making the demonstration project a permanent 
state program afrer June 30, 49952 

(3) What are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after 
June 30, 1995? 

(4) What are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project after June 30, 
19951extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995 to promote 
continued experimentation? 

Survey Data 

Explanations. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of which 
are included in Table 5,14 there appear to be several reasons for making the demonstration 
project a permanent state program after June 30, 19951 the most frequently mentioned being 
that the "farniiy cenier or family center demonstration project worksiis beginning to work, or 
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the family center or family center demonstration project haslis beginning to have a desirable 
effect". Similarly, there appear to be several reasons for extending the demonstration project 
after June 30, 1995lextending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995 to promote 
continued experimentation, the most frequently mentioned being that the "family center or 
family center demonstration project workslis beginning to work, or the family center or family 
center demonstration project haslis beginning to have a desirable effect". 

According to the data, there appear to be no adverse reasons for immediately 
discontinuing the demonstration project, e.g., the demonstration project is having a negative 
impact on the State's numan services system or those communities directly affected by the 
project, except for "[reallocating] funds to entitlement program deficits". 

The foregoing results appear to indicate that the demonstration project is having a 
positive impact and, perhaps more importantly, is not having a negative impact on the State's 
human services system and those communities directly affected by the project. The 
foregoing results also appear to indicate the presence of several agendas for the 
demonstration project, some of which may not be compatible with one another. For example, 
"[changing] the way that state government does business" may not be compatible with 
"[providing1 needed services or programs" if the former is mostly interested in changing the 
structure and function of the State's human services system at the legislative and 
departmental levels and the latter is mostly interested in maintaining the services and 
programs that are currently being provided to a community through an existing family center. 

Dispositions. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results of which are 
included in Table 6,'s the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee (GFCAC) and 
Community Liaison Committees (CLCs),16 when taken together, appear to believe that: 

(1) The demonstration project should become a permanent state program after 
June 30: 1995 (the repeal date of the project);17 

(2) If the demonstration project does not become a permanent state program after 
June 30, 1995, then the project should be extended after June 30, 1995 to 
promote continued experimentation; 

(3) If the demonstration project is extended after June 30, 7995 to promote 
continued experimentation, then the project should be expanded in scope; 

(4j i f  the demonstration project cannot be expanded in scope, then the project 
should be retained at current levels; 

(5) I f  the demonstration project cannot be retained at current levels, then the project 
should be reduced in scope; and 
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Table 5 

SLMFAARY OF FESULTS FRCM THE FREE-RESPONSE 
SECTIONS CF QUESTIONWAIRES =7 AND 18 

In your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demonsiration projecr 3 permanent state 
program after June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project)? 

( r )  The family center or family center demonstration projecr .~.iorksiis beginning to work, or the fanily 
center or family center demonsiration project has:*s begirning to have a deslrabie effect; 

(2) To provide for continued funding or program continuity 

(3) To conttnue the involvement of slate government or lo  mange The way that state government does 
business 

(43 To provide needed services or programs. or to provide help: and 

(5) To strengthen or empower faniiiies or coniniunities 

In your opinion vfhai are the best reasons for deletirg entirely the demonstration project after June 30 
19957 

(11 To make the family center demonstration project a permanent state funded program or to require a 
decision regarding the fam!ly center oemonsiration project s oisposition 

(2)  If the family center demonstration project a not working or if the family center demoPstration 
project is not having a desirable effect, and 

(33 If there is no iiiterest in or need far the family center demonstration project. or if the family center 
demonstration project is no longer a priority. 

In your optnion what are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project after June 30 
1995,extending the demonstration project after June 30 1995 to promote continued experimentaiion') 

(1) If the family center demonstration project cannot be made a permanent stare program; 

(2) To continue experimentation or testing: 

(3) To provide more time to demonstrate the family center demonstration project's effectlveness 

(4) The family center or family center demonstration project works:is beginning to work, or the farn~ly 
center or family center demonstration project haslis beginning to have a desirabie effect; 

(51 To provide needed services or programs or to prov de help and 

(6) To strengthen or empower families or communities, or to change the way that state government 
does business. 
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Table 6 

SUMhIARY OF RESULTS FPOM THE 
STRUCTUPED-RESPONSE SECTIONS OF 

QUESTIONNAIRES --7 and *6  

NUMBER RANK 
OF OF 

RANGE MEAN RESPONSES MEAN 

LAj !n my opinion the demonstration project snodld 
become a permanent state program afier 
June 30 1995 (Circle one number) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

GFCAC 
DHSiHCSC 
Lks FCs 
CLCS 

(BJ In my opinion the demonstration project shouid be 
discontinuedideleled entireiy atrer June 30. 1995. 
(Circle one number j 
1 2 3 4 J 0 - 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

GFCAC 
DHS, HCSC 
LAslFCs 
CLCS 

(C) In my opinion the demonstration prolect should be 
extended after June 30 1995 to promote continued 
experimentation [Circle one number ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

GFCAC 
DHSIHCSO 
LAsIFCS 
CLCS 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project 
should be reduced in scope (Circle one numoer ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongif Do Not 
dlsagree agree know 

GFCAC 
DHSIHCSC 
LAsiFCs 
CLCS 

In my opinion an extended demonstranon prqect 
should be retained at current levels (Circle one 
number 
1 2 3 4 J 0 . 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree kncw 

GFCAC 
DHS!HCSC 
LAsi FCs 
CLCs 

In my  opinion an extended demonstration project 
should be expanded in scope  circle one 
number ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Stro~gly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not 
dlsagree agree Know 

GFCAC 
DHSiHCSC 
LASIFCS 
CLCS 
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"CLCs" mean the community liaison committees 
"Dl-IS means the Departmen? ot Ciuman Services 
"FCs" mean the family centers 
"GFCAC" means the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 
"HCSC" means the Hawa:i Community Services Councii 
"LAs" mean the lead agencies for the family centers 
" N A  means nor applicable 

(6) The demonstration project should not be discontinued entirely after June 30, 
1995.18 

According to the data,lg there appears to be strong agreement between the GFCAC 
and CLCs regarding the order in which each of the ioregoing dispositions for the 
demonstration project should be exercised.20 

According to the data," the members of the GFCAC appear to widely disagree on the 
foregoing dispositions for the demonstration project, except for "the demonstration project 
should be discontinued entirely aiter June 30, 5995" and "an extended demonstration project 
should be reduced in scope".22 One possible explanation ior these results is that the 
members of the GFCAC are less certain about making the demonstration project a permanent 
state program or extending the project to promote continued experimentation, than they are 
about discontinuing the project. Another possible explanation is that the members of the 
GFCAC are less certain about retaining the demonstration project at current levels or 
expanding the scope of the project, than they are about reducing the scope of the project. 
The members of the CLCs appear to widely disagree on the foregoing dispositions ior the 
demonstration project, except ior "the demonstration project should become a permanent 
state program after June 30, 1995".23 One possible explanation for this result is that the 
members of the CLCs are less certain about discontinuing the demonstra?ion project or 
extending the project to promote conrinued experimentation, than they are about making the 
project a permanent state program. 

According to the data,24 the GFCAC and CLCs appear to disagree most on the extent 
to which "an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scopeW.*5 

Finances. According to a survey conducted by the Bureau, the results o i  which are 
included in Table 7,26 the Kuhio Park Terrace (KPT) Family Center received approximately 
$189,608 and $182,934 in "donations, contributions, and in-kind support'ddung fiscal years 
1991-1992 and 1992-1993, respectiveiy. In comparison, the KPT Family Center received 
approximately $125,095 and $150,000 from the HCSC to operate the family center. 
According to the HCSC," the Kuhio Park Terrace Family Center is the only famiiy center that 
has been consistently recording all in-kind support that it receives, 
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"HCSC" means the Hawaii Commun~ty Services Council 
"KEY" means the Kualoa-Heeia Ecurnenicai Youth (KEY) Project Famiiy Center 
"KPI' means the Kuhio Park Terrace Family Center 
" M O  means the Molokai Famiiy Center 
*"Dollar change betvieen (1) and (2)" means !hat the difference between the lol lzr amoiint for fiscal 
year 1992-1993 and the doiiar amount for fiscai year 1991-1992 was equal to - dollars 
*"'Percent change between (1) and (2)" means that the doliar mount  for fiscai year 1992-1993 was 

- percent more than the doilar amount for fiscai year 1991-:992. 
"21" means the datum is missing. 
"MA" r eans  not applicabie due !o missing datum or division by zero. 

According to the data, ali of the family centers received grant moneys during fiscal 
year 1991-1992. The sum of these grants ranged from a low of $6,000 to a high of $26,000. 
According to the data, only one family center received grant moneys during fiscal year 
1992-1993. The sum of these grants was $22,400, or 3 percent more than the sum of these 
grants in fiscal year 1991-1992. Assuming that the data regarding grant moneys are correct. 
it appears that the decrease in grant moneys between fiscal year 1991-!992 and fiscal year 
1992-1993 was totally offset by the increase in direct financial support received from the 
HCSC. 

According to the data, only one family center did not receive direct financial support 
from the HCSC during fiscal year 1991-1992. The amount of direct financial support received 
from the HCSC ranged from a low of $80,000 to a high of $125,095. Assuming that the data 
regarding direct financial support from the HCSC are correct, it appears that the increase in 
direct financial support received from the HCSC between fiscal year 1991-1992 and fiscal year 
1992-1993 ranged from a low of $20,000 to a high of $24,905, or from a low of 20 percent to a 
high of 25 percent. 

According to the data, the family centers appear to have a relatively narrow base of 
financial support in terms of diversity. Individually, the family centers appear to be dependent 
on direct financial support from the HCSC (and ultimately the DHS and the Legislature) to 
meet their day-to-day operating expenses. Because the family centers have not been 
consistentiy recording all in-kind support that they receive, it is difficult to determine the 
degree to which the centers have become institutionalized within their respective communities 
and the State's human services system. 

According lo  the data, !he demonstration project aiso appears i o  have a relatlvijiy 
narrow base of financiai support in terms of diversity. On the whole, the demonstratlor- 
project appears to be dependent on direct financial support from the DtiS (and ultimately the 
Legislature) to meet the project's day-to-day operating expenses. 
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summary 

Explanations. The results appear to indicate that the damonstration project is having a 
positive impact and, perhaps more importantly, is not having a negative impact on the State's 
human services system and those communities directly affected by the project. The resillts 
also appear to indicate the presence of severai agendas for the demonstration project, some 
of which may not be compatible with one another. To the extent that different and, possibly, 
:ncompat;ble agendas could exist for the demonstration projec:, the GFCAC and CLCs should 
make an effort to come to some agreement on the desired outcomes for the project. 
Agreement is important because both the GFCAC and CLCs have importan! advisory rcles 
with respect to the planning of the demonstration project. The Bureau therefore recommends 
that the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC consider spending some time and effort to deveiop an 
agreement regarding the desired outcomes for the demonsiration project, 

Dispositions. According to the GFCAC and CLCs (who strongly agree on the order in 
which each of the following aiternatives should be exercised), the demonstration project 
should become a permanent stare program after June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the 
project), or, failing that, extended to promote continued experimentation. According to the 
GFCAC and CLCs, if the demonstration project is extended, the project shouid be expanded 
in scope, or, failing that, relained at current levels. According to the GFCAC and CLCs, the 
demonstration project shou!d only be reduced in scope if the project cannot be retained at 
current ievels. 

Finances. According to the data, both the famiiy centers individually and the 
demonstration project as a whole appear to have a relatively narrow base of financial support 
in terms of diversity. On the whole, both the family centers and the demonstration project 
appear to be dependent on direct financial support from the Legislature to meet their 
day-to-day operating expenses. 

Because the famiiy centers have not been consistently recording all in-kind support 
that they receive, it is difficult to draw any conclusions about how valuable government 
agencies, social service providers, businesses, charitable foundations, the general populace, 
etc., perceive the family centers to be, based on these data alone. in addition, it is difficuit to 
determine (I) the degree to which the centers have become institutionalized within their 
respective communities and the State's human services system, (2) the true costs of 
operating these centers, (3) whether or not communities have the capacity to support more 
than one family center, and (4) the minimum popiliation base needed to support one fami!y 
center. If these kinds of data are important to the Legislature, DHS, and HCSC, tnen the 
Bureau suggests that the Legislature: DHS, and HCSC, consider basing the appropriation of 
direct financial support from the HCSC to a family center on a ratio of HCSC money to family 
center money (including grants, subsidies, purchase of service, and donations, contributions, 
and in-kind support), up to a predetermined amount. Such a condition could provide the 
famiiy centers with an incentive to develop and utiiize innovative methcds to consistently 
record in-kind support. 
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Endnotes 

1.  A proxy indicator is an indicator that is meant to serve as a substitute or alternate for another indicator For 
example. the number of citations issued by police officers for curfew violations could be considered a proxy 
indicator for the incidence of curfew violations. 

Refer to Chapter 3 regarding causation observational and exper!mental studies. speci:ically the oiscussion on 
reliability and validity. 

2. See Heather Weiss. "Family Support and Education Programs: Working Through Ecological Theories of 
Human Development." Evaluating Family Programs, ed. Heather Weiss and Francine Jacobs (New York: 
Aldine de Gruyter. 1988). pp. 27-29, for a discussion on the public policy questions and considerations of 
family support and education programs. 

3. It would not have been appropriate for the Bureau to impose objectives and indicators of success on the 
demonstration project and the family centers. Ideally, there would have been a clearly articulated, agreed 
upon set of outcome objectives and indicators of success when the Bureau began this study in May 1993. 
Unfortunately, this did not seem to be the case. The Bureau came to the foregoing conclusion after 
(1) reviewing the files of the Department of Human Services (DHS) and Hawaii Community Services Council 
(HCSC), (2) reviewing past evaluations of the demonstration project, and (3) informal conversations with 
Ms. Maeona Mendelson (Senior Planner. Decisionsilmpactsj of the HCSC. The Bureau, and not the DHS or 
HCSC. is solely responsible for any errors resulting from these reviews and conversations. 

4. The DHS must submit its fiscal year 1995-1997 biennium budget to the Governor by October 1, 1994. 
Interview with Conroy Chow, Planning Officer, Planning Office. Department of Human Services, November 1. 
1994. 

The six month figure is based on the assumption that it will take an evaluator approximately two weeks to 
retrieve, collect, and summarize the raw data needed to conduct a final evaluation of the demonstration 
project: another four weeks to analyze the summarized data. and write a draft and final evaiuation report on 
the project (including possible reviews by the HCSC and the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 
(GFCAC), or both); an additional two weeks for the DHS to review the final report and transmit the report to 
the Office of the Governor; and an additional two weeks for the Office of the Governor to review the final 
report and transmit the report to the Legislature. This timetable. while not unrealistic. is optimistic 

5. The Regular Session of 1995 will convene on the third Wednesday in January 

The nine month figure is based on the assumption that it will take an evaluator approximately two weeks to 
retrieve, collect, and summarize the raw data needed to conduct a final evaluation of the demonstration 
project: another four weeks to analyze the summarized data, and write a draft and final evaluation report on 
the project (including possible reviews by the HCSC and the GFCAC. or both); an additional two weeks for the 
DHS to review the final report and transmit the report to the Office of the Governor, and an additional two 
weeks for the Office of the Governor to review the final report and transmit the report to the Legislature. 

6, The term "revenues of the demonstration project" includes the revenues of the Office of ihe Family Center 
Director (not shown) and the revenues ot the four family centers. &, the West Hawaii. Kualoa-Heeia 
Ecumenical Youth (KEY) Project. Kuhio Park Terrace, and Molokai family centers. 

Refer to "revenues of the family center" for a comparison of these terms. 

7. Hawaii Community Services Council, "An Evaluation of the Family Center Demonstration Project, Period of 
Evaluation: July 1990 - December 1992" (Draft Final Report) (July 2 3  1993), pp. 2, and 115-1 18. 
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The term "revenues of the family center" includes the revenues of one family center. 3, the West Hawaii 
Family Center. The term does not include the revenues of the Office of the Family Center Director and the 
revenues of the other family centers. 3, the KEY Project. Kuhio Park Terrace. and Molokai family centers. 

Refer :o "revenues of the demonstration project" for a comparison of these terms 

"Grant" means an award of funds to a family center on a one-time basls based on merit or need to stimulate 
and support activities of the center for a specified purpose 

"HCSC" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to members of the 
general publ~c on behalf of the HCSC and DHS to fulfill the pbrpose of the demonstration project 

"Purchase of service" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to 
specific members of the general public on behalf of an agency to fulfill a specified purpose. 

"Subsidy" means an appropriation of funds made to alter the price or the cost of a particular good or service 
of a family center to enable the center to provide services or goods to the general public or specified 
members of the general public at a lower price than would otherwise be charged by the center. 

See Hawaii. Department of Education. "Evaluation Guidance. Pan I: General SCBM Evaluation Plan; 
Guidance to Schools on Evaluating the Effectiveness of SCBM implementation" (Revised June 30, 1990), 
p. 10, for a discuss~on on the use of multiple indicators of success to measure "high stakes" outcomes, 

Refer to Appendix P Questionna~res 17 and 98 Summary 

lbid. - 

Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

Although the Bureau surveyed individuals with the DHS. the HCSC, the lead agencies for the family centers. 
and the family centers. the following analyses and discussions are limited to the GFCAC and Community 
Liaison Committees (CLCs), The Bureau lacked sufficient lime and resources to perform comprehensive and 
detailed analyses of all the data collected for this study. 

This was determined by summing the ranks for the means, and then selecting the vaiue or vaiues cIOSeSt to 
2.0. A rank of "1" (the highest rank possible) added to another rank of " I "  equals 2.0 (the highest combined 
rank possible). 

This was determined by summing the ranks for the means, and then selecting the value or values ciosest to 
12 0 A rank of "6 (the lowest rank possible) added to another rank of "6 equals 12 0 (the lowest combined 
rank possible) 

Refer to "Rank of Mean" 

This was determined by comparing the ranks for the means. 

Refer to 'Range" 

The members of the GFCAC appear to have a iull range of opinions (1-5 and 2-5) concerning the foregoing 
dispositions for the demonstration project except for "tne demonstration project should be discontinued 
entireif after June 30 1995" and "an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope" 

Differences of ihree or more. a, ranges of i -4. 1-5. and 2-5, were consndered to be a "full range" of 
opinions, 
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23. The members of the CLCs appear to have a full range of opinlons (1.5 and 2-5) concernlng the foregoing 
dispositions for the demonstration project. except for "tne demonsiration project should became a ~ermai lent  
state program after June 30. 1995" 

Differences of three or more. a. ranges of 1-4. 1-5, and 2-5, were considered :o oe a "full range" of 
opinions. 

24 Refer to "Mean" 

25. This was determined by computing the absolute value of the difference betvieen the means 

26. Although the HCSC and the West Hawaii. KEY Project. Kuhio Park Terrace, and hloiokai family centers '>+ere 
surveyed by the Bureau for the data tnat appear in Table 7. the Bureau decided :o reiy pr~marily on the data 

Since different accounting and repotting procedures would result in inconsistent and incompatible data, the 
Bureau decided that it vfould be niser to utilize one source of data rather lhan four different sobrces af data lo 
cornpiete Table 7. Although the data provided by the HCSC or the Bureau's subsequent reclassification of 
the data prvdided by the HCSC could be in error. the Bureat! decided that two probable systematic errors ii1 
reporting were preferable to four possible random errors in reporting 

27. Telephone interview with Banks Lowman. Planner, Decisionsilmpact. Hawaii Community Services Council. 
October 1. 1993. 



Chapter 10 

VALUE ADDED, VALUE DENIED 

Purposes 

For each of the core services described in Table 8,' the family centers were asked to 
indicate whether the service was: 

(1) Already being provided by the lead agency (for example Family Support Services 
of West Hawaii, Molokai General Hospital,Z Parents and Children Together, and 
KEY Project) prior to the creation of the family center (i.e., already in existence); 

(2) Added through the creation of the family center; 

(3) Expanded in scope through the creation of the family center; or 

(4) Created by combining a service added through the creation of the family center 
with a service already being provided by the !ead agency. 

The family centers were also asked to indicate whether they would choose to: 

(1)  Retain the service at current levels; 

(2) Delete the service entirely; or 

(3) Reduce the scope of tne service; 

if state funding for the Family Center Demonstration Project and, consequently, the family 
centers were to be totally discontinued on June 30, 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration 
project). 

The purposes for collecting these data were to identify ( 7 )  the value added through the 
creation of the family centers, (2) the value that would be denied through the total 
discontinuation of the demonstraiion project, and (3) those policy decisions that can be made 
by the Legislature to ensure that the project is given every reasonable opportunity to attain its 
maximum potential. 

Results 

According to the data,3 many of the core services being provided by the famiiy 
centers: 
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(1) Were either already being provided by the lead agency prior to the creation of 
the family center or expanded in scope through the creation of the farnriy center; 
and 

(2) Would be deleted or reduced in scope if state funding for the demonstration 
project and, consequently, the family centers were to be totaliy discontinued on 
June 30, 1995. 

Table 8 

SUMMARY OF CATEGORICAL RESPONSES 
FROM QUESTiONNAlRE 36 

PARTI VALUE ADDED 

EXISTING EXPANDED ADDED COMBINED 

Information and referral services 

Training and assistance in accessing information and 
services provided for family members 

Involvement of community leadership in defining and 
resolving family-related issues 

Opportunities provided for families to interact. share 
concerns, exchange resources. network with others. 
and learn from each other 

Communtty defined activities. 
Parent skill building sessions 
Temporary child care 
Brief crisis intervention 
Job preparation 
Parenflchild activities 
Adolescent services 
Literacy training 
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PART il VALUE DENIED 

RETAIN DELETE REDUCE 

lnformat'on and referral services 

Training an0 assislance ,r accessing ~nformatlon and 
serdices prov~ded for family members 

involvement of community leadership in defin~ng and 
resol.ing family-related issues 

Opportunities provided for families to interact share 
conceris exchange resources network alth otl'ers 
and learn from each other 

Cornmiinity defined activities: 
Parent sk~il building sessions 
Temporary child care 
Brief crisis intervention 
Job preparatlon 
Parent.child aclivities 
Adolescent services 
Literacy trainirlg 

Value Added. According ro the data,j the perceived value added by the demonstration 

project appears to include, but is not limited to: 

(1) The provision of an open-ended en!ry point for services; 

2 )  The emphasizing of collabcraiion; 

(3) The identification of commbnity needs: 

(4) The emphasizing of primary prevention; 

(5) The creation of a non-stigmatized setting; 

(6) The col locat~on of services; 

(7) The addition of services in response to identified community needs; 

(8) The provision of decaiegorized services to demonstrate their effectiveness and 
cost-eff ciency, and 
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(9) The ieveraging of personnel and program resources.j 

An interesting source of value added by the demonstrat~on project could be the 
collection and compilation of research instruments for measuring outcome objec:ives.6 The 
use of these instruments to create an index of human welfare indicators (i.e.. the social 
equivalent of the index of leading economic inbica:orsj could allow researchers to assess 
changes in social pathology and well-beirg in a holist!c and, arguably, more realistic manner. 
There are, however, no plans to develop and utilize such an index at this time. 

One benefit of using existing human services providers, instead of grass-roots 
organizations or new providers, to implement the demonstration project appears to be the 
opportunity to utilize the existing personnel and program resources of these existing providers 
and thereby increase the "purchasing power" of the Legislature through service expansion.7 
If grass-roots organizations or new human services providers had been chosen to implement 
the demonstration project, then the Legislature could conceivably have paid to both develop 
and utilize these personnel and program resources. Although the decision to utilize existing 
providers to implement the demonstration project has created certain problems with respect 
to the planning and evaluation of the project, this decision may have enabled the project to 
progress much farther along than it would have if less established providers had been utiiized. 

Value Denied. The perceived value denied, if  state funding for the family centers IS 

totally discontinued, is not as clear as the value added by the demonstration project.8 The 
value denied appears to include, but is not limited l o  the loss of: 

(1) The emphasizing of coordination (collaboration); 

(2) The emphasizing of primary prevention; 

(3) The creation of a non-stigmatized setting: 

(4) The collocation of services; 

(5) The addition of services in response to identified community needs: and 

(6j The ieveraging of personnei and program resobrces 

One limitation of rushing the demonstration project to implementation appears to be 
the lack of opportunities to develop "other" sources of funding for the family centers. i.e., 
sources that are not linked to the demonstration project and, ultimately, the Depar~ment of 
Human Services (DHS). Although the family centers appear to be providing very valuabie and 
needed services within their communities, their dependence on state funding makes them 
vulnerable to budget cuts by the Legislature, the Governor, and the DHS, and raises 
legitimate concerns about the degree to which the family centers can become institutionalized 
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within their communities and the State's human services system given the fiscal barriers to 
institutionalization. 

The Bureau be!ieves that the famiiy centers need oppcrtunities to develop sources of 
fundirg that are linked to the Department of Humar: Services, Department of Health (DOH), 
Depar:ment o i  Education (DOE), a d  Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (DLIR). In  
order fcr the family centers to take advantage of these opportun;ties, however, the Legislature 
must first give these agencies the authority :o temporarily commirgie their personnel and 
program resources to carry out the purposes of the demonstration project. If the family 
centers cannot convince these agencies to commingle their resolirces, then perhaps the State 
is not ready for the famiiy center concept or the family center concept is not sufficiently 
developed for the purposes o i  the State. In either case, the Legislature will never know which 
is true unless it provides the family centers with these opportunities. 

Summary 

Many of the core services being prov~ded by r% family centers 

(1)  Were either already being provided by the lead agency or expanded in scope 
through tne family center; and 

(2) VJouic be deleted or reduced in scope if state funding for the demonstration 
project were to be totally discontinued. 

Survey data identify a; least nine areas of perceived vaiue adaed by the demonstration 
project, and six areas of perceived value denied if  the demonstration project is totally 
discontinued. 

An interesting source of value added by the demonstration project could be the 
creation of an index of human welfare indicators that would aiiow researchers to assess 
changes in sociai pathology and weil-being in a holistic and, arguably, more realistic manner. 
There are, however, no plans :o develop and utilize such an index. 

The decision to utilize existing providers to implement the demonstration project may 
have enabled the project to progress much farther along than it would have if less established 
providers had been ~itiiized. 

The dependence of the famiiy centers on state funding makes them vulnerable to 
budget cum by the Legisiature. the Governor, and the DHS, and raises iegitimate concerns 
about the degree to which the family centers can become institutionalized within their 
communities and the State's human services system given the fiscal barriers to 
institutionalization. 
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The Bureau believes that the family centers need opportunities to develop sources of 
funding that are linked to the DHS, DOH, DOE, and DLlR. in order for the famiiy centers to 
take advantage of these opportunities, however, the Legislature must first give these agencies 
the authority to temporarily commingle their personnel and program resources. The Bureau 
suggests that the Legislature give the DHS, DOH, DOE: and DLlR the authority to temporarily 
commingle these resources to carry out the purposes of the demonstration project. 

Endnotes 

1 See Appendix Q Questionnalre =6 Summary 

2. The lead agency for the Molokai Family Center is Molokai General Hosplial rather than Molokai Famiiy 
Support Services. Letter from Claire lveson. Director of Molokai Family Support Services to Keith Fukumoto, 
September 9, 1993, 1 p. 

3. See Appendix 0. Questionnaire -t6 Summary 

According to the data. the scope of core services already being prov~ded by the lead agencles were expanded 
through the creation of the family centers in the following ~ a y s  

"Provide open-ended entry point ." 

" [lnformat~on and referral] service to other service and resources of agencies " 

"Add staff to do referral to other service agencies" 

". . . [Alddition of staff. . .". 

". . . [Ajddition of . space . . .". 

". . . [Alddition of . funding . . .". 

". . . [Ejmphasis on collaboration". 

"Services were made available to all . . [area] famil~es" 

"Much more capacity for parent education" 

According to the data. services added through the creation of the family centers were combined with services 
alieady being provided by the lead agencies to form core services in the following ways. 

"0pen.ended entry point . . ." 

". . . [identify1 need for service not met by others. i e ,  maif drop for homeless, emergency food to 
compliment foodbank" 

"Communcty development--expanded agency commitment to orlmary prevention" 
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"Toy lending library--more [money] and drop in site" 

"Through [c~llocationj . . ." 

"Through . . . collaboration" 

According to the data the foilowlng "other" services were added through the creation of the iamlly centers 
for the foilowing reasons 

"Mail drop for homeless . . " 

"[Hjomeless services . . ." 

". . [Floodbank" 

"Expanded network for [information] and referral" 

"Outreach to homeless families . . . [with] counseling . . ." 

"Outreach to homeless families . . [with] [information] referral" 

"Information and referral--improve community access to services". 

"Literacy-lnter generational support. fun" 

"Adolescent--new target group" 

"Crisis--need to respond to drop in folks, no place in our community for them to go" 

According to the data. the following "other" services were expanded through the creation of the family 
centers, for the following reasons. 

"Emergency food distribution utilizing foodbank surplus food to supplement agency food [sourcej" 

"Parenting activities and parent support--due to non-stigmatized setting". 

"Home visiting services for additionai families with children 0-5 were expanded to meet a long-identified 
need. . .". 

"Home visiting services for additlonal famil~es w~th children 0-5 were expanded to demonstrate to 
ourselves and other agencies that decategor~zed servtces are effectlve " 

  home visiting services for addttlonal families with children 0-5 were expanded to demonstrate to 
ourselves and other agencles that decategorized services are cost-efficient" 

5. According to the data. the Kuhio Park Terrace (KPV Family Center received approximately $189.608 and 
$182,934 in "donations, contributions, and in-kind support" during fiscal years 1991-1992 and 1992.1993. 
respectively. Refer to Chapter 9 regarding the amounts received by the family centers in the form of 
donations, contributions, and in-kind supporl 

6. Refer to Chapter 4 regarding Jacob's five-tiered approach ?o evaluation 
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7 .  Arguably, the expansion of an existing service should reqriire less time and effort &. money, than the 
development of a new service since some--if not rnany--of the personnel and program resources needed to 
provide an existing serwce have aiready been develcped 

8 See Appenoix O Questionnai-e =6 Sbrnmari 

According to the data. the sccpe of the foregcing core services would be reduced on tne follo;~rcg 'ways if state 
funding for the family centers were to be totaiiy discortinued on June 30 1995 

"Lack a staff to coordinate referral to servlces with delay :n or not iinkiiig to ser'dice on timely basis" 

"Services wouid oniy be avaiiable to targeted clients i e.. Healthy Start, MIST etc '' 

"Most services would be reduced. through reduced staff, in quantity ratker than qual~ty" 

According to the data, the following "other" services wouid be retained at current le'ieis (as opposed to being 
reduced in scope or deleted entireiy). for the following reasons 

"Because of iong-standing commitment . . for temporary childcare . . . every attempt i ~ o u l d  be made to 
keep. . . [this] at current levels" 

"Because of long-stardirg commitment for parent-chiid act~vities every attempt ~ o u i d  be made 
to keep [this] at cbrrert levels" 

"Because of iong-standiqg commitment for teen seriices every attempt rsouid be made to keep 
[thisj a: current le>els" 

"Because of diversified funding for temporary ch~ldcare . . every attempt , ~ o u i d  be made to keep 
. . [thisj at current levels". 

"Because of . diversified funding . for . . parent-child activities every attempt ivould be made to 
keep . . . [this] at current levels" 

"Because of diversified funding for teen servces every attempt would be made to keep these 
at current ievels" 

"lt's part of our agency on-going ser'dice through oiher funding sources" 

According to the data, the foliowing "other" services would be deleted entirely (as opposed to being retained 
at current ievels or reduced in scope), for the following -easons. 

". . . [Pjareniing class. . ." 

" 
. . [Tjoy lending . . .". 

" [C;ornmunity development 

". . . [information and referralr~ 

"Job preparation . lisj provided by other agencies in coilaboration [with] [famiiy center]. hloral support 
would stiii be given but space, staff or other monetary icmmirrnenis may ra t  be plssible" 
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" .  . . [Ljiteracy [is! provided by otner agencies in collaboratron [with1 [family center]. Moral support 
ivotild still be given but space. staff or other monetary commitments may not be possib!en 

"No turds, [equals] no staff !equals/ no program" 



Chapter 1 I 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss, in a question and answer format, those 
issues that may be of greatest interest to legislators. 

Although this study may be viewed by some as being critical of the Family Center 
Demonstration Project and, consequently, its implementing agencies, the Bureau notes that 
false starrs and other setbacks should be viewed as integral parts of any demonstration 
project, which generally are intended to be experimenral. If the success of new programs 
were guaranteed, there wouid be no need for demonstration projects. Demonstration projects 
can be an inexpensive way for the Legisiature to test new programs without having to create 
permanent bureaucracies in support of the same. The challenge for legislators is to (1) 
determine whether enough time has elapsed to decide the disposition of a demonstration 
project, and (2) decide whether the program should become permanent, extended, or 
discontinued entirely. Evaluations, however characterized, are intended to provide legisiators 
with data and information to meet these chaiienges. 

Question: Is the Bureau suggesting that the Legislature discontinue the Family Center 
Demonstration Project at this time? 

Answer: No. It would be premature for the Legislature to discontinue the 
demonstration project at this time. Research shows that it usually takes from five to eight 
years to determine the outcomes and impacts of famiiy strengthening programs--the 
demonstration project has been operational for approximateiy two and one-half years. 
Immediate discontinuation of the demonstration project is neither necessary nor desirable 
since the project does not appear to be having a negative impact on the State's human 
services system or those communities directiy affected by the project. 

Question: How long does the Bureau suggest that the demonstration project be 
allowed to continue? 

Answer: The demonstration project should be aiiowed to continue until its logical 
conclusion, which may not be June 30, 1995 (the present termination date of the 
demonstration project). The termination date of the demonstration project, which has been 
extended twice by ihe Legislature (first to June 30, 1993 and then to June 30, 1995), was an 
arbitrary deadline and not initialiy based on the results of empirical research. Again, research 
shows that it takes between five to eight years to determine the outcomes and impacts of 
family strengthening programs. 

Question: Does the Bureau believe that the demonstration project is having a positive 
impact on the State's human services system and those communities directly affected by the 
project? 

Answer: Yes. The results of this study, based on the iniormalion avaiiable, indicate 
that the demonstration project is having a positive impact (versus a negative impact) on the 
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State's human services system and those communities directly affected by the project. 
Because the data in support of these results were subjective comments and collectod through 
mailed questionnaires (due to the limited resources available to the Bureau to conduct this 
study), this assessment of the early impact of the demonstration project is both crude and not 
definitive. To answer the question more definitively, a more refined and reliable assessment 
of the impact of the demonstration project is both necessary and desirable. 

Question: Wnat aspects of the demonstration project does the Bureau suggest that 
the Legislature address during the Regular Session of 1994? 

Answer: The Legislature should clarify the purpose of the demonstration project with 
respect to the project's expected outcomes. The Legislature should also develop a "vision" 
for the future of the State's human services system, describe the role of the demonstration 
project in realizing this vision, and specify the types and kinds of data that the Legislature 
needs and wants about the project. A more refined and reliable assessment of the impact of 
the demonstration project can be conducted once these outcomes are clearly defined. If 
these outcomes are not clarified, reliable assessment will remain problematic. 

Question: What is the purpose of this study? 
Answer: The purpose of this study is to (1) assess the impact of the family centers 

upon the communities served, (2) discuss legislation that may facilitate the continuation or 
expansion, or both, of the demonstration project, and (3) describe one process by which 
family centers could be allocated resources. The purpose of this study is not to duplicate any 
of the work previously or presently being performed by the Hawaii Community Services 
Council; rather, its purpose is to build upon the knowledge created by previous evaluations in 
order to increase the depth and breadth of this knowledge. 
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Act 329, Session Laws of Hawaii 1990. 
a amended by 

Act 188, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992, and 
Act 356, Session Laws of Hawaii 1993 

SECTION 1. The legislature finds that families and family structures have changed dramat!cally in Hawaii. 
and many families are suffering because of the stresses and strains of economic demands. 

Hawaii has the nation's highest proportion of women in the labor force and future projections show that by 
the year 2020, two-thirds of those entering the labor force will be women. of which eighty-four per cent will be of 
child-bearing age. Additionally, nearly 29,000 single-parent households in Hawaii are headed by femaies. with 
approximately tweiily-eight per cent of these below the poverty line. 

The legisiature finds that many of these families are at high r!Sk of becoming fragmented and 
dysfunctional, and a substantial number will continue to be trapped in a cycle of poverty unless existing support 
systems designed to intervene and assist them in times of need are ,vastly improved 

Under our present system of services to families. families are required to be in !rouble or dysfunctional 
before they can become eligible to receive services and assistance. Furthermore, once families do become 
eligible to receive services. they too frequently are treated with iittle understanding and compassion and all too 
often are placed in uncomfortable settings a: stressful times where they are required to fill out complex forms with 
little assistance. 

The legislature also finds that the relationship between families and their neighborhoods is an ii?teractive 
process. Family members are profoundly affected by the quality of l!fe in their neighborhoods By the same token. 
the qualily of life in neighborhoods is affected by the values and onput of the fam!lie~ iiving there. 

The legislature fuilher finds that in order to reach out io families and successfully assist them. suppoit 
services should be coordinated and provided in a community-based setting. These community-based centers 
should be responsive to and iiivolved with the communities in which they are located lo the extent that the 
communities feel a strong sense of ownership of and identification with the centers. In addition the overall 
atmosphere of the facility, as weli as the attitude of the staff. should project compassion. understanding, 
friendliness. and patience 

The purpose of this Act is to estabiish the family center demonstration project. with family centers to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the community-based family center concept and to test different models of service 
delivery. 

SECTION 2. In accordance with Section 9 of Article 'Jll of the Constitution of the State of Hawaii and 
Sections 37-9: and 37-93, Hawaii Revised Statutes, the iegisiature has determined that the appropriations 
contained in this Act will cause the state general fund expenditure ceiling for fiscal year 1990-1991 to be exceeded 
by $550.000. or 0.022 per cent The reasons for exceeding the general fund expenditure ceiiing are that the 
appropriations made in this Act are necessary to serve the public interest and to meet the need provided for by this 
Act. 

SECTION 3. (a) Effective July 1, 1990, to June 30, 1995. there is estabiished a five-year demonstration 
project. known as the family center demonstration project, to be conducted by the department of human services. 
Under this project, the department shall be responsible for the planning. implementation. and establishment of 
family centers. 

For the purpose of this Act. "family" means the famiiy as an enduring personai support system with the 
functions of nurturing caring for. and educating children, youths, adults, and the elderly 

(b) There is estabtished the ?amiiy center council :or the purpose of planning and implementing the 
establishment and development of ihe family center demonstration project The council Shail De appointed by the 
governor and consist of representatives from the pobiic and private sectors of the communiq 

The council's duties shail include but not be iimited to the development of a plan :o make the fami?$ center 
demonstration project perrnanent This plan shall focus on implementation oi a perrnanent family center project in 
1995 and shall. at minimum. address and make recommendations on the foilovfing: 

(1) The continuance of the family center projeci: 

(2) The development ot an administrative structure promoting family center concepts: 



(3) The development of a funding structure promoting collaboration and integration between agencies, 
both public and private, and with the different sectors of the community: 

(4) The incorporation of training components and community action: 
(5j The provision Of technical assistance to communities. agencies. and interested community 

members relating to the development of family certers: 

(6) The development of an evaluation and assessment component which .ncludes. but is not limited to, 
the review, assessment. and development of project methodology and process, and the evaluation 
of project results and accoff~plistimerlls. 

( 7 j  The deveiopment of a process by which family centers are allocated resources. 

(8) The development of a process by which !amiiy certer sites are selected: and 

(9) The preparation of a projecled budget for the expenaitures required to continue or to expand the 
fam~ly center project 

(c) The purpose of the family center demonstration project snail be to coordinate the prwision of core 
services to families at communiti.-based centers to develop each community's capacity to identify and resolve its 
problems. Each center shail be responsive to its community and involve its participants as equal partners in 
program deveiopment and execution Accordingly. each center shail be advised by a community liaison committee 
which shall be composed of commtinity members. 

Each family center shall offer an array of services tailored to the specific needs of its constituents. 
Services shall be developed pursuant to family support principles whicn direct that services must: 

(1) Be offered at convenient times in accessible locations: 

( 2  Build on strengths, ratner than search tor deficits: 

(3) Involve participants and the community in planning and implementation: 
(4) Show respect for participants: 

(5) Serve !he best interests of children; 
(6) Strengthen families. 

(7) Be presented in coordination with other agencies and services in the community: and 

(8) Focus on community strengthening and development 
NO singie service shail overshadow the others, and services shall be provided in a coordinated manner 

Because some services will be provided directly by the centers and other services will be provided by other 
agencies, the centers, with input from parent constituents, shali develop a service plan. using a systems 
management approach. for the provision of services. The staff of each center shall be responsible for ensuring 
that all components of the service plan are carried out. This may require interventions on the part of the staff. 
including but not limited to. 

(1) Accompanying parents to appointments iyith other agencies; 

(2) Advocating on behalf of parents: 

(3) Reminding parents of appointments with other agencies. and 

(4) Providing short-term counseling to parents concerning referrals for services. 
Each family center shall consider the following services, activities, and components when developing its 

core services: 

(1) Enhancement of parenting skills. including community- or neighborhood-wide events and activities 
which promote family relationships in a positive and enjoyable manner: 

(2j Infant and child stimulation activities to maximize child growth and development: 

(3) Outreach services targeted at community organizations, famiiies. youth, and oihers to ensure 
community awareness, acceptance, and participation: 

(4) Health care, iamsly planngng. counseling. and other services to avoid unwanted pregnancies: 

(5) Assessment and treatment planning for developmental problems of the parent or the child: 

(6) Temporary developmental chiid care for the oftspring of parents receiving services on-site; 

(7; Peer support aciivi?ies including recreational and social activities- 

(8) Educational services, such as pas:-high school classes and instruction to :hose attempting to earn 
general equivalency diplomas: and 

(9) Job preparation and skill deve!oprnent services to assist young parents in preparing for, securing. 
and maintaining employment. 

(d) Aiter conferring with ihe family center council, the director of human services may: 

( i )  Enter into agreements with the federal government, state departments and agencies. and the 
counties: 



(2) Enter into assistance agreements with private persons, groups. institutions. or corporations, 

(3) Purchase services required or appropriate under this Act from any private persons. groups. 
institutions. or corporations: 

(4j Allocate and expend any resources available for the purposes of this Act: and 

(5) Do all things necessary to accomplish the purposes and provisions of this Act. 
(e) An evaluation component shali be required for the family centers, that shall include, but not be limited 

to. the following areas: 

( 3 )  Descriptive data on client status: 
(2) Program utilization data: 
(3) Profiles of participants; 
(4) Intervention plans; 

(5) Participant and community satisfaction ratings. 
(6) lnformation pertaining to the lessons learned from operating under family center concepts: and 
(7) lnformation pertaining to whether the family center project has changed the human services 

system. why each change occurred. and, if appiicable, why expected changes did not occur. 
The department of human services may utilize a portion of the funds available to conduct evaluations of 

the family centers. 
(0 A training and technical assistance component shall be required for the family centers. that shall 

include, but not be limited to, the following: 

( l j  Conducting training sessions for family center directors, staff. and liaison committee members to 
promote strengthening families within the community: 

(2) Conducting community development sessions for iocal communities: 

(3) Conducting community forums to describe the asset model and philosophy of fam~ly centers to 
private businesses. government agencies. and nonprofit agencies: 

(4) Providing technical assistance to community groups relating to the development of community 
capacity to address community problems through famiiy centers: 

(5) Providing technical assistance to applicants for family centers in addressing collaboration with 
existing services within the community: and 

(6j Conducting periodic sessions with family center directors to address on-going networking 
requirements and to share solutions in addressing community problems. 

The department of human services may utilize a portion of the funds available to conduct training sessions 
and provide technical assistance in developing and promoting family centers. 

SECTION 4. The legislative reference bureau, in consultation with the department of human services 
shall monitor and evaluate the demonstration project and shall submit a preliminary evaluation report on its 
findings to the legislature at least twenty days prior to the convening of the regular session of 1994. and a final 
evaluation report on its findings to the legislature at least twenty days prior to the convening of the regular session 
of 1995. Preliminary and final evaluation reports shall include but not be limited to: 

(1)  A descriptive summary of the operation of tne family centers, including the services provided and a 
copy of the service plan developed by the centers: the number of recipients of services at the 
centers; the allocation of funds: staffing information; and the role and responsibility of the 
community family center liaison committees: 

(2) An assessment of the impact of the centers upon the communities served: 

(3) The composition and role of the family centers; 

(4) Recommendations regarding the continuance of the family center demonstration project and plans 
for the implementation of other project sites: 

(5) Recommendations regarding the process by which family centers are allocated resources: 

(6) A projected budget for the expenditures required to continue or to expand the demonstration 
project: and 

(7) Proposals for legislation necessary to facilitate the continuation or expansion of the demonstration 
project. 

SECTION 5. There is appropriated out of the general revenues of the State of Hawaii the sum of 
$350.000 or so much thereof as may be necessary for fiscal year 1990-1991, for the establishment of a family 
support center demonstration site, including the hiring of necessary staff. 

The sum appropriated shall be expended by the department of human services for the purposes of this 
Act. 



SECTION 7, There is appropriated out of the general revenues of the State of Hawaii the sum of 
5200.000. or so much thereof as may be necessary for fiscal year 1990.1991. for the establishment of two family 
literacy programs, including the hiring of necessary Staff. 

The sum appropriated shall be expended by the office of children and youth for the purposes of this Act. 
SECTION 8. This Act shall take effect upon its approval: provided that sections 5 and 7 shall take effect 

on July 1. 1990: provided furlher that sectlons 1. 3, and 4 shall be repealed on July t .  1995 

(Approved July 1 .  1993.) 
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Appendix C 

QUESTIONNAIRE #I: PLANNING 
Effective Period 

July !. 1990 -June 30.1993 

Part I. Purpose 

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project 
according to what you think the purpose of the demonstration project "is", and what you think the purpose of the 
demonstration project "should be". If there is a difference of two or more points between your ratings. explain why 
you think this difference exists. 

(1) To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project E to test 
the effectiveness of the family center concept. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to test the effectiveness of the 
family center concept, (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . . (Complete the 
sentence, if applicabie.) 

(2) TO the best of my knowiedge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project io test 
models of service delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and 
human services. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

in my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to test models of service 
delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services. 
(Circle the appropriate response.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demons?ration project "should be" because . . (Complete the 
sentence, if applicable.) 

(3) To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Farnil9 Center Demonstration Project 2 to 
deveioD a community's capaclty to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets 
(Circle one number ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dlsagree agree know 



In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project shouid be to develop a community's 
capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration prolect "is" differs from my opfnbon 
about what the purpose of the demonstrat'on project "should be" because (Compiete the 
sentence if applicable ) 

(43 TO the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 to 
strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to rhe well-being of 
their family life and the life of their community. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration prolect should be to strengthen and bubld on the 
ability of fam~ly members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of therr famlly life and the Iffe 
of their community (Circle one number ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongiy Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . . (Complete the 
sentence, i f  applicabie.) 

(5) TO the best of my knowledge the purpose oi the Family Center Demonstration Prolect 2 to 
implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve 
the quality of life for families (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

in my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to implement state-wide an 
effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for 
tamliies. (Circle one number.j 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstratron project "is" differs from my opbnion 
about   hat the purpose of the demonstrat~on project "snould be" because (Complete the 
sentence if applicabie ) 

(6) To ihe best ol my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonsiration Project to 
reduce fragmentation in human servces (Circle one number ; 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Drsagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dbsagree agree know 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to reduce fragmentation in 
human services. (Circle one number.) 



1 2 3 4 5 0 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongiy Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . (Complete the 
sentence, if applicable.) 

(7) Other To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project ,s 
to (Complete the sentence if applicable ) 

Other in my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to (Complete the 
sentence, if applicable j 

Other. My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my 
opinion about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because , . . . 

(Complete the sentence, it applicable.) 

Part It. Implementing Activities 

DIGECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing the impiementing activities of the Family Center 
Demonstration Project according io what you think the demonstration project "is" doing. and what you think the 
demonstration project "should be" doing. It there is a difference of two or more points between your ratings, 
explain why you think this difference exists. 

(I )  To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 coordinating the 
provision of core services to families at community-based centers. (Circle one number.) 
I 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion the demonstration projec: should be coordinating the provision of core services to 
families at community-based centers. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutrai Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing ditiers from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . (Complete the sentence. it 
applicable ) 

(2) To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 offering a range of 
community identified activities, services, training opportunities. and information in accessible and 
supportive settings. (Circle one number.) 
? 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion the demonstration projec? should be offering a range of community identified 
activities, services, training opportunities. and information in accessible and supportive senings. 
(Circle one number.j 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 



My koowledge about what tne demonstration project 'is" acing differs from my opinion about 
what the demonstration prolect "should be" doing because (Complete the sentence, if 
applicable ) 

(3, To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 lacilitating access to 
existing services through comrnunity-based centers. (Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongiy Disagree Neuirai Agree Strongiy DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In m i  opinion the demonstration project shouid be facilitating access to existing services through 
communrty-based centers (Circle one number ) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dtsagree agree know 

My knowledge about what ihe demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about 
what :he demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . (Complete the sentence, if 
applicable.) 

(4) To the best of my knowiedge the Famiiy Cenier Demonstration Project g identifying and meeting 
unmet needs of families at the community level. 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

in my opinion the demonstration project should be identifying and meeting unmet needs of 
familtes at the community level 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dlsagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the demonstrarioo project "IS" doing drffers from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because (Complete the sentence, if 
applicable ) 

(51 To the best of my knowiedge the Family Center Demonstration Project is educating the 
community on how to support families 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dlsagree agree know 

In my opinion :he demonstration project should be educating the community on how to support 
families. 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neulral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project 'is" doing ditiers from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . (Complete the sentence, if 
appiicabie.) 

(6) To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 2 developing new and 
collaborative funding sources for farniiy prevention programs. 



1 2 3 4 5 0 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

in my opinion the demonstration project should be developing new and collaborative funding 
sources for family prevention programs. 
I 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . (Complete the sentence, if 
applicable.) 

(7) To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project g creating a method for 
program accountability that is system-wide and inciudes statewide community planning and 
needs assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes 
across family center programs. 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be creating a method for program accountability 
that is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and needs assessment, staff and 
volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center programs. 
I 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . (Complete the sentence. if 
applicable.) 

(8) Other. To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 . . . . (Complete 
the sentence, if applicable.) 

Other. In my opinion the demonstration project should be . . . . (Complete the sentence. if 
applicable.) 

Other. My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion 
about what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . (Complete the sentence. if 
applicable.) 

Part Ill: Problem DefiniIion 

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the problems that the Family Center Demonstration 
Project was expected to address. 

(1) in your opin~on are services To families fragmented? Why or why not? 

(2) in your opinion is there a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide services? 
Why or why not? 



13) In your opinion do consumers in general and families (in particular) tind it difficult to access services and 
information? Why or why not? 

14) In your opinion is access to services and information across agencies difficult? Why or why not? 

(5) In your opinion is access to services and information between fund sources and providers difficult? Why 
or whv not? 

(6) In your opinion is the impact and effectiveness of service difficult to assess? Why or why not? 

17) In your opinion is there difficulty in assessing the real needs ot tamilies? Why or why not? 

(8) in your opinion are leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams needed? why or why 
not? 



Appendix D 

QUESTlONNAlRE 112: EVALUATION 
(Family Cemet Demonstration Project) 

Period of Inter& 
July 1.1990 -June 30,1993 

DIRECTIONS. Answer the foiloviing questions regarding the specific data are being coliecied by the Family Center 
Demonstration Project with respect to the measiirable indicators of success for rre demonstration project. 

(1) What is the purpose of the Famiiy Center Demonstration Project? 

What are the short-term objectives of the demonstralion project with respect to the purpose of the project? 

HOW do the short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project? 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the snort-term objectives of the demonstration project? 

HOW do the measurable indicators ot success for the demonstration project relate to the short-term 
objectives of the project? 

What specific data are being collected by the demonstration project viith respect to the measurable 
indicators of success? How long and how consistently have these data been collected? 

How do the specific data that are being collected by the demonstration project relate to the measurable 
indicators of success? 

(2) What are the long-term objectlkes of the demonstrat,on project viith respect to the purpose of the project? 

How do the long-term objectives oi  the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project? 

What are the measurabie indicators of success for the long-term objectives 0: the demonstration project? 

How do the measurable indicators of success !or the demonstration project relate to the long-term 
objectives of the projeci'i 

What specific data are being coilecied Dy the demonstration projec? with respect to tne measurable 
indicators of success? How long and how consistently have these data been collected? 

How do the specific data that are being coliected by the demonstration project relate to the measurable 
indicators of success? 



Appendix E 

QUESTIONNAIRE #3: EVALUATION 
(Family Center) 

Period of ~nte;& 

July I, 1990 -June 30, 1993 

DIRECTIONS Answer the following questions regarding the specific data are being collected by your family center 
with respect to i r e  measurable ndtcators of success for the fam~ly center 

(1) What is the purpose of your family center? 

',Nhat are t'neshort-term objecliues of your famiiy center with respect to the purpose of the center? 

HOW do the short-term objectives of your family center effectua:e the purpose of the center? 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of your family center? 

How do the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate to the short-term objectives of 
the center? 

What speclfic data are belng collected by four family center with respect to the measurable indicators of 
SUCCESS? What are the sources of these data? How long and how consistently have these data been 
collecied? 

HOW do the specific data that are being collected by your farfiily center relate to the measurable indicators 
of success? 

(2) What are the long-term object~ves of your familj center "vith respect to !he purpose of the center? 

HOW do the long-term objectives of your family center effectuate the purpose of the center? 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of your family center? 

How do the measurable 1ndica:ors of success for your iamily center relate to the long-term objectives of 
the center? 

What specific data are being collected by your famiiy center with respect to the measurable indicators of 
SUCCESS? What are the sources of ihese data? How long and how consistently have these data been 
collected? 

How do the specific data that are being co.lected by your family center relate to the measurable indicators 
of success? 



Appendix F 

QUESTIONNAIRE #4: Finance 
(Family Center) 

Period of Intfxes! 
July 1 .  I991 -June 30, 1993 

Pan I. Fial Year 1991-1992 

DIRECTIONS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1. 1991 and ending June 30. 1992, account for all family center 
revenues (including leveraged funds) to the nearesl dollar using the following categories and definitions: 

HCSC (including donations. 
contributions, and in-kind support) 

Lead Agency (including donations. 
contributions, and in-kind support) 

Others 

Grants (excluding HCSC 
and lead agency) 

Subsidies (excluding HCSC 
and lead agency) 

Purchase of Service (excluding 
HCSC and lead agency) 

Donations, Contributions. and 
ln-kind Support (excluding 
donations. contributions. and 
in-kind support from HCSC 
and lead agency) 

Miscellaneous (for example fund 
raising. fees. and sales) 

"Grant" means an award of funds to a family center. on a one-time basis, based on merit or need, to 
stimulate and support activities of the center for a specified pclrpose. 

"HCSC" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to members of 
the general public on behalf of the Hawaii Community Services Council and Department of Human 
Services to fulfill the purpose of the Familf Center Demonstrat~on Project 

"Lead agency" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to 
members of the generai public on behalf of a lead asency (for example Family Support Services of West 
Hawaii, Moiokai Family Su~pofl Services, Parents and Chiidren Together. and KEY Project) to fuifill the 
purpose at the Family Center Demonstration Project. 

"Purchase of service" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of services by a family center to 
specific members of the general public on behalf of an agency to fulfill a specified purpose. 



"Subsidy" means an appropriation of funds made to alter the price or the cost of a particular good or 
Service of a family center to enable the center to provide services or goods to the general public or 
specified members of the general public at a lower price than would otherwise be charged by the center. 

Pail II. Fiscal Year 1992-1993 

DIRECTIONS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1 .  1992 and ending June 30, 1993, account for all family center 
revenues (including leveraged funds) to the nearest dollar using the categories and definitions in part I: 

HCSC (including donations, 
contributions. and in-kind support) 

Lead Agency (including donations. 
contributions, and in-kind support) 

Others 

Grants (excluding HCSC and 
lead agency) 

Subsidies (excluding HCSC and 
lead agency) 

Purchase of Service (excluding HCSC 
and lead agency) 

Donations, Contributions, and In-kind 
Support (excluding donations, 
contributions. and in-kind support 
from HCSC and lead agency) 

Miscellaneous (for example 
fundraising, fees, and sales) 



Appendix C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 115: Finance 
(Family Center Demonstration Pro]&) 

Period of Interest 
July 1.1991 -June 30.1993 

Part I. Fiscal Year 1991-1992 

DIRECTIONS: For the fiscal year beginning Juiy 1 ,  1991 and ending June 30, 1992. account for aii Family Center 
Demonstration Project revenues (inc!uding leveraged funds) to the nearest dollar using the folioviing categories and 
definitions: 

DHS (inciuding donattons 
contributions and in-ktnd support) 

HCSC (including donations, 
contributions, and in-kind support) 

Others 

Grants (excluding DHS 
and HCSC) 

Subsidies (excluding DHS 
and HCSC) 

Purchase of Service (excluding 
DHS and HCSC) 

Donations, Contributions. and 
~n-kind Suppon (excluding 
donations. contributions, and 
in-kind support from DHS 
and HCSC) 

Misceilaneous (tor exarnpie fund 
raislng, fees, and sales) 

"Grant" means an award of funds to the Family Center Demonstration Project, on a one-time basis. based 
on merit or need, to stimulate and support activities of the demonstration project for a specified purpose. 

"DHS means an appropriation of funds for the prwision of services by the Family Center Demonstration 
Project to members of the general pubiic on behalf of the Department of Human Services to fuifill the 
purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project. 

"HCSC" means an appr0pria:ion of funds for the provision of services by the Family Center 
Demonstration Project to members of the generai public on behalf of tne Hawaii Community Services 
Council to fulfill the purpose of the demonstration project 

"Purchase of service" means an appropriation of funds for the provision of serbtces by the Famiiy Center 
Demonstration Project to specific members of the general pubiic on behalf of an agencq to fulfi!l a 
spectfled purpose 



"Subsidy" means an appropriation of funds made to alter the price or the cost of a particular good or 
service of the Family Center Demonstratton Project to enable the demonstration project to provlde 
services or goods to the general publlc or specified members of the general public at a lower price than 
would otherwise be charged by the demonstration project 

Part 11. Fiscal Year 1992-1993 

DIRECTiOPJS: For the fiscal year beginning July 1. 1992 and ending June 30, 1993, account for all Family Center 
Demonstration Project revenues (including leveraged funds) to the nearest dollar using the categories and 
definitions in part I: 

DHS (including donations 
contributions and in-ktnd support) 

HCSC (inciuding donations 
contributions and in-kind support) 

Others 

Grants (excluding DHS 
and HCSC) 

Subsidies (excluding DHS 
and HCSC) 

Purchase of Service (excluding 
DHS and HCSC) 

Donations, Contributions. and 
ln-kind Support (excluding 
donations. contributions. and 
in-kind support from DHS 
and HCSC) 

Miscellaneous (for example fund 
raising, fees, and sales) 



Appendix H 

QUESTIONNAIRE #6: PROGRAMMING 
(Family Center) 

Period of Interest 
July 1,1990 - June 30,1993 

Parl I. Value Pdded 

DIRECTIONS: For each of the core services described below indicate whether the service was (1) already being 
provided by the lead agency (for example Family Support Services of West Hawaii. Molokai Family Support 
Services. Parents and Children Together, and KEY Project) prior to the creation of the family center (&, already in 
existence), (2) added through the creation of the family center, (3) expanded in scope through the creation of the 
family center, or (4) created by combining a service added through the creation of the family center with a service 
already being provided by the lead agency. 

(1) Information and referral ser.dices (check the appropriate response) 
-Existing -Added 
-Expanded -Combined 

(2) Training and assistance in accessing information and services provided for family members (check 
the appropriate response) 
-Existing ____Added 

Expanded __Combined 

(3) Involvement of community leadership in defining and resolving family-related issues (check the 
appropriate response) 
-Existing -Added 
-Expanded -Combined 

(4) Opportunities provided for families to interact. share concerns, exchange resources, network with 
others, and learn from each other (check the appropriate response) 
__Existing -Added 
-Expanded -Combined 

(5) Community defined activities (check the appropriate response): 

Parent skill building sessions 
-Existing -Added 
___Expanded ___Combined 

Temporary child care 
Existing _Added 

-Expanded -Combined 

Brief crisis intervention 

-. Existing 
Expanded 

Job preparation 
-Existing 
-Expanded 

-- Added 
-Combined 

-- Added 
-Combined 



Parentichild activities 
__Existing Added 
_Expanded Combined 

Adolescent services 
_Existing 
_Expanded 

Added 
Combined 

Literacy training 
___Existing __Added 
__Expanded _Combined 

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the value added through the creation of the family center. 

(6) How were the scope of core services already being provided by the lead agency expanded through 
the creation of the familv center? 

(7) How were services added through the creation of the family center combined with services already 
being provided by the lead agency to form core services? 

(8) Other. What other services were added through the creation of the family center? Why were these 
other services added? 

(9) Other. What other services were expanded through the creation of the family center? Why were 
these other services expanded? 

Part It .  Value Denied 

DIRECTIONS: If funding for the Family Center Demonstration Project and, consequently. the family center 
were to be totally discontinued on June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project), for each of the core 
services described below, indicate whether you would choose to (1) retain the service at current levels, (2) delete 
the service entirely, or (3) reduce the scope of the service. 

(1) Iniormat8on and referral servlces (check the appropriate response) 
__Retain -- Delete ____Reduce 

(2) Training and assistance in accessing information and services provided for family members (check 
the appropriate response) 

Retain -- Delete _Reduce 

(3) Involvement of community leadership in defining and resolving family-related issues (check the 
appropriate response) 

Retain Delete Reduce 

(4) Opportunities provided for families to interact. share concerns. exchange resources, network with 
others. and learn from each other (check the appropriate response) 

Retain -- Delete _Reduce 



(5) Community defined activities (check the appropriate response): 

Parent skill building sessions 
Retain Delete Reduce 

Temporary child care 
Retain Delete Reduce 

Brief crisis intervention 
R e t a i n  _Delete _Reduce 

Job preparation 
-- Retain ~- Delete _Reduce 

Parentichild activities 
_Retain _Delete 

Adolescent services 
-- Retain __Delete 

Literacy training 
Retain Delete 

Reduce 

Reduce 

Reduce 

DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the value denied through the discontinuance of the family 
center. 

(6) How would the scope of the core services be reduced? 

(7) Other. What other services would be retained at current levels? 'Why would these other services 
be retained at current levels (as opposed to being reduced in scope or deleted entireiy)? 

(8) Other. What other services would be deleted entirely? Why would these other services be deleted 
entirely (as opposed to being retained at current levels or reduced in scope)? 



Appendix I 

QUESTIONNAIRE #7: IMPACT 
(Stat&level) 

Period of Interest 
July 1, 1990 -June 30,1993 

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing what should happen to the Family Center Demonstration 
Project after June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project). For example. should the demonstration 
project be (1) made a permanent state program after June 30, 1995. (2) discontinued entirely after June 30. 1995. 
or (3) extended after June 30, 1995 to promote continued experimentation? Additionally. should an extended 
demonstration project be (1) reduced in scope. (2) retained at current levels, or (3) expanded in scope? 

(A) in my op~nion the demonstration project should become a permanent state program after June 
30 1995 (Circle one number) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
dlsagree agree know 

(B) In my opinion the demonstration project should be discontinued entirely after June 30. 1995. 
(Circle one number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Fleutrai Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

(C) In my opinion the demonstration project should be extended after June 30. 1995 to promote 
continued experimentation. (Circle one number.) 

0 3 4 5 0 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope. (Circle one 
number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonsiration project should be retained at current ievels. (Circle one 
number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope (Circle one 
number 1 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 



DIRECTIONS: Answer the following questions regarding the best reasons for (1) making the Family Center 
Demonstration Project a permanent state program after June 30. 1995. (2) discontinuing entirely the demonstralion 
project afler June 30, 1995, and (3) extending the demonstration project aner June 30, 19957 

(2) In your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demonstration project a permanent state 
program after June 3 0  1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project)? 

(3) In your opinion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after June 30, 
1995? 

(4) In your opinion what are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project after June 30. 1995 to 
promote continued experimentation? 



Appendix J 

QUESTIONNAIRE #8: Impact 
(Community-IeveO 
Period Of Interest 

July 1,1990 -June 30,1993 

DIRECTIONS: Rate the following statements describing what should happen to the Family Center Demonstration 
Project after June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project). For example. should the demonstration 
project be ( l j  made a permanent state program after June 30. 1995, (2) deleted entirely after June 30. 1995, or (3) 
extended after June 30. 1995 to promote continued experimentation? Additionally. should an extended 
demonstration project be ( I )  reduced in scope. (2) retained at current levels, or (3) expanded in scope? 

(A) In my opinion the demonstration project should become a permanent state program after June 
30, 1995 (Circle one numberj 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

(6) In my opinion the demonstration project should be deleted entirely after June 30. 1995. (Circle 
one number) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

(C) In my oplnion the demonstration project should be extended after June 30 1995 to promote 
continued experimentation (Circle one number 1 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Daagree Neutral Agree Strongly DO Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be reduced in scope. (Circle one 
number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongty Do Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be retained at current leveis. (Circle one 
number.) 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 

In my opinion an extended demonstration prolect should be expanded in scope (Circle one 
number, 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Strongly Dsagree Neutral Agree Strongly Do Not 
disagree agree know 



DIRECTIONS: Answer the foliowing questions regarding the best reasons for (1) making the Famiiy Center 
Demonstration Project a permanent state program after June 30. 1995. (2) deleting entirely the demonstration 
project after June 30. 1995. and (3) extending the demonstration project after June 30. 1995 to promote continued 
experimentation? 

(2) In your opinion what are the best reasons for making the demoostration project a permanent state 
program after June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration projectj? 

(3) In your opinion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after June 30. 
1995? 

(4) In your opinion what are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project after June 30, 1995? 



Appendix K 

QUESTIONNAIRE #I:  SUMMARY 

Part I .  Purpose 

( I ,  To the best of my knobvledge the purpose of the Fam~ly Center Dem3nstrat!on Project 3 to test the 
effectiveness of the family center concept 

"CLCs" mean the community liaison committees 
"D" means a response of "do n d  know" 
"DHS" means the Department of Human Services 
"FCs" mean the famiiy centers 
"GFCAC means the Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee 
"HCSC" means the Hawaii Community Sewices Council 
"&" mean the lead agencies for the family centers 
"M" means the datum is missing 

BGFCAC 55455544545 
.DHS/HCSC 4544 
L A a  FCs 4525555 
BCLCs 54455M544444505505405554555553S5444 

In my opinion the purpose of the dernonstraiion project should be to test the effectiveness of the 
family center concept, 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . . 

"'" meam the difference is n d  computable because the datum is missing or a response of "do n d  
know" was made 
"0" refers to the difference &!tween what "is" and what "shouid be" 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
MGFCAC 01000000000 
ElDHSiHCSC 0000 
BLAs, FCs 0330000 
~CLCs10000'0000000'1I~01~0402401~000i1021 

' . . [Tjo demonstrate :Be project .". 

". . [Toj provide ,liable services to families in need and otherwise" 
" . [To] provide referrals lo families ,n need and otherwise" 
"[Njot t3 lest--but to teach, to show and lo educate all Center's no,<# they can be usefu! one to 
another . . ." 

. . . [W]e must extent . . . the program to meet the need of the residents". 
". . . [Wje must . .continue the program to meet the need of the residents" 
"[Tjhe sole purpose of the demonstration project shouid not only focus on the 'effectiveness' of the 
family center project". 
"The project is acfualiji helping, filling a need not necessarily testing effectiveness only". 
"Lack of share0 goal as lo what 'family center concept is'" 



"No criteria for 'effectiveness' has been developed 
"The Family Centers . . . [provide] the [catalyst] for change" 

(2) TO the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project 2 to test 
models of seivice delivery that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and 
human services. 

DGFCAC 54225244522 
DDHSiHCSC 4432 
DLAslFCs 4525554 
DCLCs54555M554445555615555554555154545454 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to test models of service delivery 
that enhance support to individuals and families in need of health and human services. 

DGFCAC 55225244522 
mDHSiHCSC 4432 
W LAslFCs 4255554 
DCLCs 44555M5544455D4455535154155544544445 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project 'should be" because . . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
DGFCAC 01 000000000 
DDHSiHCSC 0000 
DLAslFCs 0330000 
.CLCs 10000'0000000'1010020400400410001011 

". . . [Tjheir too much duplication going on". 
"The project is actually helping, filling a need not necessarily testing effectiveness only" 
"NO evaluation of different models--yet to see church, business etc. model developed 
". . . [A] means to test models has not been developed. 
"fTjhe Project should assist families . . . to identify needs . . ." 
"(Tihe Project should assist , . . communities to identify needs . . .". 
"[Tjhe Project should . . . connect them [families] with existing services". 
"[Tlhe Project should . . . connect them [communities] with existing services". 

(3) TO the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project 2 to develop a 
community's capacity to identify and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets. 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to develop a community's capacity 
to identity and resolve its problems and fully utilize its assets. 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstratton projec; "is" dtffers from my opinion 

about what the ourpose of the demonstratton project "shobid be' because 



Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
BGFCAC 00000000000 
BDHSIHCSC 0100 
BLAslFCs 0020000 
BCLCs00000'101t00010010130400400400001000 

". . . [Ylour project is doing things other people or . . . agency". 
"Some communtties are territoriai" 
"Not g community problems deal with families, these problems (zoning. development plans. etc.) 
are resolved thru other means (County Council hearings, w". 
"Shouldn't be the only agency developing for the whole community". 
"[Family centers] !local and central office) are still learning about capacity building". 
"The development of methods for developing community capacity . . . have not yet been developed" 
"The development of methods for. . . monitoring results have not yet been developed". 

(4) TO the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project to 
strengthen and build on the ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of 
their family life and the !ife of their community. 

BGFCAC 54555544544 
BDHSIHCSC 4444 
BLAsiFCs 4445555 
BCLCs555555555555555445525554555555555555 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to strengthen and build on the 
ability of family members to enrich and contribute to the well-being of their family life and the life of 
their community. 

BGFCAC 54555544554 
BDHSIHCSC 4445 
BLAsiFCs 4455555 
BCLCs55555M555555554455425254155155554555 

My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
BGFCAC 0000000001 0 
BDHSIHCSC 0001 
BLAsIFCs 0010000 
BCLCs00000'000000001010100300400400001000 

"In theory this sounds good". 

(5) To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Family Center Demonstration Project g to 
implement state-wide an effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the 
quality of life for families. 

BGFCAC 52535244545 
BDHSIHCSC 2344 
BLAsiFCs 2515554 
BCLCs54453M5545555555555D4554555553555555 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to implement state-wide an 
effective primary prevention service delivery system that will improve the quality of life for families. 



My knowiedge about ,what the purpose of the demonsiration project "is" differs from my opinion 
about what the purpose of tne demonstration project "should be" because . . . . 

Difference betkeen what "IS" and ahat "shouid be" 
mGFCAC 00000000O20 
DDHS HCSC 2002 
.LAss,riCs 334W00 
HCLCS 10100'00:0020010'-1~120040141100200O 

"Need to strengthen more work in this area--continue to provide more prevention programs". 
"Not clear as to whether or not it is a primary prevention program". 
"No systematic approach has been envisioned (let alone implemented) to statewide primary 
prevention" 
"There has not been agreement on this purpose among the stakehoiders". 
". . . [Tjhe purpose should be to implement stateivide healthy and effective service delivery systems 
that capitalize on the strengths of famiiies to improve their quality of iife". 
"[Wle should design a purpose that will 'promote healthy systems' e g  suppon strengths aiready in 
existence within families. individuals aiid communities" 

(6) To the best of my knowledge the purpose of :he Family Center Demonstration Project g to reduce 
fragmentation in human services 

mGFCAC 54555325542 
DDHSiHCSC 4344 
mLAsiFCs 4435454 
MCLCs45454435344354355552555ac5254555D455 

In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project shouid be to reduce fragmentation in human 
services 

My knowledge about what the puroose of the demonstration project "is" d~ffers from my opinion 
about what the purpose of the demoPStratiOn project "should be" because 

Diifererce between  hat "is" and what "should be" 
DGFCAC OOOOOOOGOOO 
DDHSiHCSC 0000 
eLAs'FCs OOlOOlO 
.CLCS 001C0'?30001001'30'1003~03004~O00~OO0 

"Go the extra mile whereas most state agencies have too many restrictions"~ 
"Its [Department of human Services'! job to provide programsifunds to reduce fragmentation of 
services" 
"Family Center can only help identify where the fragmentation !s occurring'' 
". . . [Rjeduction of fragmentation should include aii [department] heads and state agencies". 
". . . [i]t is more feasibie to work towards this goal then to be held responsible for total outcome" 



(7) Other. To the best of my knowledge the purpose of the Famiiy Cemer Demonstration Project $ t o  

.TO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (23) 
' . . [Plrovide seiv!ces within the family center itself';. 
"Help families become families again" 
"Help family become united . ." 

"Help family become. stronger again" 
"Meet new people. good to know each other". 
"Help people in the commun!ty young and old and don't have a car". 
"[Tjeach families ways to strengthen tne individual family members . . . ". 

" [Tleach families ways to strengthen . the family as a whole . " 
"Extend family service". 
"[AIssess t h e  needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking . . . ". 

" . [Sjupport . . . the needs of the community in :erms of health. education. networking . . . ". 
" .  . 1Mleet the needs ot the communil'g in terms of health, education. networking . . . ". 

"Establish safe, shame free aasily accessible place to get help. direction, knowledge, and reliet" 
" .  . . [TI0 help families stay together. . .". 

". . . [Tjo . . . give them [familiesj the tools to help themselves no matter what their Situation is". 
"Service the entire community" 
". . . [Hjeip strengthen families' coping abilities". 
"Build family strengths . . .". 

"Enhance the quality of their lives" 
"Be there for the community no matter what the need is". 
"[Blring people together with information about the services they need . .". 

"Enhance the referral process to the appropriate resources .". 

"[Sjupport the community using the positive recognition of family strengths and value". 

.TO TEST NEW WAYS OR CHANGE THE PRESENT WAY OF PROVIDING SERVICES (12) 
"Change paradigms of service delivery at state . . . levels". 
"Change paradigms of service delivery at . community levels". 
". . . [Ejducating service providers of the family center concept in order to create increasingly 
effective service providers". 
". . . (Rleduce fragmentation in human services" 
"[Djeveiop a community based family center concept to test various models and select the best for 
the community" 
"Demonstrate and created some activities that will bring about all different culture to help others 
understand and learn from it resources eic." 
"Test an alternative model of [services] to families based on [long-term1 prevention . . .". 
"Test an alternative model of [servicesj to families based on . . . community/family strengthening". 
"[Djetermine the most effective ways and means of coordinating human services in assisting families 
to become self sufficient". 
"Develop . . . a mix of funding streams". 
". . [Mjanage a mix of funding streams". 
"[Bjr~ng together local. state and private resaurces for the purpose of supporting families on the ioca! 
lever' 

.TO IMPROVE ACCESS TO SERVICES (3) 
"[Mjake access Lo services easier for families". 
"[Mjake access to services . . more comfortable . . for families" 
"[Mjake access to services . . less stigmatizing for families". 

Other. In my opinion the purpose of the demonstration project should be to 

BIT0 PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (10) 
'[Alssess , the needs of t h e  cornrnuntty in terms of health, education, networking . " 



". . . [Sjupporl . . . the needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking . . . ". 
". . . [Mjeet the needs of the community in terms of health, education, networking . . . " .  

"Help teen ages level in Drug Prevention and Treatment, teach them of right approach through 
educational activities and program to occupy their time, but not dr~fted away and become victims of 
drug etc." 
"Establish safe. shame free easily accessible place to get help, direction, knowledge, and reliei". 
"[Bjring people together with information about the services they need . . .". 
"To help individuals reunited in family ". 
". . . [Hjelp strengthen famiiies' coping abilities". 
"[Secure] all the families" 
"TO better families so the community is better". 

MTO TEST NEW WAYS OR CHANGE THE PRESENT WAY OF PROVIDING SERVICES (4) 
"Test an alternative model of [services] to families based on [long-term] prevention . . ." 

"Test an alternative model of [services] to families based on . . . communitylfamily strengthening" 
"Change paradigms of service deiivery at state . . . levels" 
"Change paradigms of service delivery at . . . community levels". 

DTO IMPROVE ACCESS TO SERVICES (3) 
"[Mjake access to services easier . . . for families" 
"[Mjake access to services . . more comfortable . . . for families". 
"[Mjake access to services . . . less stigmatizing for families". 

Other. My knowledge about what the purpose of the demonstration project "is" differs from my 
opinion about what the purpose of the demonstration project "should be" because . . . . 

"[Family center] is heading to the right direction in lending a hand to ali these agencies within the . . . 

community in sponsoring, planning. workshop, training, that will benefit residents who are willing to 
change their lifestyle in the future" 

Part li. implementing Activities 

( I )  To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 2 coordinating the provision 
of core services to families at community-based centers. 

DGFCAC 44543340503 
t DHSiHCSC 2220 
MLAslFCs 2M15454 
ECLCs 454614435545505445405554554554 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be coordinating the provision of core services to 
families at community-based centers. 

EGFCAC 44545344543 
EDHSIHCSC 2244 
mLAslFCs 2M35455 
DCLCs 45544M455545544455505354154144553554 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project "shoula be" doing because . . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be'' 
EGFCAC 0000200'0'0 
RDHSIHCSC 002" 
WLAs/FCs O"20001 



"Their respect [respite] center need's more worker's to handle the children they turn away" 
", [ill's need more coordination . . .". 
". . . [I!tss need . . . prouide more sewices" 
"Not aii in one [building]". 
"Definition of 'core services' is unclear . .". 

". . [Tjhe appropriateness of this function is currently being considered 
" i  am not aware that referrais to service agencies are taking place". 
"The Family Centers appeared to be unclear as to the focus . . ." 

. . [Ilnformation on daiiy activities not known". 
'"Core services' need to be defined" 
"information of detailed daiiy activities not known". 
"it is a vision that has not been reaiized fuliy simply because it is complex and difficuit!!!" 
"[Governor's Family Center Advisory Committee] has not had access to sufficient data". 

(2) TO the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project g offering a range of 
community identified activities, services, training opportunities. and information in accessible and 
supportive settings. 

in my opinion the demonstration project should be offering a range of community identified activities, 
services, training opportunities. an0 information in accessibie and supportive settings. 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
rnGFCAC 00001 10'020 
mDHS/HCSC 01 1 1  
mLAs1FCs 001 0000 
m~~~~ooooo-noooooo~ioioi-o1oo4ot4ooo~ioot 

". . [Slome service are stiil iike other agency" 
"I agree that continuation of [Demonstration] Projects by [family center] wiil quickly give result in 
iifestyle of residents who are consider in poverty level". 
"Some seem to be doing a bener job than others". 

(3j To the best of my knowledge the Famiiy Center Demcnstration Project g faciiitating access to 
existing services through community-based centers. 



In my opinion the demonstratioil project should be facilitating access to existing services through 
community-based centers. 

RGFCAC 44555444555 
UDHSIHCSC 5554 
l LkslFCs 4555554 
mCLCs55555M55555154a55525254154154554455 

My knovfledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project "snould be" do!ng because. . 

D~fference between what ''a" and what "should be" 
.GFCAC 0000200~ 110 
mDHS!HCSC 0030 
m LAslFCs OOOOOOG 
mCLCs 00100'0000040'001012130040140000101 1 

". . . [Tlhey should stop duplicating". 
"Continue joint offerings on services such as immunizations, computer classes". 
"Need to [identify] even more prevention services". 
". . . [Wlhat I see since [Family Center] establish is tremendously provide new lifestyle . . .". 

". . . pV]hat I see since [Family Center] establish is . . . able to become linkage between outside 
agencies and residents". 
"Unclear as to how the Centers facilitate access to existing services". 
"Flexibility of Center operating hours for working families unknown". 
"Some non-profits are not fully community-based. i . e  boards, staff, wide range of services". 

(4) TO the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 5 identifying and meeting 
unmet needs of families at the communitjl level 

UGFCAC 44543340544 
IIDHSIHCSC 2304 
mLAsIFCs 4545454 
rnCLCS545555442455524555434554355555254445 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be identif/ing and meetlng unmet needs of famil!es at 
the community level 

My knowledge about what t2e demonstration project "IS" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstrat~on project "should be" doing because 

D~fference between what "is" and ivhat "should be" 
.GFCAC 0000100-001 
mDHSIHCSC 32"3 
ULASIFCS 0010000 
~CLCs00000~010000030000111300201400100010 

"Program is so new--it needs more time to implement its programs" 
"Currently working on client tracking record keeping'. 
"[Family center1 identifies some needs which cannot be met, i e . .  child care. transportation and 
housing" 



"The mechanisms for identifying unmet ~ieeds have no? been implemented consistently across 
centers" 
"Yet to be developed" 

(5) To !he best o! my knowledge the Family Center Dernonstrat,on Prolect educating the community 
on how to support families 

HGFCAC 4255D530534 
HDHS.HCSC 4443 
HLAsIFCs 3535454 
BCiCs454555355455504544435554555555455454 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be edbcating tne community on how lo supporl 
families 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project'"shou1d be" doing because . . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
HGFCAC 0000~11'010 
HDHS:HCSC 001 1 
BLAslFCs 1020000 
HCLCS 00000~0000040'0011100400400400000001 

"Individual [family centers! need for technical assistance before they can reach full potential" 

(6) TO the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project g developing new and 
collaborative funding sources for family prevention programs. 

UGFCAC 42454330343 
HDHSiHCSC 2324 
H LAsiFCS 4524344 
C L C s  5D445D3333M54D44040355545555554D5545EA 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be developing new and collaborative funding sources 
for family prevention programs. 

HGFCAC 44555444553 
HDHS.HCSC 4445 
HLAsiFCS 4555554 
UCLCS 5D345M3445M1554455535154155i 54054455 

My knov#ledge about Nhat :he demonstfation project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project 'should be" doing because 

D~fference between what "is" and what "should be" 
mGFCAC 021011 1.210 
UDHS,HCSC 2121 
HLAsiFCS 0031210 
.CLCs0'100'01i2*41'00'1'00400400400'0100 



"More funding needed". 
"In need of funding". 
".lapped-out communities do not have funds needed to maintain minimal services" 
"[Family center] personnel has to expend time [hunting1 for funds. This time should be spent 
meeting family needs for services" 
"These sources have not been developed yet". 
"This has not been a high priority at the central office". 
"Needs to be done at [family center1 state leadership level". 
"I am not sure o f .  . . all funding initiatives". 
"I . . . have limited information regarding all funding initiatives". 
"Capacity to do this has not been developed 
"Difficult to gauge what has been done to develop new and collaborative funding sources. 
"Centers are too heavily dependent on state funds" 
"The project has not reached the maturity level. especially in the funding!governing area. to develop 
this area as much as we would like". 
"[Governor's Family Center Advisory CommineeJHawaii Community Services Council] needs to be 
more active in getting this in place . . .". 
". . . !Department of Human Services] needs to be more active in process". 

(7) TO the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project 6 creating a method for 
program accountability that is system-wide and includes statewide community planning and needs 
assessment, staff and volunteer training, and measurement of progress and outcomes across family 
center programs. 

WGFCAC 42444430444 
WDHSIHCSC 2334 
&LAs/FCs 0224444 
WCLCs 44455M4444054D34434355545555544544MD 

In my opinion the demonstration project should be creating a method for program accountability that 
is system-wide and includes statewide community plannlng and needs assessment. staff and 
volunteer training. and measurement of progress and outcomes across family center programs. 

WGFCAC 44444545555 
WDHSIHCSC 5445 
WLAsiFCs 4355554 
WCLCs 44455M3454415544555351541551545544M5 

My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about what 
the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . 

Difference between what "is" and what "should be" 
WGFCAC 020001 1 '1 1 1 
8DHSlHCSC 31 11 
WLASlFCS '131110 
WCLCs00000'1110'41'10121004004004001000" 

"Upper level management need to service the individual center more". 
"Administrators should visit each Family Center for evaluation of service to the community" 
"Statewide community planning generally means Oahu planning which has very little in common with 
. . . [our island and] usually results in ludicrous, useless commands fhat are not appropriate or 
applicable to local conditions". 
"r'm not sure that this is all possible thru one agency!" 
"This has not been a priority . . ." 
"(Mly knowledge of the project is not at this (statewide) level". 
"The capacity to do this is still being developed" 



(8) Other. To the best of my knowledge the Family Center Demonstration Project g 

"Chang~ng paradigms around the delivery of services at the State . . . level" 
"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the. . . Community levei" 

Other. In my opinion the demonstration project should be 

"An opportunity to [strengthen] families . .". 

"An 0ppor:unity to [strengthen] . communities". 
"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the State . . . level" 
"Changing paradigms around the delivery of services at the . . . Community level". 
"[A] comfortable safe place for people to come to for any need, so we can directly help them . . .". 

"[A] comfortable safe place for people to come to for any need, so we can . . . refer them to 
appropriate agency or service provider". 

Other. My knowledge about what the demonstration project "is" doing differs from my opinion about 
what the demonstration project "should be" doing because . . . . 

Part Ill: Problem Definition 

(1 )  in your opinion are services to families fragmented? Why or why not? 

Yes (39) - 
BTHERE IS NO HOLISTIC OR FAMILY-CENTERED VISION OF SERVICE DELIVERY (8) 
"Lack Of holistic vision . . ." 

"Lack of holistic . . . mechanism to deliver [services)". 
". . . [L)ack of a unifying vision of how services could best be delivered. 
"Few mandated services look at the needs of the whole family". 
"An underlying support system for the whole famlly is a new concept". 
". . . [Fjamily resources or strengths are not generally taken into account". 
"The service delivery system has been set up to serve individuals with particular problems and not families 

as a whole". 
" .  . . [Llack of agreement on values . . .". 

BSERVICES ARE PROBLEM OR CRISISORIENTED, UNRELATED. OR PROVIDED BY MANY 
DIFFERENT AGENCIES (1 5) 

". . . [Algencies are not interconnected . . .". 
" .  . . [Tjoo many unrelated programs". 
" .  . . [Dlifferent departments ([Department of HealthiDepartment of Human Services]. etc.) involved . . ". 
"Intervention and treatment programs are 'crisis oriented' and targeted to specific problemslissues Famiiy 

issues!problems are not specific" 
"Families may have to deal with several caseworkers". 
"Services are offered in response to problems" 
". . . [Fjragmented by category of need . . .". 
" .  . [Fjragmented , by governmental body ." 

". . . [Fjragmented . . by publiclprivate." 
"Separate programs . . ." 

. . [Dleficit orientation . ". 

". . . [Ajdministered through several different [departments] of government". 
". . . [Sjtate agencies . . . doing many kinds of services". 
". . . [Pjrivate agencies doing many kinds of services" 
"Service staff say 'We don't do that. we can't help you!"' 

=THERE IS INSUFFIClENT COMMUNICARON, COOPERATION. COORD1NATION, OR 
COLMBORATION BETWEEN AND AMONG AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS (21) 



". . . [Djifferent agencies . . . have their own agendas". 
". . . '[Wle' are. . . unwilling to take time to develop coliaborations". 
". . . [Tjerritoriality or 'turf' thinking of some service providers". 
". . . [Agencies are] very territorial". 
" [Njo sharing of information " 
" . . Programs have become bureaucratized over time--Agencies do not relate to each other". 
". . . [Tjurf . . . " 

' . [Tlurf issues between agencies . ." 

". . . [Ajil departments . . . provide services independent of each other". 
" . . [Many] agencies provide Services independent of each other". 
"[Request for proposals] awarded [with] no regard as to service coordination at the commiinitj. level" 
"State agencies, especialiy [Department of Human Services], do not collaborate". 
". . . [Ljack of coordination of services across state and human services agencies . . ." 

". . . [Sltate government does not coordinate with each other . "~ 

". . . [Sjtate government does not coordinate with . . . private agencies". 
"[Ljack of communication among agencies" 
"Lack of communicationinetworking between service providers and agencies". 
"ICjompetition between government bureaucracies, private non-profit entrepreneurs and politicians". 
"Programs are not coordinated so that they meet family needs". 
"State and Federal [statutory concerns] at time fragment coordinated services to families". 
". . . [Pjroblems with confidentiality interpretations". 

lFUNDlNG IS PROBLEM OR CRISISORIENTED, FRAGMENTED, CATEGORICAL. COMPETITIVE. OR 
UNCOORDINATED (16) 

". . . Fight over available monies . . . " .  

". . . [Different] . . . eligibiiity requirements". 
". . . [Fjinancial eligibility criteria. . . " .  
"Program eligibilities differ for each program". 
"The state system awards services based on a means test". 
"Funding sources are . . . different . .". 

"Funding sources . . often have their own rules and regulations". 
" . . [Clategorical sources of funding isolate issues but families may have multiple needs". 
". . . [Fjunding is based on crisis . . .". 
". . . [Fjunding streams are [fragmented]". 
"Funding bases create fragmentation of services". 
". . . [Flunding is competitive . . .". 

"Typically, human services are provided through categorical grants . . . . Elaborate eligibility criteria is often 
established and often excludes families in need of such services, but could not meet eiigibility criteria". 

". . . [Cjategorical funds . . .". 

". . . [Sltrings" attach to various programs . . .". 

"Purchase of service system of funding which tends to fund services on the basis of identified problems and 
'solutions' rather than on promotion of healthy systems or prevention programs". 

.AGENCIES W NOT HAVE ENOUGH MONEY, STAFF, OR nME (9) 
". . . '[Wle' are unable . . . to take time to develop collaborations". 
"It is because we're understaffed". 
"Agencies do [not] have the funds . . ava~lable to meet and develop programs" 
"Agencies do [not] have the . . . personnel available to meet and develop programs' 
". . [Cjontinual budget cuts in tight economic times". 
". . . [Olverhead and administralive funds (for planning) :ends to be scarce". 
". . . [Mjany agencies or service providers tend to be very dedicated to providing services in which they 

have experlise . .". 

"There is no systematic approach to developing new programs. Much depends on funding resources". 
"Services are available in some communities and not in others". 

mACCESS TO SERVICES IS DIFFICULT (1 1) 



"People need to go to ten different places for ten different things. all connected to the same thing". 
". . . [Sjervices . . are not centralized". 
". . . [Tjhere is not a singie point of access . . .". 

". . . [Fjamilies have to go to too many different places just to meet one need". 
"Olteq a person needs to make severai phone cails before reaching someone who can to find 

answers'' 
". . . [Tjoo many different applications are required for services that either overlap or leave big gaps" 
"Access to services is difficult . " 

"There are resources which could be available for families. However families don't know about these . . ." 

"There are resources wh;ch could be available for families. However . . . accessing these resources takes 
great skills and patience". 

"Clients go tnrcugh a lot of red tape which re!ates to one need". 
"[Tjhere are so many services. some sounding similar that the average person can't sort them out". 

=OTHER (8) 
". . . [Mjany agencies or service providers . . . [do] not have resources to coordinate their services in a 

broad  scale"^ 
"Agency regulations/rules stifie change". 
"Depending on the needs of families" 
". . . [Slocial services are inefficient". 
". . . [Flragmented, weak communities". 
". . . [Alccountability to loosely defined". 
"Variety of services to low income families are many (from food stamps to housing to consumer [education] 

to medical [services] SJ". 
"Lots of intense services for young children and families. Need to spread services thru ages. [especially] 

for older teens and young adulb". 

Not specific (9) 
"There's a need for service" 
"Their services are like other's". 
". . . [Slome family never experience these sources of service. like Lao. Vietnamese . . . 

. . . [Opher [families] they heard [of these sources of service] before, never like to come out". 
"Cause some families don't get this service from the community". 
". . . [Slometimes family need more than one kind of service . . .". 

". . . [Slometimes family . . . get the run around". 
"There might possibly be services not yet tapped . . .". 

"Depends on individual circumstances. Families with complex situations usually get more efficient services 
than families less needy". 

"[Ojbvious to anyone working with families" 

NO (5)  - 
BTHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRAnON PROJECT WORKSllS BEGINNING TO 

WORK: THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRAllON PROJECT HAYIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (3) 

"They are doing a fantastic j o b .  
". . . [Wlhen family center provide a service they follow through". 
"Serbices are available to all families as long as they are residents who want the help". 

SOTHER (1) 
" [Eper i  attempt has been made to provide coordinated services" 

(2) In your opinion is there a lack of coordination and communication among those who provide services? Why 
or why not? 

Yes (37) - 
BSERVICE PROVIDERS ARE IERRITORIAL. COMPETITIVE, OR UNCOOPERARVE (21) 



". . . [Tlerritoriality or 'turf' thinking of some service providers". 
". . . '[WJe' are. . . unwilling to take time to develop collaborations" 
". . . [Tlurf . . . ". 

". . . [Njo sharing of information . . . " .  

". . . [Tjurf issues . , . ". 

". . . [Sjo many seem alike and overlapping rather than working together". 
". . . [Ljittle information is exchanged". 
". . . [Tjurf . . .". 

"At times agencies are competitive . ." 

"Turf issues . . .". 
". . . [Iln competition with each other for [money] . . .". 

". . . [Tjurf battles promote independence". 
". . . [Cjompeting philosophies . . .". 
". . . [Cjompeting . . . political orientation . . .". 
". . . [Cjompeting . . . demands on limited public funds". 
". . . [Fjunding is competitive . . .". 
". . . [Tjhere is a tendency to compete with, rather than cooperate with. others for job survival." 
". . . [Sjome competitive spirits , .". 

"Fight over avaiiabre monies . . . ". 

". . . [Flear of sharing . . .". 
"Their existence depends upon proof of need for them. Measured by statistics not outcomeSW 

.SERVICE PROVIDERS DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH TIME. STAFF. OR RESOURCES; THERE IS TO0 
MUCH WORK (14) 

". . . [Mlany times agencies are so short staffed that they do not have the time to 00 the networKing 
necessary to make their services more effective" 

". . . [Njeed more time. . .". 

". . . [Njeed . . . more staff'. 
"Lack of working people in the family center". 
"Not enough money". 
". . . '[Wle' are unable . t o  take time to develop collaborations" 
"Work overload" 
". . . [Wjork overload . . . ". 
". . . [Ljack ot staffing . . . " 
"Families are . . . denied the available information because of lack of personnel . . .". 
". . . [Llack of staff (time) to communicate and co-ordinate". 
"Limitation of time . . .". 

"Limitation of . . . resources". 
". . . [Plress of work" 

.THERE IS INSUFFICIENT INCENTIVE, EFFORT. OR OPPORTUNITY; SERVICE PROVIDERS ARE NOT 
AWARE OF ONE ANOTHER (13) 

". . . [Aj lot of energy is put in providing services. overall coordination is left out" 
". . . [Llack o! a driving incentive (such as moneyj ". 
". . . [Njo system of communication . . . by providers of services". 
". . . [N]o system of . . coordination by providers of services". 
". . . [Tjhere is no incentive for coordination or collaboration". 
"No incentives to coordinate" 
"NO attempts at collaboration unless there is a crisis". 
"Willingness . . . is needed as to how we support families" 
". . . [Ojver-haul is needed as to how we support families". 
". . . [Ljitlle opportunities to learn about wnat each agency, jdepanmentj!program.s does". 
". . . [Ljack of awareness of each other . . ." 
". . . [Mjany services [are] unknown to each other". 
"Families are . . . denied the available information because ot lack of . . training". 



WFUNDING IS FRAGMENTED: PROGRAMS ARE CATEGORICAL OR FRAGMENED (9) 
". . [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the community . they are designed to assist" 
". . . [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the . . . popuiation they are designed to assist". 
"Fragmentation. . .". 

". . . [Sjpecific . client criteria for program e!igibility" 
". . [S]pecific geographic . . criteria for program eligibility". 
"[Fragmented] funding Streams create providers who . . . lack resources . . . to deal in larger context". 
"[Fragmentedj funding Streams create providers who . . . lack . [mandate] to deal in iarger context" 
". , . [Tjhe need to scramble for funding (nonprofits)". 
"Funding issues . . . ". 

WTHEREAREPROBLEMSATTHESTATELEVELTHATNEEDTOBERESOLVED(9) 
", . . [Tjurf battles between department and programs keep providers from seeing the big picture (state 

agenciesj" 
". . . [Ljack of coordination at the state level". 
". . . [Ajgencylstate restrictions" 
". . . [Ljack of communication between state agencies". 
". . . [Sjtate is too far removed from needs of real people iiving on different islands and in communities". 
". . . ISJtate funds new programs rather than requiring existing programs to work [together] and adapt to 

meet the need" 
"There is an efforl at the iocal level to communicate and coordinate, but there need to be more of same at 

all levels" 
"More collaboration. . ." is needed from the state to resolve these issues. ~ .'.. 
"More . . . committment is needed from the state to resolve these issues . . .". 

WOTHER (10) 
' . . [Pjroliferation of services . . .". 

"There are many reasons. bui the key ones are struclurai". 
". . . [Pjrobiems with confidentiality interpretations" 
". . . [Sjometimes they are very intimidating . ". 

". . . [Sjometimes they don't relate to difterent types of people" 
". . . [Djuplication of serliices . . .". 

"Many families have several case managers due to multiple needs". 
". . . [Ajgency identification . . . ". 
"Social service agencies are typically dependent on personalities of its leaders" 
. . . [Ajccountability to loosely defined". 

Not specific (7) 
"it's how you present the services to the families". 
"We do have communication and service provided. and have been very good". 
"To some degree. [No] lime for workers". 
"[Pjeople in different agencies and programs need opportunities to know what each other is doing". 
". . . [Tjakes lime to meet and coordinate services" 
". . . [Tjhere is very little system wide support for these efforts" 
"Coordination and communication efforts are frequentiy made However, elaborate bureaucracies are onen 

estaDlished to Oeliver tne services. It is the inherent nature of :he bureaucr?Icies that prevent 
[coordination] and communication" 

NO (1  2) - 
l T H E  FAMILY CENER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRAITON PROJECT WORKYES BEGlNNtNG TO 

WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMiLY CENTER DEMONSTRAnON PROJECT HAYIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (9) 

". . . [Fjamily cenfer staH make a point of reaching out and contaciing service providers". 
. , . [ J p e  family center is working". 
" .  . [Sjervice providers are treated as part of the tamily project" 
'.Service rjroviders come to the Center to offer services" 



" . . [Wje can give or share our advice or opinion", 
". . [Vjolunteers who come out and help . .". 

". . [Mjore residents felt secure and trust to share problems, ask for heip in financial. medical. food and 
 abuse"^ 

"Flyers of events are posted @ over in FSC" 
"TO the [extent]. that they participate with the Center-no" 

=OTHER (1) 
"The organ~rat~onal struct~ire is designed to tac,litate communication" 

(3) In your opinion do consumers in general and families (in particularj find it difficuit to access services and 
information? Why or why not? 

Yes (37) - 
.CONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW WHAT EXISTS, WHERE TO GO, OR WHO TO ASK; 

CONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY BE RELUCTANT; CONSUMERS OR FAMILIES MAY NOT HAVE THE MEANS 

(30) 
"A lot of times people need to be lea through the system". 
". . . [Pjerson does not have the ability . . . to aggressively seek help". 
". . . [Pjewon does not have the . . . courage to aggressively seek help". 
". . . [Tjhey are afraid to ask for help . . .". 
". . . [Tjhey . . don't know where to go". 
"[Some] people haven't heard about it". 
"Sometimes they don't know how to go about finding information . . .". 

"Sometimes they don't know how to . . [utilize] what they find out" 
". . . [Sjome just don't know how to go about seeking help . . . ". 
". . . [Sjome are illiterate . . ". 
"They don't know where to go" 
". . . [Pjeople in need don't Know where . . . to go to . . .". 
". . . [Pjeople in need don't know . . whom to go to . . .". 

". . . [Pjeople in need don't know . . how to iook it up in phone book". 
"[Fjamilies are busy, societylnews bombards them. Have to learn to filter thru mass information . . . ". 

". . . [Kjnowledge of services . . .". 
". . . [Illliteracy . . .". 

". . . [Ljanguage proficiency . . .". 

". . . [Sjharne . . .". 

". . . [Sjorne groups [with] different languages will have a difficult time initially . . .". 

"They don't know what exists . . " .  
"They don't know. . . where services are located . . .". 
"They don't know. . . how to look them up in the phone book". 
". . . [Mlany farniiies cannot utilize the information they are given". 
". . . [Tjhose that need services and information most are often those who lack the skills . . to access 

them". 
". . . [Tjhose that need services and information most are onen those who lack the . . . knowledge to access 

them" 
"There 1s . . . an inherent reluctance to seek help from formal social services. 
". . . [Mjany have no phone. . ". 

". . [Mjany have no . . . transportation" 
". . . [DIifficuIties In transportation for rural residents . :'. 

.THE SERVICES OR INFORMAnON ARE iNCONVENIENnY LOCATED. PHYSICALLY INACCESSIBLE, 
OR NOT WELL PUBLICIZED (18) 

". . . [ijnconvenient location . . .". 

". . . [ijnconvenient . . . hours , . "~ 

' I .  . . [ijnformation is not made readily availabie to the general public . . ". 

"[Llack of ;nforrnation . *. 



. . . [Tjoo little publicity". 
' ,  . . [Hjard to find in the phone book" 
"Keep changing names . .". 

. . . [Sjervices are not located in cornmirnities where families have easy access to them" 

. . . [Tlhere IS no one stop shopping". 
"Services are not customer driven . . ." 

"No  single point of access" 
"Services do not exist readtly in all commuii~ties" 
"Lack of information . ." 

"[Ljack of . communication". 
"[Ljocation can be a problem". 
"Names of agencies do not necessarily reflect programs . , .". 

" .  . . [Vlariety of [informationj is so great'' 
". . . [Llack of clarity" 

=AGENCIES DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH MONEY OR PERSONNEL (9) 
"[Mjusical chairs with where services are because of high rents". 
"[Ilf the . . [volunteers! don't come out and help the family center. the community don't get the 

information . . ". 

". , . [Nleed money . " 
". . . [Nleed . . . hire more people to work" 
"Not enough funding" 
. . . [Llack of help on the local lever 
"The hign turn over in social service agencies breed discontent . . . . Pay strucrures need to be changed. 

and jobs offered on permanent status" 
"The high turn over in social service agencies breed . . errors in judgment . . . . Pay structures need to be 

changed, and jobs offered on permanent status" 
"The high turn over in social service agencies breed . . . paper work. Pay structures need to be changed, 

and jobs offered on permanent status" 

lFUNDiNG is CATEGORICAL; SERVICES ARE PROBLEM-ORIENTED, CATEGORICAL, OR 
FRAGMENTED (14) 

"Each funding source has its orin rules and regulations (eiigibiiity requirements) . . .". 

"Some services are specialized and serve only specific popuiations. The family or individual would have to 
have the skills, and community connections to know about most of the resources". 

". . . [Ijt's difficult to get services that look at the 'total picture' (the whoie family)". 
". . . [Pjrograms are all categoricai". 
". . . [Bjecause of the fragrnentatlon . . :'. 
" .  . . [Bjecause of the many restrictions placed on services" 
"[E]ligibiiity" 
". . . [Rlequirements imposed such as interviews or paper work". 
" .  . . [Dlifferent eligibility requirements. . :'. 

" .  . . [Multiple] agencies and lack of gateway. . . . Again this is based on specialized tiinding streams". 
"Confused by multiple providers . ". 

" . . [Sjervices needed also tend to be multiple for srngie consumer~family, so even if provider is known. 
several must be accessed . . ." 

"Need ho1:stic approach . . . to help families interpret and access services lailofed to each familie's situation 
aad Strengths". 

". . . [Pjroviders categorize Dy "deficlency1need"--embarrassing" 

.GOVERNMENT AGENCIES OR SERVICE PROVIDERS HAVE A POOR AFTTUDE m 
". . . [Gjovernmental attitude (lack of caring)". 
. . . [Djisrespect for consumers' needs (long waits and intake procedures)". 
"[C!ultural insensitivity". 
" .  . [Flovernment workers lack a caring attitude" 
" . . [Government] services aren't consumer oriented . ". 



. . [Slome racial discrimination issues". 

. . [Cjonstant run around given when trying to locate help" 

.OTHER (8) 
"Frequently they have no bass for comparison (i.e., truly user-friendly systems or effective services)". 
"For the mere fact that the majority rules by ethnicity which in fact do not have self-respect and honesty due 

to the :radition of their culture yet want to have high position of respect". 
". . . [Pjrocedures and forms hard to understand . .". 

". . . [Clentralization of services". 
", . . [Ljack of organized 'system"' 
"Coordination and communication efforts are frequently made. However. elaborate bureaucracies are often 

established to deliver the services. it is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent eifective 
[coordination] and communication". 

". . . [Rjed tape. . . ". 
"'[Rjed tape"' 

Not specific (8)  
". . . [Tjhe difficulty is . . . in being motivated in utilizing existing services" 
"There's need for more workers . . .". 
"There's need for . . . more trained volunteers". 
"Part of the difficuity is not knowing who to ask . . .". 
"Pan of the difficulty is not knowing . . . where to go" 
"It depends on the type of service they are seeking" 
"This is becoming less so because of ASK 2000 .  
"Within the demonstration project many services and much information has become more accessible 

through cooperation and collaboration". 
". . . [Ljack of one central location . . . ". 
". . . [Ljack of public transportation . . . ". 
"To some extent if left to do so on their own. They simply do not know where to begin, who to contact etc." 

NO (1 1) - 
.THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSIS BEGINNING TO 

WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAYIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (8) 

". . . [Tjhey get their question and services [answeredj". 
"[Tlhere's always someone there to help you". 
". . . [Family Center] . . . is located in aconvenience area that all resident have easy access into it". 
". . . [Wje have a knowledgeable staff" 
" . . [Kjnowledge of service information is readily available from . . . agency . . referral [herej". 
". . . [Kjnowledge of service information is readily available from . . . other consumer referral [herej" 
". . . [Tjhe [Family Center] . . . has all kinds of [neat] resources .". 
". . . [Tjhe staff is always willing to help the community". 

.OTHER (3) 
" [Olnce they know where and what is available they [generally] will seek it out if they need it" 
"It they know what services are needed" 
"Knowledge of the [usage] of avallabie resources needs to be taught" 

(4) In your opinion is access to services and information across agencies difficult? 'Why or why not7 

Yes (27) - 
.AGENCIES DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH TIME, STAFF, OR RESOURCES (10) 
"There are just too many people who need help and not enough funding for everyone" 
". . . [Nlot enough time . . .". 

". . . [Njot enough . . . staff". 
"Agencies often do not share information because of lack of personnel . ". 



" . [Ljack of resources . . .". 
" . [ljnadequate number of staff to provide services . . ". 

". . . [M]uscal chairs with where services are because of high rents'' 
"Most are resource . . . poor" 
"Most are . stall poor" 
"High turn-over in agency staff" 

.AGENCIES DO NOT KNOW OR CANNOT EXPLAIN WHAT OTHER SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE (8) 
"Agencies often do not share information because o f .  . . lack of training . . .". 
". . . [Njo one is able to explain all the different services available to families". 
"Workers in agencies may not be familiar with the various services outside their area". 
". . [Ijndividuals do not know of services outside their area of expertise". 
". . . [Hjard to keep track of what's available". 
"They don't know what each other does". 
". . . [Njo clear picture of what services each agency provides". 
". . [Ljack of opportunities to learn what other people are doing . . .". 

.FUNDING IS CATEGORICAL OR COMPETITIVE; SERVICES ARE FRAGMENED OR PROVIDED BY 
MANY DIFFERENT AGENCIES (1 1) 

" . . [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the community . . they are designed to assist". 
" . . [Ajgencies should provide a flow of [services] thru the . . . population they are designed to assist". 
". . . [Pjroviders are not interconnected". 
"Too many agencies. Services should be centralized in order to down size the bigness and cut down the 

amount of traveling. calling, contacting time . . . ". 

"Each service is isolated from the others". 
". . . [Tjoo many limitations . . . ". 

". . . [ljncome criteria eligibility requirements . . . ". 
"Each agency tends to be wrapped up in their own programs and needs". 
". . . [Djifferent criteria . . .". 
". . . [Flunding is competitive . . .". 

". . . [Fjunding system creates competitive spirit which closes people's willingness to share [information]". 

DTHERE IS NO INCENTIVE (3) 
". . . [Tlhere is no incentive for coordination or collaboration" 
"No incentives". 
"No incentives to coordinate". 

.THE SERVICES OR INFORMATION ARE INCONVENIENTLY LOCATED, PHYSICALLY INACCESSIBLE, 
OR NOT WELL PUBLICIZED m 

". . . [Sjervices are not located in communities where families have easy access to them". 
". . . [Hjard to find in the phone book", 
". . . Keep changing names . . . ". 
"Agencies are geographically 'scattered' throughout the community" 
"One program may refer family to another which is located somewhere else". 
". . . [Dlifficulties in transportation for rural residents . . .". 
"Some families don't know how to speak the language (English)", 

DOTHER (11) 
". . . '[Rjed tape"'. 
. . [Rled tape. . . ". 

". . [Tjurf jealousy" 
"Crisis management is [the method of wor~ing]". 
". . . [Ajccountability to loosely defined". 
'*. . . [Cjentralization of services . . .". 
"Agencies often do not share information because of . . . territorial concerns . . .". 
"Agencies often do not share information because of legal issues". 



"Families continue to feel reluctant to access bureaucratic services that operate on a deficlt model" 
"Confidentiality constraints . . ." 

". . [Gjovernmental attitude (lack of caring)". 

Not specific (10) 
"Coordination and communication etfcits are frequently made. However, eiaborate bureaucractes are often 

established to deliver the services, it is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent eiiec;ivi: 
[coordination] and communication" 

"[Tloo much run around". 
". . . [Mlany agencies won't give [:nformationj about anylhing but their own program'' 
"Depends on ~ndividuai circumstances. Could always use xmprovement" 
"Access between state agencies is more difficult than access between private agencies--private agencies 

have less restrictions and work more at a grass roots lever 
"Not [with] the bridge provided by the family center". 
"So-so. Better now than pre-Family Center!" 
"Not enough service capacity" 
". . . [ljt depends on the type of services requested" 
"Services are stigmatized--negatively". 
"Lack of community planning based on asset model." 
"NO clear state policies . .". 

". . [Pjrogram driven system", 
"Getting better; more opportunities to network". 
"It is knowledge of . . . these services that needs to be [covered]". 
"It is knowledge of . . . how to access these services that needs to be [covered]". 

No (13) - 
RTHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSJIS BEGINNING TO 

WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HASIIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (6) 

"The Family Center continues to be a clearinghouse for information . ". 

"The Family Center continues to be a clearinghouse for . referral" 
"I learned alot from the Family Center. Meet new people. get information about houses, legal aid, computer 

training" 
"Good informal communication among staff people" 
"[Not] thru the center-to those agencies who participate actively". 
". . . [l]t only becomes difficult if the service is outside of the neighborhood". 

ROTHER (4) 
". . . [Tjhey have access to other agency service". 
". . . [I]nsecurity allows them not to want to take the necessary walk to get information that [mostj choose 

not to want to bother" 
"Information is readily shared. If access to services is difficult, it's usually because of limited feS0urceS". 
". . [Ijncreasingly agencies are seeing how we need each other". 

(5) In your opinion is access to services and ~nformation between fund sources and providers difficult? Why or 
why not? 

Yes (14) - 
DFUNDING OR FUND SOURCES ARE CATEGORICAL. HAVE DIFFERENT REQUIREMENTS, OR 

SERVE DIFFERENT GROUPS (13) 
". . [Cjonstantiy changing requirements restriciions" 
". . [Dlifferent ruies and regulations (eligibility requirements) . ". 

". . . [Djifferent measures of effectiveness". 
"Lack of standardization in what funders require makes seeking funds time consuming and difficult" 
"Each funding source addresses specific needs and problem areas" 
"Families with muitiple prohlems may n'i? fit each funding sources criteria . '' 



"Funding criteria sometimes make it impossible to \"fork in partnership . . .". 

"Funding criteria sometimes make it impossible . , to serve a general population" 
"Funders have difficult constituents . ". 

"Funders have . . different 'cultures"'. 
". . (Fjuoders do not have a Standardized format". 
" .  , . [Djiffereni requirements for funding" 
". , . [Ejach has :heir own access rules of road" 

.THERE IS NOT ENOUGH COMMUNICATION. COOPERATION, COLLABORATION, OR 
STANDARDILATION OF INFORMATION (15) 

"[Llack of communication " 
"(Ljack of understanding". 
"'Who do we ask? Who has the information?" 
"Public Sector still makes decisions uv~tlout pubiic hearings . . .". 

"Pubiic Sector stiil makes decisions withotit . . inclusion of private sector". 
"Between providers and funders there is . . a communications gap in terms of expectations" 
"Providers do not have a standardized fcrmat to describe their program . . .". 

"Providers do not have a standardized format to describe their . . . fund sources". 
". . . [Plroviders do not have a standardized formal to describe their programs . .". 

"Limited understanding of true nature of many issues" 
"NO forum". 
"Contending vaiues ". 

"Contending . agendas". 
". . . [P]hilosophical:polit~cal orientation . . ." 

". . . [Tjurf jealousy . . ." 

.FUNDING IS LIMITED, NOT FORTHCOMING, OR MUST BE SOUGHT OUT (10) 
"Writing for funds is . most likely turned down rather than given to providers" 
"Funding fluctuates--impacts services'' 
". . . [Wje have limited pay staff". 
"blot enough funding" 
". . . [Ejspecially since Hurricane iniki . . . it seems as though all funding for . . . [this island] ceased totally". 
". . . [Mllist seek out . . . fund sources and providers". 
". . . [Mlust . . match fund sources and providers". 
"Writing for funds is not easy . . .". 

". . . [Pjublic . funders say they want to partner but then aren't forthcoming with funds . " 

" .  . . [Pjrivate lunders say they want to partner but then aren't forthcoming with funds . .". 

.OTHER (4) 
". . . [Pjroviders constantly caught in lack of timely dispensing of alloted [government] funds". 
"Incredible paper-work . ". 

". . . [Bjureaucratic inertia. . ." 

"Coordination and communication efforts are frequently made. However, elaborate bureaucracies are Often 

established to deliver the services. It is the inherent nature of the bureaucracies that prevent effective 
[coordinat~onj and communication". 

Not spec:fic (6) 
"Too much rbn around" 
"Not if you know who to speak with" 
"The current [purchase of service] system" 
"Can be because no one is bothering to asKthe right questions". 
"Depends on your definition of fund sources For the most part . . [we have] experienced good working 

relations with ali of our multiple funding sources because we established a good communication base". 
"[Department of Human Services1 is very top down in its decision making, not interested in service 

implementat~on at community level . . 
" 



NO (8) - 
.THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRQlECT WORKS/IS BEGINNING TO 

WORK; THE FAMILY CENER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HAYIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (2) 

". . . [Wjith sit and show wt'ai we no about fund and [information] in the group". 
" . . [ijf we go out to the community we provide fiyew, information etc." 

.OTHER (3) 
"information is readily shared. if access to services is difficult, it's usually because of limited resources" 
". . . [Tlhey who controi the monies, can get whatever they want" 
". . . [Tjhis is an established relationship" 

(6) In your opinion IS the impact and effectiveness of service d~fficuit to assess? k%hy or why not" 

Yes (32) - 
RBEHAVIORAL CHANGES OCCUR OVER TIME; LONG-RANGE OR LONGITUDINAL ASSESSMENTS 

ARE NEEDED TO ASSESS BEHAVIORAL CHANGES (9) 
". . . [Sjometimes the impact and effectiveness is not evident until the long-term goal is reached'. 
"Change in behavior occurs over trme. Long-range assessment needed. 
"Except for [numbersj--behavioral outcomes take time to change". 
"Although how peopie ieei about the project may be very positive, the prevention impact will need to be 

measured over a long term". 
". . . [Ejffectiveness of service on people [takes] time (longitudinal) to show result of service effectiveness" 
". . , [Ylou may not see the impact of services for several years if [you are] iooking at long-term effects". 
". . . Communities are transient and changing trends are long term". 
". . [Ljongitudinal studies are needed . . .". 

"Many. . . [of] the impacts are iong range . :' 

ROUTCOMES HAVE NOT BEEN ESTABLISHED OR IDENTIFIED; A TARGET POPULATION HAS NOT 
BEEN SPECIFIED ( I  0) 

"Not based on outcomes but input measures . .". 

"Expected outcomes are not clearly defined . . ." 
"Lack of clarity about outcomes in mind of funder". 
". . . [O]utcome measurements not identified". 
"Traditional accountability methodology emphasizes product delivery and not outcomes". 
"Most human [service] providers are not outcome based" 
"Standards are not clear . . .". 
". . . [Njo target population . . .". 

". . . [No] specific narrow task to be accomplished". 
". . . [Tjarget group is not specific" 

BlTHERE ARE MANY VARIABLES THAT CONTRIBUTE TO BEHAVIORAL CHANGES (5) 
". . . [Clauseieffect unknown--too many intervening variabies, need a 'controi group"'. 
"So many variables affect the attainment of change that it is difficult to pinpoint or demonstrate that the 

servlce delivered was the actual cause" 
. . . [Ajn improvement in someone's life is probabiy the fewit of a Series of events and experiences 

happening at the Same trme, There would be difficulties in attributing results to One Of those events". 
"The criter:a for measurement must sometimes be so specific to an agency that it becomes difficult to 

perform cross-agency comparisons" 
"Services are onen limited to working on one phase of a problem. More comprehensive services are otten 

needed to resolve family problems, but are not oiten received". 

.MEASURING INSTRUMENTS 00 NOT EXIST OR ARE NOT WELL DEVELOPED. OUTCOMES ARE 
SUSJECnVE OR NOT AMENABLE TO MEASUREMENT (12) 

" {Tihe outcatnes in many respects are qualrrative and don't lend lhemseives to quanl~f~abie measurable 
f&ctoIS" 



". . . [Ijntangible outcomes such as pride and self-esteem are not measurable". 
"Unlike counring tangible products the effectiveness of services is determined in terms of changes in the 

lives of people. While we must develop systems to be able lo  keep track of what happens to people we currently 
do not have these in place". 

". . . [Llack the measur~ng tools . " 
"Instruments to measiire how the quality of life for a family has been improved through services is not well 

established 
". . . [Bjecaiise of the niobility of families at-risk. longitudinal studies are difficult to obtain" 
"Quantitative data do not tell adequate services or not". 
"It is difficult to follow up on a subjective level". 
". . . [Sjo much of the effect is subjective" 
~'Historicaliy, evaluating prevention programs is difficult. Hovf do we measure what didn't happen . . ." 
"How to quantify !ntangibles? e g  better aoie to hold down a job, be a parent. etc" 
". . . [Tjhere is difficulty in quantifying". 

.OTHER (10) 
" . . [Njo one collects this kind of data". 
"Not enough adequate documentation" 
"Often times there is no evaluation done to assess the impaclJeffectiveness of service" 
". . . [Ijf volunteer come out. it's help. But if volunteer are not available. we struggle". 
". . . [Pjeer review wouid increase our ability to judge impact'. 
"Families must first wailt to make changes before services can be effective". 
"There is not much 'vision' in how it could be better" 
"A program with just one group of people to serve and evaluate is much easier than the family center who 

serves all for any and all their needs'' 
"Funding [at] times makes it hard to follow up or to see if they reached their goals" 
. . . [Sjome services are easier to assess than others" 

Not specific (6) 
"Peogle usually don't have ail the information . . ." - 
"People usually don't have the . . resources" 
"From past evaluations, family members mention often that they "gave up" and feel extremely "angry" by 

the run around they [got]". 
"Not if appropriate measures of effectiveness can be designed" 
"Use of service should be criteria. If it isn't effective, it won't be used much". 
", . . [Algencies track those who request--->services metlunmet, but many don't even know to ask;requestW. 
" I  observe the effectiveness of our family center weekly . . . [and] hear many stories about the helpfulness 

of the center". 

NO(1l j  - 
STHE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRQJECT WORKSnS BEGINNING TO 

WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY C E N E R  DEMONSiRAnON PROJECT HASllS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (3) 

"Were aiways there to help in anyway" 
"We learn more about different agency. diilerent people we meet, the service we do" 
"This family center is helpful One" 

tEOINER (5) 
"in each area of service, I take part in, i find eitectiveness information very accessible tiom each particular 

agency invoived". 
". . . [Djefine outcomes--track--assess" 
"Differentiations need to be made between inierim and ultimate impact and effectiveness. Ultimate 

outcomes may take more time to happen than we've allowed". 
"On . . . [our island] we are a close knit community. we all stick out like a sore thumb at one time or 

another" 
" ,  . . [Tlhe impact and effectireness of services provided is quite ,visible" 



(7) In your opinion is there difficulty in assessing the real needs of families7 Why or why not? 

Yes (23) - 
SFAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW HOW, MAY NOT HAVE THE MEANS. OR MAY BE RELUCTANT TO 

DiSCUSS THEIR NEEDS; FAMILIES MAY NOT KNOW THEIR OWN NEEDS (13) 
"People are not always able :o express their needs accurately (is this a symptom or the problem?) . " 

"People prefer to maintain some secrecy andlor privacy from agencies" 
"Some families are not open.arms about getting services" 
". . . [Tjhey don't ahvays krow their own needs". 
". . . [Fjamilies may take some time in trusting and asking for help" 
"Clients (family membersj . . . tend to think in terms of what a particular agency 'has to oiferS--rather than 

what they themselves really need". 
". . . [Fjamilies . . . often have difficulty communicating these needs". 
". . . [Fjamilies themselves may not know what they need" 
". . . jl]narticulateness of most people about real problems" 
". . . [Sjome peopie may say what they think they're expected to say (what is socialiy or politically correct)" 
"You can't always get aii the information from your clients [immediatelyr. 
"Articulation of 'problem' can be expressed on many levels . ". 

". . . [ i lhe traditional method is top down and enernal [instead of] teaching families how to do Self 
assessment" 

.THERE HAS BEEN L l m E  OR NO EFFORT TO ASSESS THE NEEDS OF FAMILIES (7) 
". . . [Njo effort is made to assess the needs of families which include the input of the famiiies, themselves". 
"Has there been a needs assessment of families? Have not seen this". 
"Need to develop instruments to assess family needs". 
". . . [Oltten studies of needs focus on specific areas". 
". . . [Vjery little research or data applicable to local families". 
"Assessing 'the needs of famtlies' must be done on the community lwei. for the community's families Do 

communities know how to do this? I think not" 
"Assessing 'the needs of families' must be done on the community level. for :he community's families. . . . 

Are communities organized to plan? I think no:." 

.THERE IS NO COMPREHENSIVE VALUE SYSTEM (6) 
"It's a matter of choice. priority, or [valuesj . . .". 
"NO coherent . . value system" 
"No . . comprehensive value system". 
" 

. . [Wlho is the authority?" 
"No uniform cultural standard exists .". 

". . . [Tjhe - real need for reaefining family has not been dealt with" 

SOTHER (10) 
". . . [Mjost families have had so many [demonstration] projects come in and survey them stay a while, run 

OU: of funds and leave! After a while the families no longer want to participate, because the feel it will be another 
'flash in the pan' and pau!" 

". . . [Ujntii the famiiy gains your trust". 
" . [Ijf the family works it grows and goes ihrcughthe community". 
". . [Tjhe external factors of jobs. etc . add tothe compiexity of need assessment " 
" . [Ljabels . . ~~. 

. . . [Sjtrgmas" 
"We mostly base our assessment of needs on symptoms (child abuse. teen pregnancy! the underlying 

cause or need could be hidden. multiple. or somewnere your not even looking". 
" . . [Tjhe family unit comprises individuals, so you need first to establish the relationships and dynamics of 

the individuals". 
". . . [Vlaries geographically . ." 

"There is such great diversity" 



Not specific (14) 
"Sometimes because some cultures are very private with their s:tuations". 
. . . I )  [Ajnd gaps" 
" .  . . 2) Yet there is some reststance as we set our prior!ties in order. I expect this because of tne inoividual 

freedom :ve have to express our goals and priorities" 
"In many ways--all families have certain similar basic needs to function. ([Ajdequate food, shelter, medical 

care, etc.; . ." 
" . . [Fjamiles also need help ro build their personal sKil!s to burid happy. farnilies contributing to betterment 

of society as ,-"vhole These iater 'Geeds' are oaraest to assess" 
"Lacking of funding to hire staff. . . . We need staff member to do assessing of family needs". 
"NO and yes, because of the culture" 
"Most of the time people will no! share their problems or needs to strangers . .". 

"Most of the time people will not share their probiems or neeos to . people they're not comfortable 'with". 
"Short-term emergency needs are more easily assessed than the more long-term complex needs that aren't 

immediately brought to light" 
"Given the time. w a n d  will. I believe the reai needs can be determined. 
"Maybe, for those who don't recognize problems " ,  

"Maybe. for those who . only see their own way of doing thingsireacting". 
"Depends. If family not known by agency doing the assessment, inaccuracies or misperceptions may 

occur'' 
"If there is a mechanism in place, assessing needs oi  families can take piace. Hourever. 'need' wiil have to 

be clearly defined as it can be very broadly stated". 
"Not if they are basic--food. clothing, shelter, healthcare, safety, education, jobs". 
"Not if there is agreement to a baseline, e g  poverty level, affordable housing, access to quality medical 

care etc" 
"Sometimes--difficult for families to discuss. to be open with strangers". 
"Oflen the family itself doesn't iace up to the real problems and instead articulates tangential issues" 
"Cost of doing community. . . surveys" 
"Cost of doing . . . family surveys". 

NO (15) - 
.THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKSIS BEGINNING TO 

WORK: THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT HASIS BEGINNING TO 
HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (6) 

"We provide the information they need . .". 

". . . [ljf we cannot meet their need we will refer to different agency". 
", . . [Tlhe families find their service through other families" 
". . . [Wje asked how we can served them or the community better'' 
"We hear what families need from the fmi l ies themselves over and over again" 
". . . [l]t is obvious, we hear it and see it every day". 

SOTHER (9) 
"The problem is . for families to find the time to a5vail themselves of :he services that [will) help them". 
"Meeds are basic" 
"Families need help in all areas. Health caie. Financiai. Psychological. Emotional'. 
" . . [Nleeds--an appropriate education system that teaches locals. cot just Japanese[.j mandated child 

development and parenting classes with on campus. ~hild~infant care available--and mandated participation by all 
students male and female as requirement for graduation[] jobs availabie that pay a living wage and cover medical 
care[.] affordable housing[.j alternate transportation system[.) access to jobs other than 'service' i i .e maids, janitor. 
porter, etc.)[:] something for yoiing people to look forward to (rather than leaving the island in order to survive. 
those are tne needs". 

"The problem is for families to accept help that is not monetary in nature . . ." 

"Assessing the needs are easy--in some cases certain needs will come our quickly, others will take time". 
"Tools exist and could be developed . . .". 

"We just don't build in the assessment and feedback from famiiies into our daily procedures" 
"There has been difflcu!ty but this is jecause efforts are not being made" 



(8) In your opinion are leverage funding and more innovative multiple funding streams needed? Why or ,why 
not? 

Yes (30) - 
.MORE MONEY IS NEEDED; FUNDING IS UNRELIABLE, INSUFFICIENT. OR LIMITED (15) 
"More money . . .". 
"Need more money. . .". 

"More funding needed. 
"State revenueslfunds are dependent on economy . . . [sjo multiple funding sources might help offset state 

budget cutbacks" 
"State revenueslfunds are dependent on . . . the legislature . . . so multiple funding sources might help 

offset state budget cutbacks" 
". . . [Tlhere will always be a limit on funds available . . .". 

". . . [Cjurrent sources cannot provide sufficient funding to complete the job. . .". 
"In view of limited resources. must look towards funding strategies for the Family Centers". 
". . . [Glovernment funding is shrinking". 
"The future looks bleak for expanded funding of social services" 
"The days of 'plenty money' for services are gone forever." 
". . . [Glovernment funding is . . . subject to legitimate competing pressures . . .". 

". . . [Gjovernment funding is . . . subject to . . . economic forces . . .". 
". . . [Gjovernment funding is . . . subject to . . . policy whims". 
"Philanthropy in this State is still short term giving, declining funds-based which doesn't meet needs 

adequately" 

.TO CHANGE THE WAY THAT STATE GOVERNMENT OR SERVICE PROVIDERS DO BUSINESS; TO 
REDUCE SERVICE GAPS, OVERLAPS. OR FRAGMENTATION (18) 

". . . [T]o build more incentives for business and nonprofit and government to work together collaboratively". 
". . . [Wjill give the service providers more incentive to expand their [services] . . .". 
". . . [Wjill give the service providers more incentive to . . . involve more of the community in looking for 

monies to provide services that are accessible to their community". 
". . . [Sjervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more collaborations. This kind 

of strategy would . . . cut down on confusion . . .". 
". . . [Sjervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more collaborations. This kind 

of strategy would . . . cut down on . . . gaps . . .". 
". . . [Slervices should be combined and colocated. There should be many more collaborations. This kind 

of strategy would . . . cut down on . . . duplication". 
". . . [T]o avoid duplicating or overlapping services". 
". . . [Tlhe State must take a hard look at how the monies (not [purchase of service]) for their services are 

being spent . . .". 
". . . [Tlhis would help defragment services if public and private funders would pool ideas and assets to 

address the broader picture rather than fund band-aid programs" 
". . . [Ajllows more flexibility at service provision end .  
"Community block grants aren't being used as flexibly as could be" 
"Innovative funding streams will change the configuration of [service] delivery programs:systems" 
". . . [Wje need to address families in a wholistic manner". 
"Agencies need to be accountable for w. . ." 
" . . [Ijncentives should be given for performance outcomes that are possible. . .". 

" . . '[Pjrograms' having no accountability systems [are not acceptable]. 
"Most latest research show that it takes 5-8 years to determine a family strengthening program's outcomes 

and impacts. . . . [yjet our political cycles don't acknowledge this at all". 
"I'm not sure exactly but funding which meets the needs of the community is often weicomeisorely needed". 

.TO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMUNITIES (15) 
". . . [Mfore jobs". 



" .  . . [Wje need other sources of funding to keep . . . Family Center . . pursue many other avenue where 
need should be met". 

" .  . . [Wje need other sources of funding to keep . Family Center explore . . many other avenue where 
need should be met" 

"[Njeed . . more jobs for the people of the communily" 
"More activities for the people of the community". 
"More job training". 
". . . [Sjome families have not reach by social workers or [schools] also churches". 
". , . [Mjore funds would flow into the project. thus more service and opportunities". 
". . . [The family center] should have more workers Right now the . . [family center] rely on volunteers to 

do most of the work" 
"It would give the program a greater degree of freedom in using the funds in ways that the community feels 

will be helpfui". 
". . . [ i j o  provide what families need. when they need it. they need it". 
"Non-categorical funding would allow programs fiex~bility in using its funds to address the needs of the 

communitf" 
" . . [Ojnce services are be~ng provided, continuous services can be provided. The next level of service 

does not have to be restated (i e. service which are limited to age groups)". 
. . . [Tjo ensure consistency . . . of services". 
". . . [Tjo ensure . . . continuity of services" 

.TO CHANGE THE CONFIGURATION OR NATURE OF FUNDING (8) 
"Need more sources of funds that are available for longer periods . . .". 

"Need more sources of funds that are available. . . with less political protocol attached to them" 
"One source will not be able to cover full range of options" 
"Problems. like fragmented families. communities, homeiessness. cannot be confined to one funding 

source" 
"It would be ideal to have some agency be a clearinghouse for financial requests for short-term 

emergencies for each Family Center" 
". . . [Ijt would be helpful if several sources helped fundinglike community. foundations and government". 
"Its risky to rely on single source liinding" 
"The more stakeholders the better in a climate of tight resources . . .". 

#OTHER (1 1) 
" .  . . [Slpreads responsibiiity . . ." 

". . , [Toj maximize services provided to families". 
"Cost increases. . . are not . acceptable." 
". . . [Hjigher taxes are not . acceptable." 
. . . [Tjhe 'old' delivery systems have not worked . . ". 
". . . [Wjould . . cost less for the taxpayer . . ." 

"[Statistics] and data collection . are very difficuit to figure out . . .". 

". . . [Fjund accounting are very difficult to figure out . . .". 

". . [Njo coordinated method to track ,whether funding has any worthwhile outcomes". 
"Satisfying broadly based public policy goals #ith outcomes more difficult than salisfying more narrow 

based funder goals" 
"Owneishlp by communities is an important tenet". 

Not specific (91 
"We need to get some more workers " 

"We need to have enough fundings. ." 

"Their needs of more educations more workshops and training". 
. . . [Wje need funds for all the different ways to bring the community together . . .". 
" , [Wje need funds for all the different ways to . . . help br~ng answers to hurting families". 
". . . I would assume that more (or additional) funding is necessary to complete . . . excellence in meeting 

the needs of families " 



. . . I would assume that more (or additional) funding is necessary to . . . continue excellence in meeting the 
needs of families." 

"'We need more funds. but unfortunately multipie funding sources can be a blg problem" 
"Money is not always the best or only way to do things By saying we need more money to do this or do 

that. we close down the possibilities for communities and families to come up i.iiti: creative solutions. to look at 
their own strengths firs:". 

"If the politicians can fund themselves koa furniture, new buildings and give p!tish unwarranted jobs to 
cronies the money is there--just poorly used" 

"Not before there is a t'lorough systems anaiysis and action plan developed". 
"Family Center at the Project Level has just begun to tap this resource". 
"Each Center's commcnity has been innovative in approaching multiple funding sou:cesn. 

No (4) - 
"Not right now they have to many grant's going on" 
"What is needed is a stronger commitment by the legislature and the people of Hawaii to fund those 

Services that evidence definitive research that proves conclusively that the services they are offering are. in fact. 
making a difference". 

"If this is intended to mean generating additional funds I woulcf tend to say no. I think that what needs to 
happen is to make bener use of the funding streams that are already in place". 

"If leverage means control over service providers decision as to providing services to [client]. no!" 
"If [multiple] funding means accounting to all sources of iunds, no!" 



Appendix L 

QUESTIONNAIRE #3: SUMMARY 

( I )  What is the purpose of your family center? 

(Respondent I )  "To prevent families from failing as a result of their vieakness" 
(Respondent 7 )  "To connect families with services . .". 

(Respondent 1) " . [Tjo demystify . . . [servicesj". 
(Respondent 1 ) " . [Tjo . . destigrcatize [servicesj". 
(Respondent i j  "To provide services . . .". 

(Respondent 1) "To provide Services. . . in partnership [with Department of Healthj and other agencies". 
(Respondent 1) "To support communities in developing projects for family support so that communities 
become healthy places to raise families". 
(Respondent 2) "To provide suppmt and services . . . which assist . . . [community residentsj in 
assessing their needs ." 

(Respondent 2) "To . . . link community residents to a broad range of services and programs which 
assist them in assessing their needs .". 

(Respondent 2) "To provide support and services . . . which assist . . [community residentsj in . . . 

identifying their assets . . .". 

(Respondent 2) "To . . . link community residents to a broad range of services and programs which 
assist them in . . . identifying their assets . . .". 

(Respondent 2) "To provide support and services . which assist . [community residentsj in . . . 

developing skiils which will help them gain greater control over their own lives . . .". 

(Respondent 2) "To . . link community residents to a broad range of services and programs which 
assist them in . . . developing skills which will help them gain greater control over their own lives . . .". 

(Respondent 2) "To provide support and services . . . which assist . . . [community residents] in . . . 
developing skills which will help them . . . become active participants in building a more cohesive 
community" 
(Respondent 2) "To . link community residents to a broad range of services and programs which 
assist them in . developing skiiis which will help them . . . become active participants in buiiding a 
more cohesive community". 

'What are the short-term objectives of yoiir family center with respect to the purpose of the center? 

(Respondent 1) "To provide tine community with a prevention program with no target population so that it 
is available to all". 
(Respondent 1) "To use and model the asset approach to enhance family strengths". 
(Respondent 1) "To begin work with communities". 
(Respondent 2) "Help residents assess their needs . . ." 
(Respondent 2) "Help residents . . . identify their assets . . .". 
(Respondent 2) " . . [AIssist . . . [residents] through a wide ranging network of agencies and information 
sources if , . [the family center] does not have a program fo meet their needs" 
(Respondent 2) "Follow-up to ensure needs are being met" 
(Respondent 2) "Coordinate community activities or events to strengthen community ties . ". 

(Respondent 2) "Coordinate community activities or events to strengtnen community . . . interaction 

(Respondent 2j "Assist residents to develop skilis necessary to access needed support services in the 
future". 
(Respondent 2) 'Develop additional resources to meet community needs ( ie .  volunteers, programs, 
etc.)". 



HOW do the short-term objectives of your family center effectuate the purpose of the center? 

(Respondent 1) "It connects families i2rith supports that already exist . . .". 

(Respondent I )  "It . helps . [families] access their own support system". 
(Respondent 1) "Gets communities to begin to organize and dialog about what they can do to fill the 
gaps in their rural areas". 
(Respondent 2) "[Hlelps cultivate future community leaders . . ~ " .  

(Respondent 2) "[Hjelps cultivate future community . . workers . " 

(Respondent 2) "[Hjelps cultivate future community . . volunteew". 
(Respondent 2) "[Ultilires the assets of our individual residents. . .". 

(Respondent 2) "[Ult~lizes the assets of our individual . . . families" 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the short-term objectives of your family center? 

(Respondent 1) "The number of people who use our services . . .". 

(Respondent I )  " .  . . [Tjhe numbers who return ". 

(Respondent 1) " .  . . [Tjhe numbers who . refer their friends" 
(Respondent 1) "Those we see over and over who are increasingly able to cope". 
(Respondent I )  "That community groups are meeting on a regular basis to identify needs '' 

(Respondent t i  "That community groups are meeting on a regular basis to identify . ,ways to meet 
[their] needs". 
(Respondent 2) "[i]ncrease in volunteers and grassroots staff to work in current . [family center] 
programs . .". 

(Respondent 2') " .  . . [ljncrease in residents who actively participate in community organization (i e Lions 
Club. Boy Scouts. schools. Little League. Pop Warner, advisory [committee], etc.)" 
(Respondent 2) "[Ejvaluations from participants stating that they are using new skills . " 
(Respondent 2) "[E]valuations from participants stating that they . . . have successfully met the~r needs 
or goals" 
(Respondent 2) ". . . (This is just a few, we have many specific to programs we run)" 

How do the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate to the short-term objectives of the 
center? 

(Respondent 1) "The increasing numbers of people who use the center attest to the fact that they trust in 
our ability to honor their priorities . . .". 

(Respondent 1) "The increasing numbers of people who use the center attest to the fact that they trust in 
our ability to . . . provide them witin the support they want. . .". 

(Respondent 1) "[Ajt the community level people are Involved in a process where they feel their efforts 
can effect change". 
(Respondent 2j "[Sjelf-explanatory". 

What speciflc data are being collected by your family center with respect to the measurabie indicators of 
SuCCeSS7 What are the sources of these data7 Yww long and how consiste3:ly have these data been 
collected? 

(Respondent 1 )  "Right now we are keeping track of numbers using services since we opened 
(Respondent 1) "Right now we are keeping track of numbers . Darticipating in programs arb meetings 
since we opened. 
(Respondent t i  "Work is being done at the project level :o [identify] specific outcomes 
(Respondent 1) "Our data sheets are filled out by staff and this effort has been consis?ent. 
(Respondent 1) "We . . . attend meetings and keep track of the progress made by community groups 
initiated and supported by the Family Centers" 
(Respondent 2) "[ljntake. registration forms. sign in sheets, etc. (name, age, ethnic etcj"  
(Respondent 2) "vjear ly evaluation from participants . . . we work with" 



(Respondent 2) "[Y]early evaluation from . . . agencies we work with" 
(Respondent 2) "[Djata from follow with residents--met , . needs" 
(Respondent 2) "[Djata from follow with residents-.. . . unmei needs". 
(Respondent 2) "[h.4]icutes from meetings'.. 
(Respondent 2) "[kjrt work, writings, etc. . . .". 

(Respondent 2) "Foilow up data is the least consistent at this time. but we're working on it" 

How do the soec~ftc data that are be,ng coliec!ed by your family center relate to the measurable indica:ors 
of success? 

(Respondent 1) "They support them Dy showing how many use our services. . " 
(Respondent 1) "They support them . . by keeping track 01 partnerships with other agencies . " .  
(Respondent 1) "They support them . . by keeping track of the numbers . . of community meetings" 
(Respondent 1) "They support them . . by keeping track of the . . . content of community meetings" 
(Respondent 2) "Data you collect needs to support and verify your measures" 

(2) What are the long-term objectives of your family center with respect to the purpose of the center? 

(Respondent l j  " [Tjo test a service delivery model that facilitates access to services for famiiies 
. . 

(Respondent 1) ". [TIC test a servlce delivery model that . . . develops a communities capacity to 
develop and utilize its assets to support families . . .". 

(Respondent I )  " . [Tjo make the [family center] project a permaiient program" 
(Respondent 2) "Work with the Famiiy Center Project in establishing and implementing family center 
goals and priorities by emphasizing family strengthening philosophy". 
(Respondent 2) "Pubiish Newle!ter lo inciude community-wide events and activities from the vartcus 
community groups with plans to eventiially serve as a community "newspaper" 
(Respondent 2j "Work with other community groups and agencies to establish a collaborative 
association of organizations to provide services as needed". 
(Respondent 2) "Conduct community forums. workshops arld seminars lo educate inform and iniiiate 
community responses to issues, needs and concerns of the individual and families in the area" 
(Respondent 2) "Work to estabiish quality child care services for working adults'. 
(Respondent2) "LVork to establish at?ordable housing and living situations by networking with 
appropriate agencies and organizations for . (family center] constituents" 
(Respondent 23 "Continue and expand our Family Literacy intergenerational program to :nclude a five 
year tracking system to monitor the progress and achieiements of adult learners and :heir chiiaren". 
(Respondent 2) "Raise andlor increase literacy for all members of the family through special programs 
i e .  GED classes. tutorial and reading support groups". 
(Respondent 2) "Provide alternative and continuing educational opportunities .". 

(Respondent 2) "Provide alternative eoucation programs for [Junior] High and High school students" 
(Respondent 2) "Provide opportunities to share culiurai heritage, customs and values through arts. 
crafts. music. recreational activities. workshops, classes and demonstrations" 
(Respondent 2) "iitilize resources of . . [the family center] to suppor! local farmers, artists, and 
businesses such as cpen marxets and cottage industries". 
(Respondent 2) "13 conserde acid preserve :he enviroGment by conservation and :ecyciing and clean up 
efforts to maintain the nature of the area. 'KEEP THE COUNTR'i. COUNTRY'". 
(Respondent 2: "Maintain continuous review and plannirg activities !hat uil! pro:.ide an active 
commun,tybased declsicn-makicg process for community improvemert, seif-determination" 
(Respondent 2) "Develop ada:tionai means of preventiveiinterventicn in the area of famiiy health. 
relationships and employment". 
(Respondent 2) "Assist in facilitating !he development of commun~F/-based grass-oots ieadership" 
(Respondent 2, "Assist in money maragement by encouraging financial planning, consumer education 
and counseiing on budgeting" 



HOW do the long-term objectives of your family center effecti~ate the purpose of the center? 

(Respondent 1) "Working with families and communities builds trust and ownership so that the famiiy 
center concept . can continbe aRer the [demonstrationj project is over. 
(Respondent 1) "Working with families and communities builds trust and ownership so that the 
"place'' can continue after the [demonstrationj project is over. 
[Respondent 1) "The {asset] model helps people get what they need . .". 

(Respondent 1) "The [assetj model . . . helps . . . individuals . . assume responsibility for change rather 
than depending solely on outside supports". 
(Respondent 1) "The [asset] model . . . heips . . communities assume respons~bility for change rather 
than depending solely on outside supports". 
(Respondent 2) "[Tlhey tie in exactly to our purpose". 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of your family center? 

(Respondent 1) "That agencies and other human services report higher use of their services". 
(Respondent 1) "That . . [agencies and other human servicesj use the [asset) approach . .". 

(Respondent t j  "That . , . [agencies and other human servicesj . are more family friendly". 
(Respondent 1) "That communities, with technical support from the family center. have initiated 
programs that are up and running to support families . . .". 

(Respondent I ;  "That communities, with technical support from the family center. have initiated 
programs that are up and running to support . . . individuals". 
(Respondent 2) "[Tlo be developed". 

How do the measurable indicators of success for your family center relate to the long-term objectives of the 
center? 

(Respondent 1) "These will need to show that communities are healthier . . .". 
(Respondent ? j  "These will need to show that . , . family vioience . . . [is] down . . .". 

(Respondent l j  "These wiil need to show that ~ . . juvenile deltnquency . . . [is] down . . ." 

(Respondent 1) "These will need to show that . . . communities have organized and followed through on 
projects that nave enhanced family iife". 
(Respondent 2) "(Not applicable]". 

What specific data are being collected by your family center with respect to the measurable indicators of 
success? What are me sources of these data? How long and ho# consistently have these data been 
collected? 

(Respondent 1) "We have data on numbers that we have helpea access services" 
(Respondent 1) "We. . . have stories from [individuals] on how our support and understanding made the 
difference in their lives". 
(Responden1 ? j  "This data has been collected since the center opened". 
(Respondent 2) "We will use simiiar data in some cases as data listed . . . [above] . . .". 
(Respondent 2) " . . [Wle will have to deveiop others [data) after we have our measurable indicator". 

How do the specific data that are being collected by your family center relate to the measurabie indicators 
of success? 

(Respondent 1) ''Data has been kept at the communlty level but nothing has Deen coaiected that relates 
to servlce providers as far as higher use" 



Appendix M 

QUESTIONNAIRE #2: SUMMARY 

i l l  What is the purpose ?f the Family Center Demonstration Prolect? 

(Respondent l j  "To test the Family Center concept as a method of empowering families . to help 
ihemselves . . .". 

(Respondent 1) "To test the Family Center concept as a method of empowering . . . communities lo help 
themselves. . '.. 

(Respondent l j  ". . . [Tjo act as a catalyst for systems change" 
(Respondent 2) "To test different models of service delivery to families within communities based on 
family strengthening . . . strategies to see if they can strengthen families . . ". 

(Respondent 2) "To test ditferent models of service delv~ery to famiiies within communities based on . . . 
communi!y capacity building strategies to see if they can strengthen . . cornmunities" 

What are the short-term objectives of the demonstration project with respect to the purpose oi  the project? 

(Respondent 1) "Allow different communities to impiemeni family centers (based on principles provided 
through training and consultation) in different vvays". 
(Respondent 1) "Provide training . . . opportunities to the community to learn about famiiy strengthening 
principles . " 
(Respondent ? )  "Provide training . opportunities to the community to learn about. . . family centers". 
(Respondent 1 )  "Provide . . educational opportunities to the community to learn about family 
strengthening principies . " 

(Respondent 1) "Provide . . educational opportunities to the community to learn about . . . family 
centers" 
(Respondent 2) "[Djevelop effective collaborative efforts to address community issues". 
(Respondent 2) '[Bjring families into the centers". 
(Respondent 2) "[Kjnow community assets . . .". 
(Respondent 2)  "[KInow commiinity . , systems" 

HOW do the short-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project? 

(Respondent l j  "By providing for a base of [experience! irom which a model or models can be 
developed 
(Respondent l j  "By informing people beyond the project of the principles of family . . strengthening". 
(Respondent 1) "By inform~ng people beyond the project oi  the principles of . . community 
strengthening" 
(Respondent 2) "[Sjtrengthens commiinity by engaging peopie in meeting human needs" 
(Respondent 2) "[Sjtrengthens families by heiping them to help themseives where possible". 

What are the measorable indicators of success for the shoo-term opjectives of the demonstration project? 

(Respondent 1, "Number of peopie using the centers" 
(Respondent ?!  "Numbers of peoo:e attending training sessioiis" 
(Respondent 2: "[Elxistence of collaboralive eifoos" 
(Respondent 2) "[Nlurnber of satisfied customers" 
(Respondent 2) "[Ajbi!ity to use community to support iami!iess 
(Respondent 2) "Families involved as decision makers . . . at the centers". 
(Respondent 2) "Families invoived as . . . policy developers at the centers". 
[Respondent 2j "Cultural diversity of community evident iil programs . . . of the centers". 
(Respondent 2) "Cultiial diversity of community evident in decision making bodies of the centers". 
(Respondent 2) "Fam;!ies df!ie center programs'' 



(Respondent 2) ". . . [Cjommunities drive center programs". 
(Respondent 2) "Families assisted to perform roles rather than the agency taking [over[ for family". 
(Respondent 2) "Discussions capture famiiy strengths. not deficits" 
(Respondent 2) "Fiexible and adaptable programs to meet evoiving community needs" 
(Respondent 2) "Fam~iies have leadership roles in centers" 
(Respondent 2) "Family centers accessibie in terms of location, etc." 
(Respondent 2) '"Physical environment reflects respect for famrlies". 
(Respondent 2) "All staff contribute to center deveiopment" 
(Respondent 2) "Center develops cieariy stated outcomes". 
(Respondent 2) "Center develops way to measure outcomes". 
(Respondent 2) "Families can access services through centers" 
(Respondent 2) "Funds come from a variety of sources". 
(Respondent 2) "Programs at the center provide services that increase famiiies capacity to manage 
famiiy functions". 
(Respondent 2) "Center integrates health, education, social service systems and nontraditional 
services". 
(Respondent 2) "Center works collaboratively with other agencies". 

How do the measurable indicators of success lor the demonstration project relate to the short-term 
objectives of the project? 

(Respondent 1) "They indicate a ievel of interest in . . . the actual center operations . . .". 

(Respondent 1) "They indicate a ievel of interest in . . the general concepts behind the centers". 
(Respondent 2) "Assumption that if these principles are adhered to. families . . . will demonstrate less 
dysfunction". 
(Respondent 2) "Assumption that if these principles are adhered to. . . . communities will demonstrate 
less dysfunction" 

What specific data are being collected by the demonstration project with respect to the measurable 
indicators of Success? HOW long and how consistently have these data been collected? 

(Respondent 1) "Monthly and quarterly narrative and statistical reports are produced by each 01 the sites 
. . .  . 
(Respondent 1) ". . . [Tjhe format for . . . [the monthly and quarterly narrative and statistical] reports 
were initially left up to the discretion of each of the sites; they are now being reviewed for patterns \with 
the intent of creating a more consistent reporting format" 
(Respondent 1) "[Dlata on attendance at community education activities has not been consistently 
logged'. 
(Respondent 2) "[Ojualitative data . . .". 
(Respondent 2) ". . . [Cjase Studies of individuals . assisted by the centers" 
(Respondent 2) ". . . [Clase studies of . . . families assisted by the centers" 
(Respondent 2) "'How 10's' of family strengthening " .  
(Respondent 2) "How to's' of . . . community building". 
(Respondent 2) "Since the beginning of the project but not consmtently"~ 

HOW do the specific data that are being coliected by the demonstration project relate to the measurable 
indicators of success? 

(Respondent 1) "[Cjurrent data coilection reiates primariiy to the input or effon s~de of the equation. not 
to outcomes" 
(Respondent 2) "How Famiiy Centers do business [versus] how others do it--ievel of satisfaction 
demonstrated by tamiiies--how they articulate differences". 
(Respondent 2) "Amount of community support to centers (monetary and non-monetary)" 



(2) What are the long-term objectives of the demonstration project w~th respect to the purpose of the project? 

(Respondent 1) "[Tjo demonstrate actual improvement in the lives of families . . . where sites operate 
through the use of family strengthening . . . strategies". 
(Respondent 1) "[Tjo demonstrate actual improvement in the lives of . . . communities where sites 
operate through the use of . . . community bui1ding:strengthening strategies". 
(Respondent 1) "[Tlo make it easier for famiiies to access both formal and informal support by reducing 
the fragmentation . . . of the formal support systems at the community level . .". 

(Respondent l j  "[Tjo make it easier for families to access both formal and informal support by reducing 
the . . . confusion of the formal support systems at the community level . . " .  

(Respondent I )  "[Tjo make it easier for families to access both formal and informal support by . . . 
increasing the availability of information support systems at the community level'. 
(Respondent 1) "[Alct as a catalyst for changes in systems at the policy ievel". 
(Respondent 2) "[Slervice delivery principles of centers as standard operating procedures within 
programs in the State that impact families". 

How do the long-term objectives of the demonstration project effectuate the purpose of the project? 

(Respondent 1) "[Bjy providing information on whether the implementation of the principles actually 
result in families . . . being better off". 
(Respondent 1) "iB)y providing information on whether the implementation of the principles actually 
result in . . . communities being better off". 
(Respondent 1) "[Bjy addressing the barriers to access to services . . .". 

(Respondent 1) " . . [Bly increasing the [capacity] for communities to assist families to help 
themselves" 
(Respondent 1) "[Bjy identifying what kinds of changes would facilitate improved use of resources at the 
community level". 
(Respondent 2) "Will have effectively changed service delivery to be community-based, community , . . 
[responsive!. . . in a manner that will shin power lo . .communitiesm. 
(Respondent 2) "Will have effectively changed service delivery to be . . . family supportive in a manner 
that will shift power to families . .". 

What are the measurable indicators of success for the long-term objectives of the demonstration project? 

(Respondent 1) "[Sjelf-reports of improvement by families involved in sites". 
(Respondent t j  "[Sjelf-reports of increased access to services . . .". 
(Respondent l j  "[Sjelf-reports of . . . [increased] support through informal systems". 
(Respondent 1) "[Alnalysis of how current systems actually operate at the community level and 
recommendations for change". 
(Respondent 2) "[Mjix . . . of resource support from community". 
(Respondent 2j ". . . [Ljevel of resoirce support from community" 
(Respondent 2) "[Cjoilaborations . , . from these efforts". 
(Respondent 2) ". . . [Mjix of resources from these eff0rBw. 
(Respondent 2) "[Fjamily able to meet personal goals established by their own efforts". 

How do the measurable indicators of success for the demonstration project relate to the long-term 
objectives of the project? 

(Respondent 1) "[Ijncremental changes in the lives of families who participate in the sites are the basis 
for any significant change in policy outcomes (such as reduction in delinquency. or an increase in 
graduation rates); self-reports from families provide for insight into these incremental changes" 
(Respondent I )  "[ljncreased access essentially relates to satisfaction with the service delivery system- 
-increased satisfaction would lead to greater and possibly eariier use of the system in times of stress- 
-use of the sjstem wouM aliow families to cope with problems experienced" 



(Respondent 1) "jljncreased informai support would mean that families are less isolated and have places 
to turn to for coping with sittiations that they can handle with assistance from their own networks- 
-consciously helping families to expand their nelworks of support would lead to greater sense of 
commun;ty--an increased sense o: community would allow communities to identify aiid co!lectively tackle 
more difficult problems" 
(Respondent I )  "[Pjoiicies and systems that are created at a higher level are often 'Neil intended, but as 
they are translated into operations they become barriers to access rather than !he supports that they 
were intended to be: at the community level informal agreements between providers to interpret polictes 
in certain ways or to make referral based on trust between individuals working in these systems are the 
'glue' that makes services accessible and useful to individuals and families. ldent!fytng these patirrns 
of operation and recommending changes would increase the effic!ency and effeclibeness o i  the system 
overall" 
(Respondent 2) "Will demonstrate more effective form of service delivery". 

What specific data are belng collected by the demonstration project ~ t h  respect to the measurable 
inaicators of success7 How long and hoir consistently hade these data been collected? 

(Respondent 1) "[O]nly now starting to look at specific data". 
(Respondent 2) "[Clase studies . . ." 
(Respondent 2) " . [Sjatisfaction levels of clients . . .". 

(Respondent 2) ". . . [Ljevel of involvement of individual . . .". 

(Respondent 23 ". . [Ljeve! of invokement o f .  . community". 
(Respondent 2) "[Njot consistently . . . across centers". 
(Respondent 2) "[Njot . . . comprehensively across centers". 

How do the specific data that are being collected by the demonstration project relate to the measurable 
Indicators of success? 

(Respondent 2) "[Wjorking on consistency of these two" 



Appendix N 

FIVE BASIC PRISCIPLES OF FAXILY SERVICE STRATEGIES FOR HAWAII 
(as determined by the Governor's Family Policy Academy; 

RE: PLANNING.;COI\f~IUXITY DEVELOPZIENT 

i l j  Families a re  the key decision-makers in accessing and planning services and  
programs. 

(2) Families should have full access to services and programs, including those which a re  
preventive in nature. Services should be designed to address the inter-related needs 
of ail family members. 

(31 The community should have full involvement in the planning, delivery, and 
evaluation of services and programs. 

(4j Collaboration between existing agencies should he facilitated through flexible funding 
co address the inter-related needs of families. 

(5) Funding for services and programs should he based on demonstrated outcomes in 
improving the lives of families. 



Appendix 0 

FAflILY WELL-BEING GOALS & OUTCOZZES 
!as determined by the Go\-ernor's Family Policy Academy) 

GOAL 1: Famities have affordable housing. 
Outcomes: 

# of homeless families 
# of affordable houses 
rental housing vacancy rates 
lour and middle income persons spending more than 30% of income on housing 
# families housing more than 1.01 persons per room 

GOAL 2: Families have a reasonable standard of living. 
Outcomes: 

families living a t  or below federal poverty Ievei 
median household income 
# persons holding multiple jobs to meet living expenses 
% difference between average income of families in top 20% and bottom 20% 

GOAL 3: Families enjoy good health. 
Outcomes: 

infant mortality rate 
rate of children immunized 
% population with chronic conditions 
teen pregnancy rate 
rate of dental decay 
cholesterol rate 
rate of acute and chronic use of alcohoi 

GOAL 4: Families enjoy, protect and enhance their environment. 
Outcomes: 

extent of contaminants in ground water 
# registered motor vehicles 
# threatened species and ecosystems 
# and acres of developed parks and trails 
# households that  actively participate in 
conservation efforts to minimize waste and conserve energy 

GOAL 5: Families Live in an environment that  is safe, caring, and free from violence and harm. 
Outcomes: 

# reporced cases of family violence 
community crime rates 
elder care met and unmet needs 
child care met and unmet needs 
# children in out-of-home placement 

GOAL 6: Families support and participate in educational and cultural activities that strengthen 
and enrich their Lives. 
Outcomes: 

% schools with parents and students involved in decision making 
adults enrolling and completing ABE;GED 

% students dropping out of school 
% illiterate adults 
mean score on NAEP 
di annual visits to arts and cuitural attractions 
# parents participating in parent-child interaction 

GOAL 7: Families are supported in nurturtng the emotional and m e n d  health of their 
members. 
Outcomes: 

# emocionaily handicapped children identified in kindergarten 
suicide rate 
# persons receiving SSI 
cC, children in home and in school until age i 4  



Appendix P 

QUESTIONNAIRES #7 AND #8: SUMMARY 

(1) (A) In my oplnlon the demonstration project should become a permanent state program aiter June 30, 

1995 

"CLCs" mean the community liaison committees 
"D" meam a response of "do not know" 
"DHS" means the Department of Human Services 
"FCs" mean the family centers 
"GFCAC" means the Govefnor's Family Center Advisory Committee 
"HCSC" means the Hawaii Community Services Council 
"Us" mean the lead agencies for the family centers 
"M" means the datum is missing 

WGFCAC 55535D525M5 
WDHS,HCSC D3M 
WLAs!FCs 5555554 
WCLC~5555554555553D55553D55555555555~535 

(B) in my opinion the demonstration project should be disconiinuedideleted entireiy after June 30. 1995. 

WGFCAC 11121011211 
8DHSiHCSC 431 
E#LAs/FCs511M111 
C L C s  11M11M1M15M121111135121112111213211f 

(C) In my opinion the demonstralion project should be extended after June 30 1995 to promote 
continued experimentation 

In my opinion an extended deinonsiration project should be reduced in scope 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be retained at current levels. 

In my opinion an extended demonstration project should be expanded in scope 



(2) In your opinion what are the best reasons for maKing the demonstration project a permanent state prograin 
after June 30. 1995 (the repeal date of the demonstration project)? 

l T H E  FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKS/IS BEGINNING TO 
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRArlON PROJECT HASIIS BEGINNING 
TO HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (61) 
"It works'' 
"The project reduces the dependency relationship that now exists beWeen ser~ ice Lisers and the 
institutional providers" 
"The Family Center project is effecti>,e on the community le;el ". 

"Centers have made services inuch more accessxble to famllies by demystiiying . access " 

"Centers have made services much more accessible to families by . . destigmatizing access . ". 

"Centers have made services much more accessible to families . . . by working in partnership with other 
groups and agencies". 
"Centers have been a safeiy net for families and have given them hope and confidence preventing fa~iure" 
"Communities are discovering that with technical support and encouragement from [family :enters] that they 
can get supports that they need" 
"Dollarwise the [family center] is the best bargain" 
" . [DIue to its destigmatized, non-judgmental approach it is aDle to reach many people in need of 
services'' 
"It is an excellent primary prevention modei [with] great possibilities to identify gaps in services, advocate. 
encourage collaborative efforts". 
"Defragmentation is starting to happen at the local iebel but needs to happen at the top also" 
"This is one program where there is a strorlg empowerment fociis and wnere families!hemseives hzve input 
into the service provided" 
"Family Centers provide the vehicle for communities to identify thelr needs . . .". 

"Family Centers provide the vehicle for communities to iderlify their . . strengths " 

"Family Centers provide the vehicle for communities to ider:lify their . . desired OutcO!neS" 
"Family Centers provide the [catalyst] for positive grovrih" 
"Family Centers work. ." 

"The communlty is slowly coming together". 
"The activities that the program has been doing in the communlty has link many families together". 
"The program has shown families their positives arid strengths Building on these strengths has reduce a 
lot of family problems. Thus, such strength has transfer to community cooperation and harmony". 
"I see the project making peopie more independent .". 

"I see the project . . producing money io put back into the project" 
'[TJhe project has been very successful . .". 

"[Tjhe project . . has demonstrated that 'community Duilding' is really possible when people are helped to 
extend themselves to others and to reaiized that collaboration does work" 
"It anracts many walks of life . " 
"Many of the clients have become aggressibe in learning about ser<dices" 
"They [the clients] have . . provided input which has ~mproved services" 
"They [the service providers] nat!e . learned new ways to iinK Services" 
"Knowledge about available services is being disseminated throughout the communiiy. iilcreasiiig 
participation" 
"It's moie cost effective !han bullding prisons". 
"Family Centers are able to meet the needs of the community because they aie respons!Die to lccal not 
agency needs" 
"It is the only agency that provides services at the 'grass roots' level meeting families at their level or on 
their 'own turf' so to  speak"^ 
"Our Family Center has been a tremendous success [T]he programs are needed and weli attended " 

"[Tihe Family Center is making a difference :n the community'' 
"It provides an outstanding service to the community" 



' . . !Ijts vaiues services tothe community". 
"Our family center is doing great . .". 

"Has involved the entire community iii upgrading services for the community". 
"[Hjas . . giver the peapie :i: the community a sense of pride . . oier what's happening in their 
community" 
"[Hjas . . given the people in the community a sense of . . . confroi over what's nappening in their 
community" 
". . . [Wje see the different changes in peoples iife". 
"Having 3 $:ore in our communtty helps . t h e  elderly . . .". 

"Having a store in our community heips . . the mothers who has more then three kids and no car", 
"Famiiy Center is abie to identify the needy resident's need . . . since we open . . ". 

"Famiiy Center is abie to . . . provide help since we open . . .". 

". . . [I]: heips a lot of families". 
"We are just settiing in and I am seeing the great potential we habe to heip families" 
"The project provides the best ;.ehicie for cornmucity members to heip each other . . .". 

"People from other agency come here and heip us" 
"People are using #I". 
"Demonstrated need" 
"Services used . " .  

"Services . . . useful . . .". 

"Services . . . :lot available eisewhere . . .". 

"Services. . . obviousiy needed". 
"Our society needs it!" 
"The Family Center project is . . the vehicle to educate policymahers, program administralors (planners). 
and practitioners on 'a new way to do business' in numan services" 
"The proactive. . . approach of the Family Cente: program is a model !or future programs" 
"The . . . holistic approach oi the Family Center program is a model tor future programs". 
". . . [?]he [Family Center] is a role model for a healthy community". 

E?TO PROVIDE FOR CONTINUED FUNDING OR PROGRAM CONTINUITY (8) 
". . [Sjtabiiity in funding". 
"It IS hard to be innovatibe if you have to keep worrying about funding". 
"Continued funding for Family Center Demonstration Program". 
"it would provide a stable funding source to address the need to focus on community development with 
family-strengthening principles . . .". 

". . . [F]or continuation of funding so :he{ can iocus on comnlunity needs an0 not have to lobby at the 
legislature" 
"Program continuity is important! Too many other programs come and go--even before impact can be 
assessed" 
" .  . . [Sjtabiiity so that we are allowed aaequate time to trueiy evaiuate our effectiveness" 
"'&ithoot the 'reality' of the proiect, the conceptual framework would remain purely academic and not very 
useful in 'the real world' of human;heaith services? 

S T 0  CONTiNUE THE INVOLVEMENT OF STATE GOVERNMENT: TO CHANGE THE WAY THAT STATE 
GOVERNMENT DGES BljSINESS (14) 
"50 guarantee state commitment to ~nnovation . . ." 
"To guarantee state coml;itmeiit l o  cciiaboration . . .". 

". . . [It woui3J insiittitionolize poniic-private partnerships and collaooraiion" 
"Place some of the respcrsibiiily on the State to assist with such an important Iamiiy oriented project". 
"I: would mandate a government [departmentj to actively work on innovative funding possibilities between 
public and private sectors" 
"it would keep a [slrengths-based] . emphasis going in [Department of Human Servicesj". 
"it would keep a .  . [prevention-based1 . . . emphasfs going in [Department ot Human Servicesy 



"It would keep a . . . iamily-centered . . emphasis going !n [Department of Human Servicesj". 
"It would keep a . . . non-categorical . . . emphasis going in [Department of Human Services]". 
"It would keep a . . . partnership-based emphasis going in [Department of Human Services]". 
"{Tjo ensure commitment to preventton by the Stare legislature". 
"We need to work more coilaboratively together (private inonprofit and [government]) . . .". 

"The State could possibly assist in setting up more Family Center projects". 
"[Ajfter good evaluation--then State shouid reorganize ?o support community-based services $J !ogetherS 

.TO PROVIDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (8) 
"Deleting it would create a gap in the delivery of service to this community". 
"The youngsters growing-up in these troubled families will also have their families in short future--they'il 
need help" 
"More children will be coming in--before they will enter into schools. They needing training then and make it 
easier for them with others". 
"For the people who iiVe here, to help educate them . . .". 

"For the people who iive here, to . . . make them knowledgeable of accountability". 
"Shortage of mental health services . . .". 

"Shortage of . . . social service workers". 
"To make family centers available in all communities of the State . . .". 

&TO STRENGTHEN OR EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMUNlnES (15) 
"We need to .  . . empower cltizens to help shape what their futures will be". 
"To strengthen community . . .". 

"To.  . . empower families". 
". . . [Tjo strengthen families and their communities". 
"To guide . . .change within the community". 
"TO . . . facilitate change within the community". 
"Keeping service delivery at grass root community based centers". 
"The faniiiy unit has become an endangered species? 
"Concept of "asset based services" to permeate the larger community as a norm". 
". . . [Tjo be a connection for the community and important agencies to help meet the needs of the people". 
"The involvement of all segments of the community, businesses, residents, and agencies focused on 
program is desirable". 
"Our families and communities need open, accessible, creative supporl systems to help them identify needs 
. , .  . 

"Our families and communities need open. accessible. creative supporl systems to help them . . access 
Services . . .". 
"Our families and communities need open. accessible. creative support systems to help them . . . solve 
their own problems". 
"We need an agencyiorganization that advocates for families--one that can work positively with families--to 
many programs are intervention/trearment!remedial programs" 

MOTHERS (9) 
"Long term planning will be easier". 
"To better plan for future projects viiih F.S.C.'. 
"A permanent force in the community acts as a [stabilizing] catalyst (that community can "coun!" on)". 
"3 years [plus] of Oernonsiraticn experience. Much learned throifgh evaluation". 
"The old system can't continue in the face of reduced funding". 
"Depends on findings". 
"Depending on staff competence, i: could be a model of re-inventing government . . .". 
"Our children need to [ ( l ) j  dig in, and realize the new ideas and plans that are being born in the minds of the 
Family Centers employees, family, and friends . . .". 
"Our children need to . . . be brought up in a world that was created lor them: not for adults self-serving 
needs" 



(3)  In your oplnion what are the best reasons for deleting entirely the demonstration project after June 30. 
19957 

mT0 MAKE THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRQIECT A PERMANENT STATE FUNDED 
PROGRAM: TO REQUIRE A DECISION REGARDING THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT'S DlSPOSlTlON (4) 
"Enough experimenting make ~t a state tunded program". 
"To make the family center permanent " 
. . . [Tjo take what has been learned to make the project permanent". 
"it should be removed from demonstration status and a decision made on its future structure and purpose 
within the service delivery system". 

.IF THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NOT WORKING: IF THE FAMILY CENTER 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NOT HAVING A DESIRABLE EFFECT (5) 
"if . . the concept is flawed". 
"if model is clearly unworkable". 
"If the program is not growing . . .". 

"If it is shown io  have veiy little impact on the positive development of a community . . .". 

"[Njo vision" 

.IF THERE IS NO INTEREST IN OR NEED FOR THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT; IF 
THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IS NO LONGER A PRlORIPl(4) 
"If [Department of Human Ser'~ices] has lost active interest . , . " ,  

"If [Department of tiuman Services] . . is moving to a more traditional sociai work focus". 
"All families in Hawaii are healthy. productive. and positi,ie--services are no ionger neededt" 
"Reallocate funds to entitlement program deficits". 

BOTHERS (3) 
"Lack of funds, keep service delivery at state levei offices. No change" 
". . . [Tlo make or force people to live wirhout the project". 
"If system-wide srafi were not competent at the level required". 

(43 in your opinion whai are the best reasons for extending the demonstration project afier June 30. 
1995iextending the demonstration project after June 30. 1995 to promote continued experimentation? 

I t F  THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT CANNOT BE MADE A PERMANENT STAE 
PROGRAM (6) 
". . . [ljf permanent funding cannot he obtained". 
"If cannot be made permanent-then extend" 
"if not ready for peimanent state prcgram status" 
"If it does not become a permanent state program". 
"If cannot receive [permanency] . . .". 

"This would be better than not having it at all . . .". 

.TO CONTINUE EXPERIMENTkTiON OR TESTING (13) 
"Reorganize--use what works, eliminate what doesn't worii". 
"Build--lmpieneni fiew sirateg~es" 
"Reiw~ent--rethinking the concept of fan!& in the 90's". 
". . . [P]romole added experimentation and Knoivledge". 
"To refine the 'testing' of family centers to more definitely plan for the implementation of family centers 
statewide" 
. . . [Ojifferent approaches might he more effective in a different community or with a Segment of the 
community, such a$ teenagers, etc." 



"I support the extension of !he project. but not the increase of scope of project Start srnaii and let's get it 
right" 
"If done right the demonstraiion pioject, even if it becomes permanent, viill never stop promoting continued 
experimentation" 
"Build on success" 
". . i don't feel that the cci?riun:ty is tota!ly empowered to continue :vith the success of this valuable 
intervention" 
"Demonstration project s:arus for ancthei five years (for new, lruiy inno.ialive approaches) could strengthen 
the ultimate Statewide network of [famrly centers] in the year 2 0 0 0  
". . . [T]o continue work on defragmeniation . . . " ,  

".  . . [Tjo continue work on . . . multiple fundirg" 

.TO PROVIDE MORE TIME TO DEMONSTRATE THE FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRQIECT'S 
EFFECnVENESS (8) 
"We need more time to extend this opinioc". 
". . . [Sjo that determination of the decision to; make it permanent, or delete project or extend project can be 
made after more data received to show effectiveness of program". 
". . . [Mlaybe more time and study will show its effectiveness". 
" 

. . [Tjo be able to continue to work out outcome and imps-t indicators, measurement instruments and do 
at ieast 2 points :n time of evaiuation of commuiiity-based center component and system-wide component". 
" 

. . [Tjo allow time to better document the effectiveness of the program". 
"The real impacts may not felt for some time". 
"To allow new staff to be hired and to have time to make impact which can be evaluated" 
"Program contrnuity is important' Too many orner programs cone and go--even before inpact can be 
assessed" 

.THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMILY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WORKYIS BEGINNING TO 
WORK; THE FAMILY CENTER OR FAMlLY CENTER DEMONSTRATION PRCUECT HASIIS BEGINNING 
TO HAVE A DESIRABLE EFFECT (21) 
". . . [Tjhe project is helping each iamiiies'~. 
"it walks" 
"The project provides the best 'vehicle tor community members to help each other . . .". 

"The project . . . reduces the dependency relationship that now exists between service users and the 
institutional providers". 
". . . [l]t would be short sighted to erd it at such an early stage Wen it is just beginning to build a ne# 
paradigm in how we work with families' 
"The Famiiy Center . . . has improved the quality of life . . . for a large segment of our population . . . " ~  

"I am confident to have my support to a decision to continue Family Center Demonstration Project a 
permanent state program" 
"Man;. of the ciients have become aggressive in learning about services" 
"They [the slients] have . . . provioed input which has iniproved services" 
"They [the service providers] have . . . learned new ways to link services". 
"Knowledge aboul available seriices is being disseminated thrciighoul the comniinily, increasing 
parlicipation" 
"Able to work close with resident tnat has needs". 
"Put their tius? to Fam~ly Center project, by coming oul and rcveai ?he needs" 

. iw]e'li prwide lener of recornmenoation [to volunteers] !f seek far iuture empioyment" 
"Family Cenws stiengthen famriies @no then strengthen the cornmuoiry ?hey iive in" 
"EkTending this project will help keep something wcrthivhile in our community". 
" i n e  Family Center has demonstrated that there is a need for such a center in our community". 
"The Ceniei has been eifective in reaching $J cultures in the commtiiiliy . .". 

"They {the family center! have connected peoplellamilies to programlservices . . ". 

"They have connected . . . agencieslotganizations to each other". 
"They have been able to work wth businesses to support the programs" 



CITO PROVlDE NEEDED SERVICES OR PROGRAMS; TO PROVIDE HELP (8) 
"To meet the needs of Famiiies with less incotme, or none Income but Cepends with public assis;arce . . .". 

"We need to meet the reeds of the peopie". 
". . . [ i j o  he;p peopie :n our Communiiy". 
" . . . [T]o educate people cf the community to be on thee [feet]". 
"The kids growing up in ihis tough and hard communi?y will make up this ccmmunity in ihe iurure. They w~ l l  
need help" 
"Reacn more r'iith--schooling. literacy. job training. lechi?ology, health services. and social services" 
"Reach a iarGe: gopuiarion within :he community" 
"There are so mar:y commiini:ies ?hat cui;i.ntiy have no or limited rescurces to help meet their needs". 

.TO STRENGTHEN OR EMPOWER FAMILIES OR COMMUNITIES: TO CHANGE THE WAY THAT 
STATE GOVERNMENT DOES BUSiNESS (5) 
". . . [Tjo be 5 connection for the community and important agencies to help meet the needs of the people". 
"Every community should build on its own strengths" 
"We need an agency;organization that advocates for famiiies--one that can work positively with families-to 
many programs are interventior;treatmentliemediai programs". 
"Continue comminment of the Iqislafure to funding preven?ion orterred programs which address a wide 
range of clients". 
"Possibility for creating a more responsive system of service deliieiy sensitive to community needs and 
concerns" 

a0THERS 171 
". . . [Ljess cost than start another Program . . .". 
". . . [Ljess cost than . . . assign another agencies to carry over this project". 
"Use a variety of means for families to make money" 
"The oio sjstem can't continue in the face of reduced Panding". 
"The current [service] deiisvery system 0s not working . .". 

"Prevent it from hecoining a sate run program especiaiiy under [Deparimentj of Human Services or 
[Department] of Health" 
"To allow sufficient time to implement everything mandated by 1993 revised iegisiation . . ." 

" l  beiieve that it is too early to make a determination as to whethe: the project should continue after June 
30, 1395 Among the resulrs of this upcoming period should be a recommendation on this question. Some 
o i  the factors that wouid need to be taken into accoant in making the decision on this recommendation 
should include: [(I]] has the project established an approach that meets the projec;'s oojectives[; (2)l is 
there a way to expand the dse of this approach so that it can be made available to communiiies throughout 
ine state (etther through the establishmeol of additional centers, or tiifough conversion of existing 
insti1utions)i; (3jj is there sufficient ividespread support for a community-based and therefore di\versified 
approach to addressing family issues[; aiid (4jj has the project clar~fied its reiationship to competing 
approaches to service deiivery" 
"Until we have benor knowledge of outcomes, it is premature to conclude anticipated StaIus. Eased on 
information to date. the program merits conzinuation--perhaps herrnanefll, perhaps extended 
demonslia!ionm 
"l am unable to comment on any of these three questions [questions 2. 3, and 41 until we are able :o receive 
the results of the findings and evaluation". 



Appendix Q 

QUESTIONNAIRE #6: SUMMARY 

Part I .  Value Added 

(1) lnformation and referral services 
Existing 
Expanded (1) 

Added (2) 
Combi~ied 

(2) Training and assistance in accessing information and services provided for family XIerTIbers 
Existing Added 
Expanded (3) Comoined 

(3) Involvement of commun!ty leadership in defining and resolving famiiy-relate0 issues 

Existing (1) Added 
Expanded (2) Combined 

(4) Opportunities provided for families to interaci, share concerns. exchange resources. network 'with cihers 
and learn from each other 

Existing (1) Added 
Expanded (2) Combined 

(5) Community defined activities: 

Parent skill building sessions 
Existing (1) 
Expanded (2) 

Temporary child care 
Existing (3) 
Expanded 

Brief crisis intervention 
Existing (1) 
Expanded (1) 

Job preparation 
Existing 
Expanded (2) 

Parent!child aciivilies 
Existing (1) 
Expanded (2) 

AdoieSCe'll services 
Existing (11 

Expanded 11) 

Literacy Training 
Existing (1) 
Expanded 

Added 
Combined 

Added 
Combined 

Added (1) 

Combined 

Added 
Combined 

Added 
Combined 

AGded (I 1 
Combined 

Added (2) 
Combined 

(61 Povi were the scope :i C a r e  ser;tces ai;eaPj being probrcied by the lead agercy eiparcied ??rough :he 
creation a: the family center' 



"Provide open-ended entry point . . .". 

" .  . . [information and reierralj sei'jice to other service and resources of agencies . .' 

"Add staff to do referrai to orner service agencies". 
". . . [Ajddition of staff . ' ' ~  

". . . [Ajddition of space . .". 

". . . IAjddition of filnd~ng . . .". 

". . . [Ejmphasis on coilabora?!on". 
"Seriices ,viere made a-:ai!aole to aii . . . [area! famtiies". 
"Mucn more capaclty for pa:ent educat~on' 

(7j How were services added through the creation of the family center combined with servlces aiready being 
provtded by ;he lead agency to form core services? 

"Open-ended entr'j poict . ." 

". . . [idenrify] need for service not met by others. i f .  mail drop for homeless. emergency !cod to 
compliment foodbanr". 
"Community deve!opment--expanded agency commitment to primary prevention". 
"Toy lending library--more [money] and drop in  site"^ 
"Throngh [coilocation; . . .". 

"Through . . . coiiaboration" 

(8) Other. What other services were added through the creatrsn o: the family center? Why were these other 
sewices added9 

"Mail Orop for homeless . . .". 

"[tt{orneless services . . :' 

". . [Fjoodbank" 
"Expanded network for [information] and referral". 
"Outreacn to homeless families . , . [with] connseiing . . .". 

"Outreacn to iiomeiess families . . [viith] [informaiionj referral". 
"Information and referral--improve community access to services". 
"irteracy--inter generationai Support. fun" 
"Adolescent--new target gioup". 
"Crisis-.need to respond to drop in iolks, no place in our community for tbem to go" 

(9) O(hm. What other services were expanded through !he creation of the family center? Why were these 
other services expanded? 

"Emergency food d;siribution ~ililizing foodbank suipli;s food to supplement agency food [sourcej". 
"Parentirg activities and parent support--due to non-stigmatized setting". 
"Home vzsiting sewices for additional iamiiies with children 0-5 were expanded to meet a iong-identified 
need . . .". 

"Home visiting services for additional farn~iies wiih childre"0- tiwere expanded :o . . . demonstrate to 
oufseb~es arc other agencies that aecategcr!zed services are effec.tive . . ." 

"Home ~rsrting serdzes for addiilonai famdies With children 0-5 .were expanded ic . . . demonstrate io  
oursefdes and orher agencies ?hat decategorized serv~ces are . . cost-eificienr". 

Pa? ti. Vaiue Denied 

( 1 )  Information and referral sewices 
Retain Delete ( I )  Redbce (2) 

(2) Training and assistance in accessirg information arid services provided for family memoers 
Retall: i f i  Deleie t i i  Reduce (1; 



(3) Involvement of community leadership in defining and riisol'i~iig iamiiy-related issiies 
Retain (2) Delete Reduce (1) 

(4) Opportunities prov!ded for famliies to iilteract. share concerns exihaiige rescurces. network iiii? cthers. 
and learn from each other 

Retain Zelete Reduce (3) 

(5) Cammanity deiined activitres 

Parent skll! Dtiilding sessions 

Retain (I j Delete Reduce (2) 

Temporary chila care 
Retain (2 )  Delete Redwe (1)  

Brief crisis rntervention 
Retain Delete ( j ;  Reduce (2) 

Job preparation 
Reta~n Delete (2) Reduce 

Parentichild activities 
Retain (2) Delete Reduce (I) 

Adolescent services 
Retain (2) Delete (1) Reduce 

Literacy training 
Retain ( 1 )  Celete (2) Reduce 

(6) How v~ould the scope of the core services he reduced? 

"Lack a staff !o coordinate referral to services with delai  In or not linking 10 service on timely basis" 
"Ser~iices would only be available to targeted clients ie . .  Healthy Start. MIST, etc" 
"Most services would be reduced, t"i0ugh rediiceo staff, in quantity rather than quaIity" 

(7) 0 t h ~ .  What other services would be retained a1 current leveis? Why :vould these other services be 
retained at current leveis (as opposea :o being reduced !n scope or deleted entirely)? 

"Because of long-standing commitment . . . for temporary childcare . . . every attempt rrould be made to 
keep . . . [this] at current leveis" 
"Because oi long-standing commitment . . . far . . pareili-child activities . . e:ery attempt would be 
made to keep . . jtnisi at current leveis" 
"Eecause oi ionpsianding commitment for . teen services. every attempt vrould De made to keep 
. . , jthsj a: current !eveis" 
"Because of , dlversifred funding . for temporary childcare . every attempt vrouio be made to 
keep [tr:s] at cGr:ect iereis'. 
"Because el . J~lweis?iied finding 'G? . paient-chiid adi:!ties every attemp: would be made 
to keep . [this] at c ~ r r e ~ ? l  levels" 
"Becaiise of . . . diversafied funding . . . tar . . teen services, every attempt would be made to keep 
these at current ievels". 
"It's part of our agency on-going service ihrough other funding sources". 



(8) O t h e .  What other services wouid be deleted entirely? Why would these other services be deleted entirely 
(as opposed to be!ng rmained at ciirrent levels or reduced in scope;? 

". . . [F;aiznting c i f i s  . . ." 

". . . j i joy iencing . . ~ " .  

". . . [Clommuniiy deveiopmeni . .". 

". . . [Cjrisis prevention,interbenIion . . ". 

". . [Information and referral]" 
"Job preparation . . . [is] prou:dea by other agencies n coiiabofation [with] [family center]. hloral support 
would stnil be given b ~ i  space s:ai: of other monetary cornmatmenls may no: be possib!eW. 
. . . [Ljiieracy . . . [is] provided by other agencies in coilaooratioii [wrthj [family center]. Moral support 
wouid still be given but space, staff or other monetary commitments may noi be possibie". 
"No tunas. [equals] no staii, [equals] no program" 



Appendix R 
Samuei S K. Chang 
Oirenor 

Research (808) 587-0666 
Revlsor (838) 587-0670 

Fax (8083 587-0720 LEGtSLATlVE REFERENCE BUREAU 
State of Hawaii 

State Capitoi 
Honolulu. Hawalr 96813 

December 1, 7993 

Ms. Winona Rubin 
Director 
Department of Human Services 
P.O. Box 339 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96809 

Dear Ms. Rubin: 

Enclosed for your review is a confidential and preliminary draR of a report on the Family 
Center Demonstration Project prepared by this office at the request of the Legislature. Since the 
draft is subject to change, we ask that you not circulate it until a final report is released. Piease 
feel free to make any comments, cite any errors, slate any objections, or suggest any revisions to 
this confidential draft. Your comments and suggestions are important to us and revisions will be 
made if deemed appropriate. 

Please mark your comments directly upon the enclosed draft and return it to us by 
Wednesday, December 75, 1993. It is not necessary to submit a formal reply. 

If you have any questions regarding the draft report, please call Keith Fukumoto at 
587-0661. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Director 

SBKC:mm 
Enciosure 

cc: Conroy Chow 
(with enciosurej 



JOHN WAlHEE 
GCVERNOR 

WlHONA E. RUBIN 
DIRECTOR 

LYNN N. FALLIN 
D E W  MRECTOR 

LESLIE 5. MPlTSUBCRA 
DEPUTI DIRECTOR 

STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

1390 Miller Street 
Honolulu. Hawaii 96813 

December 16,1993 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Samuel B. K. Chang, Director 
Legislative Reference Bureau 

FROM: Winona E. Rubin, Director 

SUBJECT: Comments To Draft Report on the Family Center 
Demonstration Project 

Thank you for allowing us to review the preliminary draft report on the Family 
Center Demonstration Project. 

We have no comments on the report except to note that our application to the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services for a Family Resource and Support 
Program grant was not approved. Please note page 15 of your report. 

We wish to state that in the future if the opportunity arises again to apply for such 
funds, we will coordinate our efforts with other agencies or organizations such as the 
Family Centers. 

The report is weti documented and we appreciated the recommendations 
contained in the preliminary findings. 
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Appendix S 

Samuel 6.  K. Chang 
Director 

Research (808) 587-0666 
Revrsor (80e) 567-0670 

Fax (808) 587-072C 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU' 

State ot Hawait 
State Cap,toI 

Honoluiu Hawail 96813 

December 1, 3993 

Mr. Dan Watanabe 
Executive Director 
Hawaii Community Services Council 
200 N. Vineyard Blvd., Suite 415 
Honolulu, Hayaii 96817 

Dear Mr. ?#Ad& 
Enclosed for your review is a confidential and preliminary draft of a repor? on the Family 

Center Demonstration Project prepared by this office at the request of the Legislature. Since the 
draft is subject to change, we ask that you not circulate it until a final report is released. Please 
feel free to make any comments, cite any errors, state any objections, or suggest any revisions to 
ihis confidentiai draft. Your comments and suggestions are important to us and revisions will be 
made i f  deemed appropriate. 

Please mark your comments directly upon the enclosed draft and return it to us by 
Wednesday, December 15, 1993. it is not necessary to submit a formal reply. 

I f  you have any questions regarding the draft report, please call Keith Fukumoto at 
587-0661. 

Sincerely, 

SBKC:mm 
Enclosure 

cc: Linda Harris 
(with enclosure) 



Family Center Project Reponse to LlW Evaluation 

GENERAL RESPONSE TO EVALUATION: 

This interim report does a good jab of identifying issues that 
need to be addressed by the Family Center Demonstration Project. 
These issues are appropriate to the development of the Project at 
this stage. They have been also been identified (by the two 
Project-initiated evaluation studies and through internal Project 
monitoring) and are currently the basis for Project improvement. 

We are thankful for the careful, comprehensive thought that went 
into this evaluation, and we realize the need to clarify the 
types of data that are required by all stakeholders. We are 
moving toward that data with a measurement technology that is in 
tandem with our assets oriented process. As suggested in the 
evaluation, it is important to forge a partnership with 
legislators to best design, establish and meet public decision- 
making criteria. This evaluation is particularly helpful as a 
planning tool. 

Since the period covered in this evaluation, DBS Deputy Director, 
Department staff, and the Project Director are engaging in 
dialogue to clarify vision, working relationship, and outcoms. 
WeVe looking ahead to new possibilities. 

There were several issues in implementing the Project that relate 
to the question of timing. We agree with the one identified in 
the report. We have also identified two others: the timing of 
legislation that initiated the Project (i.e., during a 
supplemental year) that triggered an early focus on the need to 
sustain funding; the timing and evolution of planning efforts by 
DHS and by the Project. At the outset of the Project both were 
evolving their thinking about strategies, or visions, for serving 
families. Several of the DRS initiatives currently underway were 
also in their infancy when the Family Center effort was started. 
At the time no one could predict how these would evolve. 
We believe that these factors are all part of the nature of a 
demonstration project and that we have learned many valuable 
lessons from needing to address these factors. Taking these into 
account, the Project is now in a position to focus on outcomes. 

Me believe that the task of the Project is to node1 each sf the 
centers in order to provide the state with resources by which to 
guide further development sf family centers. Comparing the 
models does not seem to be a necessary task so much as modelling 
each center. 



Family Center Project Reponse to LRI3 Evaluation 

OPERATIONAL RESPONSE TO WALUATION 

The Lead Agency Directors added an operational perspective to 
this response. They are concerned that the evaluation should 
also point to the results of Family Center work that does not 
come through in this evaluation's framework. 

Family Centers can account for significant increase in the 
comunities~acess to services and leveraged resources. Access 
to services refers to new points of contact and process for 
contact for such services as: Information and Referral, DOH 
immunizations, DOH Infant Toddler Program, DIIS childcare, Home 
Visitors, CBED, Microeconomic Development, Teen Parenting, 
Wealthy Start, etc. 

Family Centers are also fuicrluns for the development of 
collaboration, Many collaborations have been established and/or 
facilitated by Family Centers: Kona Cornunity Fair, Xau 
Coalition, Kohala Coalition, KPT Celebration, Street Watch, 
Molokai Interagency Association, Families in Transition, 
Salvation Army Parenting Network, etc. 

Further, Family Centers foster the development of comunity- 
driven primary prevention programing such as parenting classes, 
bereavement support, microeconomic projects, neighbor-to-neighbor 
programs, caregiver support, 12 step programs, teen parent 
support, etc. 

Leveraged resources are the most visible evidence of family 
center effort to strangmen families and raise the level of sense 
of comunity. Xt is well known that families who feel as though 
they are in control over their own lives (and are therefore self- 
sufficient), work harder, are more creative, and contribute back 
to the community. As the strength of faxilies grow, so grows the 
contribution to cornunity (frequently called '"local actionm'). We 
also know that organizatloaaP contribution also provides evidence 
of sense of coroniunity. Contributions sf time, monies, skills, 
support, etc. are vivid in Family Center history, 

Since the end of the catchment time for this evaluation, the 
Family Center Project is engaged in a comprehensive value-added 
analysis. W e  can now align with the Family Policy Academy work 
to ensure a systemic approach to planning. Waiting for the 
finalization of Academy findings has proven to be a wise move. 



Family Center Project Reponse to LIW Evaluation 

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC C W T E R  LTmS 

Chapter 5. This chapter seems as if it should be divided into 4 
specific headings, rather than all about "too little time-8v 
Perhaps additional headings could be designed in. 

Chapter 5, Relative to comparing Centers in order to achieve 
positive competition: at this time, Centers have proven to be 
unresponsive to incentive type programs. They are very self- 
directed -- an indicator of their camitmen% to their om, 
specific eomunities. 

Chapter 5, pg 15, The vision suggested herein i s  very 
interesting. The suggestions are high quality. And, getting to 
such a vision rewires the kind of ooilaboration that 1s net, yet 
statutorily enabled between degar&ment/divisien/private/puP?iicI 
etc. Unfortunately, this project has neither the authority, nor  
the channels, to address these changes, As well, BHS does net 
have the authority eo co-mingle funds. The authority w m i d  have 
to be much broader to result in a coherent social policy for the 
State of Hawaii, 

Chapter 6 ,  pg LO. Rather than specifying any particular agency, 
it would be particularly helpful to recornend required capacities 
of whatever organization is tasked with the evaluation, 

Chapter 7, page 5 ,  The kind of response that would indicate 
project success at the cornunity level is a POSITIVE response, 
COHERENT may not be so appropriate in that different agendas 
apply to different graups of people, subcultures, neighborhoods, 
etc . 
Chapter 8. Family center purpose was referred to as @@reducing 
social  pzthoicxy." We could not find mention of 8kocCial 
pathologyM withnn project planning or legislative issues, Family 
Centers are focused OR an assets approach -- building strength 
and capacity. It would be helpful to maintain congruence in the 
language. 

There are a rs-umber of references to *entitleme~i& defii7itsaBe The 
language does not make a recommendation, yet it does yield a 
pereeptxan of an either-or scenario: either entitlement deficits 
cr family center survival. We see the Family Centers playing a 
role to reduce the State" dderasnd for entitlement funds. 



Family Center Project Reponse to UW Evaluation 

RESPONSE TO S P E C I F I C  CHAPTER ITEIPIS, cont. 

Re: Chapter 8, pg 1, paragraph 1, sentence 1. 
The purposes and short tern and long tern objectives of each 
family center and of the project are wit@ different (rather than 
similar), and do nee& to be in aliqment. The centersv intent 
(and priorities) has evofved to provide families and conununities 
with the opportunity to access resources to improve the quality 
of life and sense of community. The project% intent (and 
priorities) has evofved to test and model different approaches of 
achieving that intent, to position the concept in the comunity, 
and to inform the cornunity of ways to integrate the concept, 
through fiscal and political strategies, into the state's overall 
strategy of community development. 

We know that over time, purposes in innovative, flexible programs 
transform. This Project has held true to form. (We" seriously 
question the quality of the innovation if the purpose had not 
transformed.) The vision has remained constant as it was 
developed Prom an extensive planning process in Decisions 87 
through Action 90, 

Chapter 9, page 2 references proxy indicators of success for 
family support education stated by Heather Weiss, It i s  
important to note that these indicators were developed for a 
project on Child Abuse and Neglect -- funded with specific abuse 
and neglect issues in mind, They do not seem relevant to an 
assets approach. 

Chapter 10 
While an errpansion of direct services is evidenced at each 
Center, the focus of the Project is the value added in the more 
innovative contributions of the project -- particularly, the 
local action and resources leveraged, the increase in access to 
services, and the process used to enable individuals to mobilize 
cheir own resources. 

The idea of  establishing a human welfare index is provocative and 
beyond the task and purview of this project to develop, As such, 
The Family Center Project is using indicators from the Governor8s 
Family Policy Academy to orat eomunity health. We would be 
happy to participate in the development of an index in 
collaboration with other agencies meeting working within state 
strategic direction. 


