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INTRODUCTION

The Capacity Collective team explored several aspects of validation for the PF-KCS survey,
including community, process, and construct validation. Summaries of key findings from each of
these three processes are described below. Complete data and reports of all findings from each
set of analyses are available for BSK if requested.

1. COMMUNITY VALIDATION
METHODS

The CC team conducted two focus groups and individual interviews with RFAC members after the
survey collection process was complete.

KEY FINDINGS
PROCESS
¢ Aside from complications with scheduling interviews and the random selection process,
RFAC members thought the process went well. They did suggest:
o Translating the survey
o Addinginformation about the purpose of the survey (both for families and
interviewers)
o Allowing a variety of formats, including online anonymous surveys to elicit more
honest responses from families on sensitive questions
o Removing or rewording some questions (see below)

AREAS OF CHALLENGE FOR FAMILIES

e Response Category Issues

¢ When formatting switched from “strongly agree to strongly disagree” to other
response categories (n = 3)

e Families prefer yes/no response categories (n = 2)

e General Feedback
e The questions need to be simplified for families (n = 2)
e Many asked about timing of questions - talking about currently? Past? Etc. (n = 1)

e “Q15/16 specified past month/past year which helped people figure out what
time period to answer for. This was helpful compared to earlier questions that
were more general.”

e People want to know what the impact of their responses are. Will there be help for the
things they need? (n = 2)

DIFFICULT QUESTIONS FOR FAMILIES
o Q4-7 some parents felt they were being judged by these questions
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e QA4: I feel like I'm always telling my child(ren) “no” or “stop.”
¢ (n=3) Questions switching between asking about the parent vs. the child caused
confusion

e Q5: How I respond to my child(ren) depends on how I'm feeling.
e (n=3) Some families hesitated/switched responses
o ‘“Initially they responded about how they actually felt and then would change it.
So | think they were telling me what | wanted to hear. It seemed to be a trend.”
e “People were worried about CPS.”

= Q6: Itisimportant to show that you understand your child(ren)’s feelings when they misbehave.
= Question was difficult for some to understand - need to change wording
=  “The word “misbehave” needs to be defined culturally - what this means differs
by culture (is it not listening, acting out, etc.).”

= Q7:Parents/caregivers have a big impact on how their child(ren) turn out.
» (n=3) People responded very differently to this question/had strong reactions
=  “Some parents asked what “turn out” means.” (2)
= “Parents were more hesitant to say strongly agree or disagree for this one.
They believe in God and don’t think parents have a role in how kids turn out,
thatis up to God.”

= Q12: 1 have people | trust to ask for advice about: (select all that apply)
» (n=2) Needed more explanation for families

= Q13-16: Questions about what respondent can afford/has been unable to pay for
= (n=11) Many families did not like questions about what they could afford

= “l agree the questions about what they were able to afford seemed to turn off
the family or it seemed like they retreated into themselves when the question
was asked. Especially for my Black and Latin families | noticed.”

= “When brought up housing and instability, one person it brought up
shame/trauma. Going through that and having to talk to someone they don't
know about it was upsetting to them.”

= “Participants were scared about responding to even the question about
primary language - fear of immigration in answering this survey. So many
resources that families couldn’t use because of immigration.”

= Q17: When | talk to staff from this program about my problems, they just don’t seem to
understand.
= (n=3) Some found wording was confusing
=  “This question was phrased negatively - | had to keep repeating it to help
people understand it.”
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= Q17-20: Questions about staff at organization (n = 3)
» People answered based on different people (interviewer vs. person they usually see)
= Confused about if survey was for organization or BSK
= “Felt like it was hard to answer honestly when the person asking is your
provider.”

SUMMARY

In sum, RFAC members felt unclear about the purpose of the survey and were concerned about a variety
of questions, in particular, those asking about what the family could afford. They felt that the question
wording should be simplified, and that the survey should be offered in a variety of languages and in
various formats.

2. PROCESS VALIDATION
METHODS

e The CC team Worked with Great Lakes Marketing (GLM) to validate the survey process.

¢ GLM performed descriptive statistics for each question, including breaking up
respondents by type of interview (in person or virtual/online), first language (English or
other), and English speaking level (basic, intermediate, advanced).

KEY FINDINGS

OBJECTIVE KEY FINDING

Clean data/check for errors and No question was left blank by more than 4% of
omissions respondents. The question with the most omissions
e Identify patternsinanyerrors | (left blank by the surveyor, no answer in the final

and omissions dataset) was question 12. There were 18 surveyors,
e lIdentify the source of errors half of these omissions came from one surveyor. In

and omissions total, there were 9 omissions from questions that were

directly asked to the respondents. Eight of these
omissions came from respondents from the Black &
African American community (3 were also a part of the
Ethiopian community and 1 from the Somali
community). Based on the number of respondents from
these communities, these patterns are not indicative
of systematic bias.

Review length of time to complete The five shortest (four virtual and one in-person) and
survey five longest (two virtual and three in-person)
o Checkto seeif outliers (too interviews were evaluated for errors or omissions. No
much time or too little time) patterns existed with these respondents that would
are associated with other indicate a lack of understanding of the questions or a
errors and omissions lack of effort to consider each question.
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Check for patterns in scale use
(exclusive use of endpoints, mid
points)

An analysis of the 5-point scale usage was conducted.
The scale was used as expected by respondents with
45% of answers using the endpoints, 45% using the
midpoints, and 10% using the middle option.

Review comments from respondents
(referred to as “Participant Survey
Follow-up Questions”)

The most common themes were the questions being
uncomfortable to talk about or bringing up sensitive
topics such as question 13 (I have trouble affording
what | need each month). There was no pattern
between having reservations regarding certain
guestions and the interview being virtual or in-person.

Review comments from surveyors
(referred to as “Surveyor Follow-up
Questions”)

The most common themes agree with the respondents’
issues. Only three surveyors mentioned a language or
cultural barrier (two of these respondents were a part
of the Vietnamese community and one was a part of
the Chinese community).

Crosstab data by surveyor to
determine if surveyor bias may be
influencing results

The original goal was to have 15 completed surveys per
surveyor which would have allowed for a quantitative
analysis. Survey completes per surveyor ranged from 1
to 21. Instead, GLM conducted a qualitative analysis
and found no signs of surveyor bias influencing
results.

Crosstab data by data collection
method (phone or in person)

In-person interviews (average of 41 minutes) took
slightly longer to complete than virtual interviews
(average of 30 minutes). No other notable differences
exist.

Test hypotheses using correlations
¢ Hypotheses have been
presented based on question

grouping

variances

¢ |dentify cause for unexpected

Correlation analysis showed each question within
each protective factor to be unique and testing a
different aspect of the protective factor.

Analyze results of evaluation
e |f majorissue; may require
additional testing
e |f minorissue, may require
guestionnaire modification

and no additional pilot testing

The instrument was determined to be valid in relation
to process. Interviewer bias may exist due to the
constraint that surveyors are known to the
respondent.

SUMMARY

In sum, the process for administering the survey is valid and survey questions were determined to be

distinct (i.e., not repetitive).
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3. CONSTRUCT + MEASUREMENT EQUIVALENCE
METHODS

The CC team Worked with Dr. Josh Goode who explored whether the questions asked in each
protective factor subscale actually held together statistically as one would expect. In other words,
this assesses whether the five protective factor constructs are conceptualized the same way
across diverse communities.

e Todo this, he used confirmatory factor analysis and Chronbach’s alpha.

KEY FINDINGS

o Atthe aggregate level, results suggest that only the Program Support scale is reliable (i.e.,
all items measure the same latent construct), while the others are not.

e Sample sizes were not large enough to explore the sub-scales by each community.
However, Dr. Goode analyzed the sub-scales by the larger communities (i.e., Black/African
American) as well as by level of English proficiency, and the patterns were the same as
those he saw overall.

o From Dr. Goode’s perspective, there are two potential issues that might be causing the
poor reliability:

o Thefirstis that the items for each scale were subsets of items in the original
validated scales. Because scale validation is done wholistically, the choice to drop
items from the original scale potentially negates the validation work done
previously.

o The second potential issue is that the current sample is different enough from the
validation sample that the scale does not behave as expected. For example, if a
scale was validated on an elderly white population, it may not work as well in a
young minority population.

o Todeal with these issues, Dr. Goode suggests repiloting the study.

o Indoing so, he recommends:

= Usingallitems associated with each validated scales
» Recruiting respondents similar to those in the original validation studies
alongside those from the populations of interest to the current study.

o By addressing the instrument and sampling issues, it would be possible to nail down
the exact cause of the reliability issues. At present, however, there is not enough
data to flesh this out.

SUMMARY

In sum, with the exception of the Program Support scale, the questions for each sub-scale on the PF-KCS
did not hold together statistically in the way one would expect if they were truly measuring the construct
of the scale (i.e., the protective factor such as social support, access to resources, etc.). This means that the
individual questions in each sub scale may not be appropriately capturing a measurement of the
protective factor they are intended to among more diverse communities.
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OVERALL SUMMARY

In sum, we found that:
o Thesurvey delivery method works
¢ Individual survey questions are distinct/not repetitive
e Some community members struggled with a variety of questions due to wording, sensitive
topics, language accessibility, and response category formats
¢ With the exception of the Program Support scale, we cannot say that the subscale
guestions are truly measuring the protective factors of interest in these communities.

NEXT STEPS

The next step for BSK leadership is to determine how best to proceed given this information. We
have included a Decision Chart to help guide this process.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

Given the importance of community validation in the success of this tool, The Capacity Collective
team recommends Path 3, to make some wording choices, and complete another round of
community validation. More details on the implementation of Path 3 are below.
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PATH 3: SUGGESTED INSTRUMENT CHANGES

CURRENT KC-PFS

Response Categories
e Strongly Agree to Strongly
Disagree
o Select all that apply

COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

3 RFAC members mentioned the switch from
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” to other
response categories was confusing

SUGGESTED CHANGES

The majority of the instrument uses the
likert scale; only 2 questions (other than
demographics) do not. Some confusion
may have come from the additional
questions being asked for the validation
process. Therefore, we recommend leaving
the response categories as is for the next
round of community validation.

Response Categories
e Strongly Agree to Strongly
Disagree

2 RFAC members mentioned their families
would prefer yes/no options rather than 5-point
scale

Based on our research on culturally
responsive research, some cultures will
find yes/no questions to be better, while
other will find them to be too stringent.
The advantage to a 5-point scale is the
ability to show change over time in a more
nuanced way; therefore, we recommend
keeping the 5-point scale for the next
round of community validation.

Question Wording

2 RFAC members mentioned the questions could
be simplified for families

Keeping language simple and
straightforward aligns with our readings
on culturally responsive research. Given
the majority of respondents were able to
complete the survey, despite English not
necessarily being their primary language,
we suggest moving forward with the
language that has been most vetted and
look for patterns in the next round of
community validation.
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Timing of Questions
(i.e., Currently, or in the past?)

1 RFAC member said, “Q15/16 specified past
month/past year which helped people figure out
what time period to answer for. This was helpful
compared to earlier questions that were more
general.”

We feel this can be overcome with framing
in the instructions to include that, unless
specified, respondents should think about
their life right now as they decide the best
response to each statement

Impact of Responses
e Future supports

2 RFAC members mentioned respondents
wanting to know if there would be help for the
items they identified needing in the survey (i.e.,
concrete supports).

We feel we can improve upon this concern
by framing the survey more clearly,
explaining the purpose of the survey, and
how the data will be used.

Impact of Responses
e Potential negative impacts

3 RFAC members mentioned some respondents
thought they were being judged by Q4-7 (see
below).

Q5: How I respond to my child(ren)
depends on how I'm feeling.

3 RFAC members said respondents seemed
worried about answering these questions,
hesitating, or worrying about CPS.

This is a very real and serious concern. We
feel the questions can stay, but there will
need to be very specific framing language
added to the instructions to address that
the responses will not be used against the
family (and that will need to be true).

Q4: I feel like I'm always telling my
child(ren) “no” or “stop.”

3 RFAC members mentioned switching between
asking about the parent vs. asking about the
child caused confusion for respondents.

We are still in discussion about possible
solutions for the feedback on this question.
Only three out of 14 RFAC members
reported any concern, but those 3 opinions
matter, and will be considered.

Qé6: It is important to show that you
understand your child(ren)’s feelings
when they misbehave.

The word “misbehave” was confusing to some
respondents; one RFAC member suggested it be
culturally-defined, as what is considered “acting
out” or “misbehaving” may differ by culture

As we work with the translators on various
languages, we will specifically ask for
guidance on the best words or phrases to
use for this concept. Because language is
not an exact correlation for culture, this
question will be explored more in the next
stage of community validation.

Q7: Parents/caregivers have a big

impact on how their child(ren) turn out.

3 RFAC members thought this question was
confusing; two said parents asked what “turn
out” means, and some parents were hesitant to
say strongly agree or strongly disagree, because
God determines how kids turn out, not parents.

Because this question worked for the
majority of respondents, we can include
special instructions in the implementation
guide for working with families who share
this belief.
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Q12: I have people I trust to ask for 2 RFAC members said this question needed
advice about: (select all that apply) more explanation for respondents.

We feel this can be overcome with some
section-specific instructions on the survey;
for this section, we would include language
explaining the interviewer will be asking
about the respondent’s support system
(using culturally responsive language
which we will be community validated).

Q13-16: Questions about what 11 RFAC members said some of their
respondent can afford/has been respondents did not like answering these
unable to pay for questions; they said it “seemed to turn off the
family” or that it brought up shame/trauma.
Some respondents seemed fearful to respond.

Again, this is a very real concern, and the
section that received the most feedback.
We feel confident we can overcome a lot
of the fear with the framing of the survey,
explaining the purpose, and how the data
will be used. If it is still a concern for the
respondent, it should be optional, so that
asking the question does not cause harm
to the respondent or their relationship
with program staff.

it was their regular staff person or a different
person); some families felt confused if the survey
was for the organization with whom the staff
person worked, or if it was for BSK, which made
it hard to respond.

Q17: When I talk to staff from this 3 RFAC members mentioned some of their While there are methodological reasons

program about my problems, they just | respondents found the wording confusing, as the | for having at least 1 question posed in the

don’t seem to understand. language switches from a positive statement toa | opposite direction, as a test that

negative. respondents are paying attention, it could

be worth changing direction: “When | talk
to staff from this program about my problems,
they seem to understand.”

Q17-20: Questions about staff at 3 RFAC members found this question was being | This feedback speaks to an important issue

organization (n = 3) answered differently based on the interviewer (if | with this tool—families may answer more

truthfully to some questions if they have a
relationship with the interviewer, but less
truthfully to others, to protect
relationships. This is a known issue in
survey methodologies and will be
addressed in the implementation guide.
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Best Starts for Kids Culturally Responsive Measurement Tool

Decision Tree - Phase 2 | August 2022

Our budget and timeline
are:

Is statistical validation of this tool
important to us?

Do we want to solicit additional
community input?

When do we need the
instrument?

Do we want to implement any of the
changes suggested by the RFAC in

Path 1:
Make no changes to the
survey, and move ahead on
the original timeline.

Community Vetted

Round 2?

UNDE/R 3 YEARS 3+ YEARS
~ ~.
Path 2: Path 3:
. Make some changes to the Path 4: Path 5:
Z,?:,(:ysgnmdemcgsgﬁse?dtgﬁ survey, solicit additional Seek statistical validation of Seek statistical validation of
the original timeline community input, and then the survey in 3-5 languages. the survey in 8 languages.
' run a pilot implementation.
Community Validated Community and Statistically Validated



	CRMT Validation Expanded Summary Sep 2022
	Best Starts for Kids Culturally Responsive Measurement Tool  (1)
	Best Starts for Kids Culturally Responsive Measurement Tool 
	Decision Tree
	Path Details





