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INTRODUCTION

Project KIDS (Kindling Individual Deneldpment‘Systems),is a

Dallas Independént School District model.program for handicapped'

. infants, toddlers, preschool childrén and tneir families. The.program

. is financially supported by the Bureau for the Education of the Hanii-

. c;pped in the ;. Se Office of Education and is a part of a nationwide

' network of early childhood projects for the handicapped. Supplementary
services and consultation are being provided by the University Affiliated
Center and the Special Education Program of the University of Texas at

t

Dallas.
The projectvserves derelopmentally delayed and physically handi-
capped preschool children from 0 - 60 months of age. Services are

[

delivered in'a home=based training program, center=based infant stim=- |
ulation‘classes, and school-based early childhood class units.. Project
KIDS'attempts to integrate the child’s parents into the instructional
. role in cooperation with project staff. 1In cpnjunction with parent
‘1nvolvement, a continuum of- activities are available to parents to
assist in pramotingvparentrng knowledges and skills in the areas of
developmentalodelay and physical handicaps.
The project instru'tional staff consists of ‘two home=based teachers
| . and two teacher aides and one schoel- based teacher and aide (during the
L\s-\\ 1976-77 school year, there will be four school-based teachers and
aides). Staff resources alsdlinclude‘appraisal and curriculum consul-
- tatibn'from the “‘niversity of Texas at Dallas and extensive appraisal

s : : ,
services from the University Affiliated Center. -
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u," . ' The following sections-.of this document provide a brief general
. f overview of operating procedures within each project camponent and
( !outline the evaluation questions and the design and analysis procedures
for each‘component. The desigr and analysis sections describe data
collection procedures and anticipeted Statistical analyses,. both
. descriptive and inferentiaI statistics, if appropriate; In many
cases, the analysis section also includes a discussion of the kinds
and usefulness of the anticipated evaluation results.
l The evaluation ouestions designated for.each compraent represent
information priorities'established by project manegement in cooperation
with: -evaluation. personnel.' The evaluation questiops are basic-to the
avaluation effort in that they determine the char:ier of the ev;luation.
and'conSequent_methodolcgy. One advantage of the evaluation question‘
e ' is that itwmay.oe;related directly to‘project objectiues and thereby
focus-the evaiuation toward project objectives. In one sense the
evaluation questionTServes as a conceptual~bridge\between project
objectives and evaluatian. As one might.eapect, the specified evalua-
tion questions do'not usually reflect all desired infonnation but
represenf a trade-off among information priorities, evaluation.
resources, and project characteristics.

An instrumentation '\section is %CLUd&d to deScribe the measurement
and observation devices to be used in data collection in all components
and to-gi;e available psychometric data regarding selected instrumenta-
tion. -The measurement and reporting schedules are 1ncluded to provide

- a time framework to assist in implementating the evaluation plan within

all cumponentst
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Children Camponent |
grgiggg_ééggeggre. Referral of children to»Project KIHSimay
come.about through several sources, some of whi;h'are‘community
agentdes, the DISD, parents, hospitals, and pediatricians., In order
to be eligible for the project, the following criteria must be met:
2 1. the parents (or primary caregiver) must reside within

-

the DISD.

2."the child must be between six'and sixty months of age.

3. the child must be developmentally delayed (primarily mentally
retarded) as determined through formal intellectual assess~

[

ment (IQ must be two or more standard deviations below mean).‘
4, the parents must betwillingifor the child to be enrolled in
the project.
. 5. the parents muetkbe.willing to devote approximately an toor'
daily to intervention oroceduresz

Once a child is referred to the project, initial screening consiste
of meanrement with the‘Denver.Developmental Sereening IeSt and a |
l\general physical examination. If‘the extentyof delay is signigieant,
a cdnprehensive assessment .is initiated‘with the'Bayley Scales of ’
Infant Development being administered to obtain a furthef/measure of

developmental delay. The McCarthy Scales of Children‘s Abilities is -

used to assess development g%r those children who exceed the ‘age

- -

range of the Bayley..
‘ The purpose .of the ccmprehensive assessment is to obtain data from
an inter-disciplinary appraisal team. Project assessment procedures

"also yield data which meet eligibility criteria of the Texas Education
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, Agenci for Special Education'programs: *Much of the effort toward
eﬁtabLﬁShing a working relétionship with parents and obtaining'l

. y ™
family background data also takes place during this comprehensive

‘o ., ' -‘assessment phase.: s )

# 4 o :

. Once project-eligibility is established,_;he child is enrolled
in the project and the KIDS inventoqykof Develophgng;gﬁ/;;ministgred

to provide a baseline for instructional prdgrammiug. Three basic

admiristrative arrangements (or treatment populatidiis) form‘;hgz' 2

framework'féf'the organization and delivery of services to children.
—~— _ . . .

The youngest children (starting with 6 =12 months of age) receive

]

— service ﬁhrbﬁgh a home~based arrhﬁgement (degigngtgd as populﬁpion A).
¢ P;oj;ct staff visit the home'twitq wéékly'an&’assi;t the parent in' -
' implementing the planned iﬁstructional»aétivities; 'Oider children
'(startiﬂg with about 24fmon§hs)'attend éeék}y ;nfant-s}imhlation. : _ o
classes held at the project center and.alsp receive hdmeafﬁifhgép
. visits to suppart the peﬁte?-based instruction (debiénatéd.as population B)..
: Children who are tyree years of age attend:eariy childhood ciasqes at a
. regular DISD echoql site (desiépaﬁed as population C). . |
The primary purpose of service to children is to suppofﬁ)
patterns of de\;elopmex;t within each child and-to promote espe ially the
-areas of delaye& development; The ba;ic instructional vehiLle is the
Mini Activity Plan (MAP) which specifies the area:of=dgiay, purpose og

~ the lesson, behavioral objective, materials needed, step-By-step

instructional procedures, and a criterion level for completion of the

L3

MAP., The MAP also contains a progress chart where parents chart daily

[y

perfoémance of the child. Following each home visit, p;oject staff

6
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complete a record of the home visit in terms of parent participation,

attitude, general atmosphere and so forth._ However, parents of school-°

based children do not. receive regular home follow-up. The content

and sequence of the MAPs for each child are largely a function of .

performance on the KIDS Inventory of Development. While the number .

of MAPs canpleted and time per MAP will vary across child.en, the

anticipated completion time for most MAPs is one week.

valuation'guestions.

Le

2.

9..

10.

11.

Design and Arnalysis. The following details evaluation methodology

i

How many childreﬂ were served in Project KIDS?

4

What demographic characteristics described the population of

children served?

Q

What was the instructional history of children served?

What were the areas of delay specified in the MAPs’

What. were, the instructional objectives specified {n the MARs?'

\\ r~

What was the extent of instruction received by children?

What_was the observed improvement, if anz, in the areas of

__ developmental delay?

- What time constraints were needed for children to master‘the_

instructionAl objectives? -
To what extent was ohserved'impro ement due to intervention
through Project KIDS?;

What ‘was the instructional history and progress Of children

~ served in Project KIDS over a three=-year follcwupvperiod?

What Ve the cost of the children component’

for each of the abcve questions.

T
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1. ow many children were served in Project KIDS?

[
The answer to question one will take the form of a simple tabulation

of students served in Project KIDS. The tabulation will be broken A
 down according to the kind of administrative arrangement (i.e., hame-

based, center-based or school-based).

2. What demographic characteristics deccribed the EoEulation of-

_children served?
' / ‘
The primary purpose of the above question is to establish a fairly

complete description of children served. Routine project assessment
\ . ‘ N . . ’

procedures result in the'collection of"consfderable.relevant data on

~

‘each child served in the project. In order to organize these data for
easy tabulation and accessibility, a record layout for coding of informa-

tion will be developed. Children will be given a project identification

t

namber, and. all critical information can be stored in machire readable

form. This procedure will greatly facilitate future longitudinal

researcb and\evaluation efforts.

In terms‘of more immediate infornation needs, the resonnse to .
‘question two will provide one basis for interpretiug pgoject effective-
" ness and for planning and possible project odification. Additionally,
~‘the information could be helpful to others involved in similar kinds .
of.projects. Descriptive statistics computed will include the percent -
of children rvlative to age, race, aul se%. Analysis will also provide
a descriptive summar§ of child:en uased on the comprehensive assessment
results as these relate to developmental;delay and physical handicap.

o

3. What was the instructional history of children served?

-

The response to question three provides very important information
_ . S / ‘
relative to interpreting project effectiveness, since the expected
) : /
!
. !
8
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extent of improvement is a function of the extefit of treatment

 (i.e%, instruction) received in the project. The qiestion also
‘providas'information helpful in future planning for deldvery of
yservices~and ia replic%tion at other sites.

Data analysis will consider instructional contact time by

project staff and by parents as depandent variables. Descriptive '

; . average contact time and the range in contact time. Analvsis will

-

also take into account the relative success or effectiviness of .

. parent-staff Sessions as perceived and reported by project staff.
| 4\ What were the areas of delay specified in the MAPS’
The source of information for responding to question four will:®
" be the .areas of”delay identified on the MAPs for each child at the
beginning of instruct anlwithinlthe project. Analysis will/consist
_of a simple frequency .count for each of the four areas of delay
;contained in the KIDS Inventory of Development (gtoss motor. f£ine

.

motor, cognitive, ang self-help) :

. ) hnalysis will also considnr the prierity ranking of the areas
of delay as'identified in the assessment of eachﬂchild. The average
ranh of each area across children will be computed, and for each area
of delay, the percent of children vhose assessment showsla ranking off

a\

one (i.e.;'top priority) will also be computed.
5. What/were the instructional objectives specified in the MAPs?
The information source for question five will be the population

of objectives specified-on ‘all MAPs for all children. Objectives will

be tabulated according to the four major areas within the KIDS Inventory

i 9

~

' statistlcs for the treatment populations A, B, and C will.include . <i»\



of Development (gross motor, fine motor, cognitive/language, and

self-help).and grouped=according to amministrative arrangement ‘

"(L.e.y ‘treatment population)

6. What was Eﬁ extent of inQ-ruction received bz children?

The two dependent variaovles sonsidered will be the number ‘and kind
of objectives omn the MAPS wd the eXCent of instruction delivered by

parents. The source of ~m.cvmation for the extent of parent instruction

I

will/be the‘charting records maintained by’parents. While it .s assumed

-

‘that these records are not comple.ely error free, it-is thought chat
they will provide a reasonable indication of the extent of instruction

delivernd by parents (input. from projeet staff wfll augment these recordsj;

PUREN

\ghe response to question six pertains most importantly'to the interﬁre-
tation of project effectiveness relative to progress of individual
children. Analysis will consist of a tabulation of objectives for each

child and computation of the number of instructional sessions presented

!
£

by parents and by staff. for each child.

e

L

7. What was the observed improvement, if any, in the areas of =~

developmental, delav? Co o
-al, dela -

Questions one through six largely address isshes'relatedfto
' program implementation and operation, and these questions constitute
the bulk of process evaiuation in the children camponent. Question
\vseven'addresses the iesue of project effectiveness. The first step in
evaluating project effectiveness is determining whéther or not children
served in the broject made any progress. The second step is to deternine
"if the observed progreségtif any, is attributable to Project. XIDS.

(Question nine addresses this issue. )

10



The dependent yariables in the analysis for question seven will °

be the number of objectives mastered, scores on the KIDS inventory 'of

-

Development,~and scores on the Baylav Scales of Infant Developﬁent and

McCartay Scales. of Children's Abilities. Only t":z.e perceptual-nerformance

. . e . .

" : . . Y

' ,  #vd moior scales of the McCarthy’will be considered in responding to.

. . this question. ' The Bayley and McCarthy will be the instrhmentsﬂof choice in

estimating the possible impact of/Project KIDS on children s developmant.
. These instruments were selected because of relevance to project goals
and sound psychometric characteristics. Any children who experienced

_ siénificant trauma during the measurement period (such .as extended °
: . v

syrgery, severe family disruption) will be excluded from analysis.

Analysis for the number of objectives mastered will. be a sbmple

—

'tabulation of mastered objectives for each child at the end of the
measurement period (Jurte 1, 1976 through May 31, l977) The basic

measurement schedule for the KIDS Inventory, Bayley, and M:Carthy

.- l" will be o pre-post framework, where the pretest takes pl2ce at entry

into the project (after‘June 1, 1976) and posttesting takes place
12 months aiter the preéest;‘ The three scores from the Bayley (mental,
motor, and behavior rating) will be considered separately inithe,' v
2analysis, as vill the two scores from the‘McCarthyﬂ

.The primary emphasis in responding to question'seven ;ill be

placed on-analysis of pre-post scores from the Ba?ley “and McCarthy "_ e
The KIDS Inventory of Development has not yet undergone extensive field
testing, and the usefulness of the'inJEntory in «3sessing pre~-post
f " changes is not known‘at this timelr Projections call for a criterion-
lf referenced perspective in scoriné and analysis. It is expected that
11 ~ | -




@ mantefy of objectives and performance on the Inventory will be
modera\/_y or highly related. Disagrecment between these two
dependent variab es may alert project staff to a possible breakdcwn

»‘in tn; basic relationship between.the inventory and educatiocnal
prpgramming in the MAPs.

It is probabdle that scores from the KIDS Inventory will be
moderataly relatnd‘to objective mastery, but the inventory is still:
in a developnental state. Consequently, the primary emphasis in
responding to this qnestior will be placéd'on analysis_of pre-post
scores ffqn the Bayley and McCarthy. The p:imary analfsis will
consist of the computation of average scores at time of pretest and
, , at time of posttest. A repeated-measures ANOVA will be used to
| genarate an‘F-test’of the significance of any pre-poét change.
Appropriate ranges and ‘stardard deviationn Qill be provided ;s well.
Unfdrtunately the assessme:nt of pre~post change in projects
such as KIDé is Qubject to a.hothersome limitation known as statis-
tical régression to the mean (i.e., avéraée). .This can happen
.becausé éroject KIDS. serves children whoknake up the extreme end
of the population of all children. Even though one might-tnink of
devel spmentally delayed ch;ldren as an identifiable population in and
of themselves, qhey‘stil} make up the lower end of the’total population
of child;en. In fact, this is why they are‘selected, and it is this -
_ very fact that can result in the statistical regression to the mean
( effect. For a fairly lucid explanation of this statistical regression

phenomenon, the :eadér is referred to Campbell aad Staniey (1963,

pp. 10-12). The net resulﬁ of a reéression effect will be a higher.

12
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posttest than pretest score (given selection for low pretest scores),
even though there may have beer no pre-pust'chanée'in true scores.

Obviously, one must find a way of controlling the regression

to the mean effect, and the most preferred procedure would be to

assign children randamly to ?ontrol.and treatment groups and to
collect pre=post data in both groups. In that case, one would expect
the effe-t of regression to be the same in both groups and observed

differences between the two groups could be .attributed to project

intervention. However, in first chance intervention projects,

1}

control groups are extremely difficult (1f not impossible) to

"
v

obtain. One is faced with the ethical issue of denying treatment

to the control group and with the great difficulty of locating

‘sufficient number: of children to make up the control group.~

Another way to control for the regression to the mean effect is
to use one instrument for the Selecticn of children into the project
anc.a second instrument fer pre-post measurement. The - basis for this
control is that the selection'instrunent scores of children selected
for the project contain a pre-ponderance of negative measurement
error, since these children were selected because of their extreme
negative scores (relative to the total population of all .children).
If one were to administer‘the'selection instrunent as a posttest,
many or most of the children would likely have positive rather than
negative error in the posttest score. It is this reversal of error
that results in the regression tc the mean effect Gn cases where the
first measuzement contains a preponderance.of either negative or

positive error). However, if pretest scores are from a second

13
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instrument and not the selection instriment, there is no reason to
expect a preponderance of either negative or positive error in pretest
scores, since the selection process did not "contaminate' the pretest
:-scores: ) ) _ Rs

As stated previously, Project KIDS uses the Denver Developmental
Scale as a screening or selection instrument, and the Bayley Scales of
Infant Development and Mcgarthy Scales ¢of Children's Abilities will
provide pre-post measurements. Children in’the school-pased population
may be selected accordin~ to District criteria for_special ciass place-
ment, but these criteria will not include scores from the McCarthy.
ﬁence, there is no reason to expect any observed‘prerpost'changes in -
" Bayley scores to.be confounded with a regression to the mean effect.

Another means -of assessing}the observed pre-post'improvement will
be to reference the Bafley and McCarthy scores to'published test norms.
The percentage of scores at certain levels will be computed in comparisonn
to the norms (e.g., 60% were one standard dev*ation below the mean, 307 |
were two standard deviations below, etc.). The percent differences at
these levels also will be caiculated from.pre to post otservations. The
Bayley and McCarthy norms provide th: average score. plus and minus three
standard weviations; any scores below that level would have tovbe
cmitted from analysis.

In addition, reference toQtest norms can provide an estimate of
normal develcpnent in terms of the Bayley and McCarthy over a l2-month
pre-post period for the average child at a given age. Comparison of

pre-post gains of children in the project to gains of normative children

14
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may provide a useful point of reference for project stéff, but the

utility of such 66mparisbns is limited. Comparison to a normative. .
‘* population will also»pfovide some méasure of the potential of children

" for socilal participation, i.e., a measure of how well project KIDS

childreﬁ are- doing in relation tO'Qorm#l children. Social,participation
of children in terms of parent and professional expectations is also
cogsidered under questibn eight of the Parent Component section of this
document. | |

' Video recordings of'chiidren’s perforﬁance will also be collected
on alé?e-post séhedule. However, étlthe time of this writing, work in
video‘recdrding technology is just get;ing under way in the pProject,
but it is expected that evaluation methodblogy within the next year ofn{
two will_include'video recordings as an imbortant data source. -Pre—
liminary eQaiuation gfférté toward this end wili include pre-post
obsérvations on a random's;ﬁple of children in the project. A behavior
rating scheme will‘be developed or adopted to quantify the observationms.
Apnalysis will also include comput#tion,of the range and standard

deviations associated with the averages ocutlined above. .

8. What time constraints were needed for children to master

the instructional objectives?

Project staff will determine whether or ﬁot a child has mastered

each objective by administering the performance task specified in

15°
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‘-~ the MAP. Each MAP specifies a mastery criterion so that ‘the deter-

mination of mastery will be relatively consistent across staff

members. - Parents are expected to chart perfgrmance data on a daily

.basis, but it is thought that the‘extent”og‘measurement error in

-

'13%§these data would be too great for inclusion in evaluation analyses.

rThe dependent variable will be the number of days from the time

work on the object ve hegar to the time of mastery as determined by-

project staff.

Data analysis for qaestion six will only consider ‘those

objectives campleted by May 31, 1977 and will consist of the compu-

I3

tation of the average. ime for each child to master objectives with

¥

. .each of the four areas of the KIDS Inventory of Development and will .

also consist of the g£omputation of the average time across children .
for mastering objectives within each area of development. The:

diagram beiow outlines the ccmputational procedure.

,.

RN

A word of caution is in order since project staff.make no specific‘

attempt to make objectives camparable across children]or areas ofx;
development or even within selected developmental sequences within

children. Consequently, interpretation of mastery time must consider

this limitation and bear in mind that certain comparisons,‘such as

between children or developmental areas, may not be meaningful.

> 16
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9. To what extent was observed improvement due to intervention
through Project KIDS? .

The ideal response to question nine would be data from a research
studi based upon the:;andém assigmment of children to Project KIDS
and a'control condition ;f no iﬁtervention.. Howeﬁer, it is almost
ﬁnpossibie to obtain a control. group in projects such as KIDS (see
discus;ioh Qnder question seven). Nevertheless, if improvement in
children does take place, one would want ;o know if it were cdue to
_project interventiﬁg or to an extraneous factor, perhaps' just
\

* matugation. {The issue of a regression to the mean effect has been

o addressed under question seven).

177
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In the absence of apcontrol_group or even a comparison étoup
of children, one must find an alternative poiat of reference tor
comparison. One approach to gbtaining a comparative point of *
reterence has been to calculate an expectancy score based on pre=-
test performance. The basic procedure is.to compute a developnj, .
mental rate as the ratio of developnental age to chronological age
at the tine of pretest. Simeonsson'and Wiegerink (1975) {uilt on
this concept in suggesting an index of efficiency for cormering ’,f e

heterogeneous children within a project or across projects.

Another approach to obtaining a“comparison pqint of reference

is to adopt a timeé lag design and form a comparison group or ‘groups- R

within the project as a function of age at time of pre-post measure-

~ment. The basic premise of this time lag approach is that the pre-

test scores of one group can serve as the comparison for posttest

scores of another group. For a discussion of time lag design,

- A

see Gonlet (1975);.“

Another populat'solution is the use of a matched pairs design.
Macy and Catter (1975) have reported success in matching severely handi-
capped school age childrén, but~good success in matching requires a
large population from which to draw. All of the above %%ggoaches have
limitations which restrict their application to the problem of a com-
-parison point in project KIDS. Consequently, the evaluation uses
a theoretical control &hich consists of a projections made by a
‘i
’ i3

T
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panel of;experts aogut‘posttest performance of children if the
SR N . ‘
project. Panels of experts are commonly used in instrument

.validation studies, but there has been only limited use-of experts.

in developing theoretical controls.

The theoretical control approach s@ems to be especially\appli-

cable to Project ‘KIDS.in that. the project addresses developmental

\

e

‘delay, an area with sufficient background research and‘clinicaﬂ
experience to make projections possible. The procedure will be to
select six’ experts in child development from the Dallas area. _Ihe :

- experts will be totally independent of Project KIDS and’ will ‘

1possess extensive credentials and experience in child development.

-Each expert will indepently review the complete assessment records:
of each cﬁild (names of children'will be withhelds and will then
formulate an assessment profile of the child projected-forward 12
months from date‘of pretest assessment. Experts will base their

‘projections on the assumptikn of no intervention. In making

projections, experts will consider the total family envirorment and .

v

not just the child.

-

Analysis will focus on the exteﬂt of agreement between the
projections of experts and actual posttest measurements (objective
' mastery and the Bayley and McCarthy), At the time of this writing,
the details of analyzing thelextent of agreement have not yet been -
fully developed, but these procedures will be described in the final
evaluation report. Limitatioms of the theoretical control approach

"appear to depend on the confidence one can placz2 in the projections

of the panel of experts and in the statistical method of assessing

19
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’agreement between actual posttest scores and projections. A

research study will be conducted within the evaluation effort.in

ordér to address these lbmitations. Curtis and Donlon (1972)

Vhave addressed the issue of agreement among experts in rating wideo

tape reco*dings ofvmultiply handicapped children.

- 10e What waq the three~zear instructional histogz and ptogress

_ of chilggen garved in Project KIDS’

: The purpose of including question ten is primarily to emphasize

-

the need for longitudinal information and to ensure planning for the

iﬁplementation of longitudinal research within the project evaluation.

The response to this question in the 1976-77 evaluation should be the

. . . Q\ "
planning‘ and implementation of longitiddinal data record keeping

procedures. Even though the current funding source for Project KIDS

is:limited'to a relatively small number of years, longitudinal study

of children served in the project should be ensured as a contribution
to the field. | ~

)

11. What was the cost of the children component?

The basic analysis in response to question eleven will consist
of the camputation of the cost of delivery.of services to children
in terms cf project staff salaries, naterials,_and‘fdjunct services.
Cost per child will be figured for selected;key points in project

service delivery, such as screening, appraisal, and so forth. Analysis

" will.also include the computation of average costs and the range in.

costs. Project staff will maintain appropriate cost records in terms

of project components. Records will also be kept for a combined

' grouping of components, since there will be costs which are not

readily identified with any one project component.
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of the project.could and should be studied in depth. QEE;;;ZE?“‘\\;VS

the current evaluation'considers only basic cost analysisy It

Q
Obviously, cost accounting’is a comple§ area, ‘and the cost

Y

' was thought that at the currert time, the most expedient use of

evaluation resources was to focus on the kinds of information

specified in the previous questions.

Parent Component | - . L ‘
g;oject Procedure. The project involves p§;2hts of.children ;?

in several basic ways. Perhaps the most obvious is the utilizatign

of prrents in a primary instructional capacity, but parent involve-

ment alsa includes conferences with project staff meetings with

¢
I3

other parentst_and cooperative plans‘for individual parent training'

activities.

Once a child:is enrolled, project staff.work closely with the ‘
parent“on a one-to-one basis in order‘to establish rapport and‘to
train and assist parents in the'instructional activities specifieo‘
in the MAPS. ParﬁntSsof children in the home-based treatment popula-
tion receive two wéekly home-visits £rom project staff and those in
the center-based population receiVe one weekly home visit. The
school-based population does;nct currently involve regular hcme
followup, but school based teachers attempt tolinvolve’parents in |

the children's instruction at home by means of the MAPs. "

In addition to assuming instructional responsibilities, parents

also have the opportunity for improvement of their parsnting skills

through cooperative plans of parent training activit:es. These

- plans are cooperatively developed witn project staff and are based on
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a.sel£~report inventory of parenting needs. Parents select areas
of felt strength and weaknees on'a eelf-appraisal inventory, which
coverelsuch things as management.techniques, basic concepts ir mental
deiiciency, nutrition, etc. The ccoperative plans of parent training
activities are individualized and may include a variety of activities

such as visiting-another parent, viewing a film, reading magazine

articles, and so forth. The coocperative plans are then translated

"into MAPs for parents to facilitate implementation of the plans._

—

Evaluation Questions. -

1. What-demogranhic characteristice described the parents
of children in Project?K1DSZ

2. What were the needs reported by parents in the selé-
appraisal inventory? ' B

3. What was the extent of agreement between parenting neads
reported by narents on the self-apnraisal inventory and
parenting needs of parents as seen by project staffé

4. What were the objectives specified in MAPs for parents?’

5., What was the success rate in ccmpletirg MAPs?

§. What progress was wmade in meeting identified needs of
parents? |

7. What was the reaction of parents to the project?

8. What was the extent of agreement between parental expectations
of the cﬂiid_and expectations of the child as jddged realistic

>

by ‘professional personnel?
9. What were the observed changes in parental needs over a three
year period?

10. What was the cost of the parent component?

22
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/Sp ' Degign and'Analzsis. The following details evaluation methodology
for each of the above questions. The term parent is usually understood

to refer to the parent who primarily interacts with the project. This

will likely be the mother or female guardianm.

1. What demographib characteristics described parents of children

,in'Proiect'KIDS?

Analysis wiil consist of a descriptive summary . the parent
“~ _population in terms of relevant socio-economic variables. (Question

none will attempt to consider the family, not just a singularuparent.)

2. What were the needs reported by parents in the self-a appraisal

.

; inventosz?

; | The,basic procedure will be to list the population ‘of needs reported
‘by parents in rhe Parenting Self-Appraisal Inventory. If possible, the
 needs will be grouped and ranked according to the frequency the need or
group cf needs was cited by .pare as either a strong or weak area.
‘Data will be ugseftl “in viewing the extent of common and)unique needs

' perceived By‘parentsQ' ;

3. Whao was the extent of agreement betweengparerffno needs

reported bv;parents on the salf-appraisal inventory and

Eareuting needs of garents as seen by groject staff?
. The purpose of question three is to obtain some estimate of the value
of a se1f-report assessment in planning parent training activities. Project
.staff will.complete the Parenting Self-Appraisal Inventory for each parent.
The results_of the inventoried completed by staff and parents will be |
compared for each parent. Agreement between the two inventories will oe
scored according to an objective schene, and parents may be ranked‘aceording
_ _ to extent of agreement with_project staff. One should note that there
Q' . . - 23
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1s no implicit assumption that appraisals completed by project staff

s

-;ée necessarily valid. The self-appraisal inventory is in a developmental
-state, and questions two and three primarily yield-procesé evaluation

-

information. ' . *

4. What were the objectives specified in MAPs for parents?
The response to question four will be a simple tabulation and

listing of the 6bjec;ives specified in the MAPs.

5. WVhat was the cuccess rate in completing MAPs?

Thi;-info:mation-ié of consideraﬁle interest since it is relevant
to the feasibility of the MAP-procedufe with ﬁareﬁts and also gives
‘soie description of the treatméﬁt received by pafenﬁs. AnélyéisVWilL
consist éf determiﬂigg the numbe;'of objecéives specified and completed

for., each parent. Overall descriptive statistics for parents will be

provided.

6. What progress was made in meeting identified nceds ;f parents?
fher; will be two basié.approacﬁes used‘injrespOnding to question
-~ six. The first willvbe a comparison of,> pre-post responseé of parents
on thé.Parenting Séif-Aﬁbfaisal Inventory. Parents wili-respcnd to the
pratast inventory w;thin a fgw weeks after theirrghild enters the
project, and.pos;tésting will occur during May, 1977 for those parents
' whosefd;pe of pretest was on or beéorq November 15, 1976. The second
., approach will be a comparison of pre-post regﬁonSES"of parentsvﬁo a
séries of short.objective tests built around areas addressed in the
cooperative.plans of parent’training activities. Thése short objective‘
tests are te;med the Parent Mini Tests and will, be adminiétered by

project staff on an individual basis during the home visits. The

‘tésting schedule will be integrated within each parent's training plan.

e . | » o . 24




Analysig.of the pre=post inventory responses will consider
chauges in the reported’areas offstrength and veakness. No formal
.statistical tests will be computed. Analysis of'the pre-post
Parent Mini Tests will test the significance of change by means of

'repeated-measures ANOVA and the F-test, where the dependent variable.

~will be the summative composite of all ests given throughsut the

- - year. It is assumed that most or all parents will renpond to the

(3

. - : . \fame test items. One should note that parent receptiveness will
affect the value of the Parent Mini Tests, and the approach may

not be feasible with some parents. <

Question six does not consider the need fpr a ‘control cunparison~”’
as was the case in the children component. The rationale - avaluating'
: 3 :
the parent component is that ome would not expec: ‘mprovement in the

absence of project\intervention. The-basic assumption is that in
alimost all cases there would be little opportunity for oerents to
acquire the knowledges and skills available through Project KIDS. -

. 7. What was the reaction of parents to the prcject?

" Parents will respond anonymously to a short questionnaire (Parent
Reaction Questionnaire) in order to obtain a measure of parent\reaction
_ to the project. . Project staff will introduce the ouestionnaire to
parents during a home visit, and parents will beiasked to canplete
. — and mail the questionnaire to the project office after the home visit
is completed The qucstionnaire will address reaction to both the -
\ camprehensive assessment of the child and aervices being delivered.

Parents will respond to the' questionnaire during the week of February 28,

1977. The data collection will exclude those parents whose children
20 '




did not enter the project before December 1, 1976. Analyses will
céngisﬁ of the computation of the range and average for each
quéstionnaire item, as well as the percent of parents giving févorablg-
unfavorable responses. A secohd data'colleétion may be SCBedule& for

June, 1977 if desired.

of the child and expectazions of the child as judged realistic

by professional personnel?

Parents will respond to a soci#l expectancy scale (Parental
Expectation Test) in order to obtain a measure of parent expectations
about the child's eventu;l integration into normal society. Project
staff will uls¢ respond to the scale independently 6f parents. Aﬁ ’

| F-test for correlated groups will be used to compare the overall
responses of parents to project.staff. If appropriate, parents will
be divided into realistic and unreaiistiic expectors, and a séarch '
for concomitant variables such as educational level will be made. -

Data coliection will take place during January, 1977.

.9. What-were the observed changes in parental needs over a

* three~year periodi

There can be no response to question nine during the 1976-77
year, but provision for longitudinal study needs'to be made (see
queStién ten in childrer. component).

10. What was the cost of’the parent ccmgonent?

]

The response to this question will use essentizlly the same

‘procedure outlined under qugstio;\fleven in the children component. .

/
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Scaff Develoggggs_gggggaggg
Project Procedure. .The.primary thrust of the g¢taff development
component.is theliQentificétion of knowledges and skills and the
development of suitable staff'tfaining sessions to'maintain and
augment existing levelS'of competency among project staff. The
staff Development Survey instrument is being developed for use as a
baseline document with.appropriate training seszions and activities.
The primary areas of staff development ane childhooo deveiopment,
assessment of nultiply handicapped, educational programming, and
parent involvement. ' o '
Evaloation Questions.
1. What were the staff{competencies identified by project staff?.
2. What was the formal tnaining recelved by staéf in Prcject KIDS?
3. What was the observed nnprovement in staff oompetencies?'
4. ﬁhnt was the ‘cost of the staff development camponent?
. eaigg and Analysis. The following details evaluation methodology

for each question.

l. What were the staff comperencies ideutified by project staff?

The information source for question one will be the competencies
and 3kills which will camprise the Staff Development Survey instrument;
The info;mation will not orly ve fundamental to Project KIDS but
should also be useful to similar projects, especially those in large

urban’ stttings.

2. What was the formal training received by staff in Project thS”

'Eroject staff will maintain- a log of all staff development activities,

and analysis will comnsist eof a descriptive éummery of these activities.
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3. What was the observed improvement in staff competencies?

The basic design _for responding to question three will be a pre-
post observation with the Staff Development Survey. Demonstration of
nosttest competencies and skills will likely occur on a testing plan
individualized feor project staff.. Apprepriate‘stetistical analyses
will be comnnted to test the significance of any observed pre-post‘
‘changes (one‘should note that the use of the pre-post design depends’
upon successéul development of the survey instrument).

An obvious difficulty in respondivg to question three is that
" the pretest measure of competency needs to be taken prior to canpleted
development of the Staff Development Survey. Existing instruments
for surveying steff'ccmpetencies are currently being reviewed. Once

N
a suitable instrument has been selected, a pretest will be ziven N
order Lo collect baseline data as socn as possible. Posttest data

will alsoAbe collected then with the above instrument.

" 4. What was the cost of the staff .avelopment compénent?

The response to thls question will use essentially the sax=
procedure as outlined under question eleven in the children cemponent.
Danonstration[Dissemination Comgonent

Project Procedure. One of the key features of the L/D ceﬁponent
is the development and distribution of informstion packages on selected
‘aspects of the project. The underlying logic of this approach is that
it gives consumers'the optien of picking and choosing ideas and proce-1
dures which may be especially sditable‘td their uﬂlque situations. It

also has the advantage putting the entire scope of the project into

more manageable and understandable units.
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The D/D effort of Project KIDS also strives to communicate
) . ¢ ,
with important civic and professional leaders as tell as «ommunity

groups and pro“-ssional organizations._ However, the project must

x "7

necessarily restrict D/D activiciesly g%se which are most compatible
with project operatlons and are mostwifke:y to be’ product*ve in terms
of project D/D.. The Project KIDS Advisory Board, which includes
both parents and professional leaders, lends valuable ass;stance to
the D;Dveffort oﬁ the project.
’ Eveiuation Questions:
1L 1What.were_the D/D activities of the project?
2,. What critical informatiszn aoout the project wastsought by
decision-makers? | |
5. What was the cost of the D/D component?
Design and Analxsis. The following details the evaluation'

procedures for each evaluation questior.

1. What were the D/D activities of the project?

Project, staff will maintain records of all D/D activities.
scheduled and completed from June 1, 1976 to May 31, 1977. analysis
will take the form of a descriptive summary of the D/D activities for

the specified time period.

-

é. What critical information about the project was sought by

decision-makers?

In order to demonstrate and disseminate in any kind of effective

;

fashion, one must know the expectations,=concerns, and perspectives of.
those people who affect the future of the project. The response to

the above question will strive -to identify the expectatiomns, concernms,

L4
s -
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and perebectives that will impact the project. 5aca collection will |
consiet of_ieformal geservetional techniques, and analysis will;
consist of aidescripti;e suﬁﬁary, Data collection will beiperiodic,
and thefe will be a mid-year and final reporting of information.‘”

3. What was the cost of the D/D component? *

The response to this question will use eSsea;iallyfthe same

procedure as outlined under question eleven in the children component.., |

2 ’ Lo . | T e
| . Instrumentation .

The following prov;dée a brief description of each of the measure-
ment instruments specified in the evaluation. - .-

yBayley Scales of Infant Development:

The Bayley is one of the best known instruments for ﬁeasuring
'developmentai status in the first two and one-half'yeare of life.
The instrument yields-a Mental Developmen; Index,'a Psychometor .
Developﬁent Index, and a Behavior Record. The standardization sample
" included l,26§ children and was representative of the United States-
population (1960 census) in: terms of urbanerural residegce, white—
nonwhite raee, occupation .and educationiof the heae of theﬂheuseqold,
and geographic region (of course, the standard;zatioﬂ sample incﬂpded
.on;y normal ehildren).' Split~half reliability, coefficients ;gggfLed

¥

for the mental scale range from .81 to .9;, and coefficients for the

motor scale range from .68 to .92.

McCapthy Scales of Children's Abilities:

[

The McCarthy Scales were designed to assess strengths and weaknesses

in‘impoftant abilities of children aged 2% to 8% years (McCarthy, 1972).
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. The total test includes_18 subtests which combine.to'form six scales:
- verbal, perceptual-performance, quantitative, general cognitive,
emedory, and motor. .The‘standardization s&mple'included 1032 normal
wchildrenrand wasérepresentative-of:the United States‘population'in
terms of sex, 3eoéraohic regiong race, .and father's occupation. c

Only'the perceptual-performance scale and the motor ‘scale will be
,.used in the evaluation of the‘project. It is thou;ht that these two

°

Scelés are most pertinent to project_goals;; The reported‘féiiatility
‘of the perceptual-performance scale ranges from .75 to .90, and the -
reliability of the motor scale:ranges from .60 to .84. It may be
necessary to modify the administration of selected test items to

suit special needs of children in Project ‘KIDS. 1If so, the testing
procedure will be standardized.for the pre-post measurement, and caution
will be exercised when referencing,test norms.

KIDS Inventory of Development Scale;

"The KIDS Inventory is in_a developmental status and is undergoing
further refinement and modification. The oasic format of the Inventory
is'a checklist'of developﬁental behaviors sequenced according to
i ' chronological age 0 to 72 months in four.areas'of development:' gross
L motor, fine motor, language/cognitive, ‘and self-help. -Scoriné of

the inventory is pass-fail for each behavior tested.

KIDS Parenting Self~Agoraisal Inventogx SPSAIQ. «

4

" The PSAI is in a developmtntal status. The basic structure of
the instrument is a checklist of a_sample of basic knowledges pertinent

to the parentiné of developmentally delayed children. The sampled
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areas (and items within areas) represent priorities established by

project staff and include such areas as mental deficiency; sequential

growth and development, public school special education, nutrition,

and child management. - Parents respond to,the PSAI by checking those

- knowledges in which'they feel strong or weak.

KIDS Parent Mini Tests (PMT) :

N .
The PMT will be designed throughout the year as parents address
AR

- subeareas within the KIDS Parenting Self-Appraisal Inventory. Each

" PMT will consist of up to ten true-false items designed to measure

knowledge acquisition as programmed (either directly or indirectly)

in the parent Mini Activity Plans. Most PMIS will be given orally

by project‘staff in the home. The total PMI will be a composite of

- all PMIs adninistered during the year, and reliability and validity |

data on the total PMT ;ill be\forthcuming;

KIDS Parent Reaction Questionnaire (PRQ):

The PRQ will contain up to 20 Likert-type items which will solicit
parentlopinion and reaction about selected aspects of the project, such
as the assessment procedure, charting the MAPs, project staff, and so

forth. Parents will respond to the -PRQ anonymously.

KIDS Parental Expectations Test (PET):

"~ The PET will be designed to geaguf”‘parent expectations abcut
their child's integraticn into normal society. The basic structure
of the test'qill be a set of normal behaviors performed by adults and

school children._ Parents will respond to the PET by indicating. the

‘extent to which they think their' child would be able to perform the

normal behavior. The test may be administered either orally or in

32
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written forum, and most will be glven by prdjecﬁ staff during a home
visit. Reliability and validity data will be forthcoming.

KIDS Staff Davelopment Survey (SDS):

. . vﬂn .
The SDS attempts to survey the range of knowledges and skills

needed for ;he successful performance of project staff in a lavge '

' ,“'f " ) .
urbart setting. The basic structure of the instrument will be a
self-report checklist format, where Survey items are scored pass-fail.
‘Thg*instruqent is still in a developmental state and is undergoing

refinement and modification. The SDS may be self-administered or

group. administered as desired. ' o ' '.:
N )

- . LS

- Data Collecﬁion'Schedule
- The evaluation of Project KIDS entails a conéi?é?able ;modnt
of daEa collection, same of which is on going, such as objéctive
: mastérj in the MAPs,.cost record keepiﬂg, and re;ord of demonstration/
oo dissemination . activities. However, a number of»formnl measuremenc
processes must occur at specified times during the 1976-77 year.

- - Table 4 lists these instrdments and specified‘dates for data collection.
Table 4 | ‘ : .,. .
. d . » .

Schedule for Administration of Evaluation Instxuments

L

Instrument ’ - ‘ -+ Date.(s)

Bayley Scale oé Infant Development 12-month pre-post interval per
McCarthy Scales\of Children's Abilities Fhlld '
KIDS Inventory of Development

- KIDS Pareﬁting‘SelfeAppraisal Inventory Up through Nov. 15, 1976/May, - 1977

KILS Parent Mini Tests . Before and after each’MAP-(parenﬁj
. ) KIDS Parent Reaction Questionnaire ' 'Feb. 28«March 4 1976/June, 1977
o : (Optional) .
RO KIDS Parental Expectations Test . January, 1977
;?ifl“. KIDS Staff Development Survey As developed/June, 1977
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Reporting Schedule
FE . ) S .
- There will be two major formal reporting dates for the evaluation

of Project KIDS. - The first will be January'l4, 1977, and the second

L]

will be June 30, 1977. Of course; informal reporting will be on a
continuing basis, but the scheduling of a mid-year formal interim
report (January 14, 1977) provides a kind of milestone for assessing
project implementation and for considering operational wodifications.

Table 5 Iiscs’evaluacion questions (in abbreviated fdrm)'within‘each

projett component and cites formal reporting dates fcr each quastion.

> ’,

TaBle 5

Formal Reporting Dates for
EBvaluation Questions

Question Interim Report ' - Final Report
(January 14, 1977) (June 30, 1977)

Component: Children

1. number of children served ' S X

2. instructional historyl v ’vx J X
5. demographic characteristics ' X
.Q<¥4; areas of delay in the MAPs - ) .- X |
>5. instructional obiectives‘ | | . X ‘ X
“gg. extent of instruction X X
-+ 7. 'observed improvement in areas of delay -~ - X
8. time constraints to master cbjectives X x* )
9. ‘improvement due tu project inccrvention S X
10. three syear instructionai_history | |
. R . }
11. cost of ciaildren cqxponeﬁt S o X
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- Table 5 (cont'd) |
Formal Reporting Dates for
Evaluation Questions .
Question Interim Report Final Report
. 5 " (January 14, 1977) - (June 30, 1977)
dw \ .l -
e " e - ) e = Emaet e e
Component: Pagent
. d %;raphi charactefisties ’ X
2. needs repor ed by pa.rent.s X
3. agreement between: parents and staff
on reported needs X X .
4. objectives in parents MAPs ‘ X X
5. success rate in completing MAPS X X
6. progress in parent needs X
° 7. parent reaction to proj.eet N X X
( 8. agreement between parents and staff
i on child .expectations X
‘9, three=-year changes in parent needs
10. cost of parent ccmponent X
Component:- Staff Development o
. 1. identified . competencies . X X
2. training received by staff X
'~ 3. .improvement in competencies X
R _ 4. cost of staff ccmponent X
W : .
: Component: Demonstration/Dissemination °
‘1. D/D activities . - X
2. Critical information . : X X
3. Cast of D/D component X

N

nJ
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