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Abstract
This study summarizes the development and piloting of the Transitions from Foster Care Key Leader Survey (TFC-KLS), an instrument designed to measure change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. The Jim Casey Youth Opportunity Initiative’s logic model was used as a basis for instrument development. The instrument was piloted with 119 key leaders in six communities. Seven of eight latent scales performed well in psychometric testing. The relationships among the 24 measures of system change were explored. A CFA testing overall model fit was satisfactory following slight modifications. Finally, a test of inter-rater reliability between two raters did not find reliable reporting of service availability in a supplemental portion of the survey. The findings were generally positive and supported the validity and utility of the instrument for measuring system change, following some adaptations. Implications for the field are discussed.
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Introduction
Over the past 30 years, significant scientific advances have been made in understanding how ecological contexts affect social problems. With this knowledge, system-level interventions have gained traction as powerful tools for preventing social problems. System-level interventions aim to change the way systems such as communities, organizations, agencies, or social service systems operate in relation to addressing certain challenges or social problems. Examples of system-level intervention approaches include “shifting existing policies and practices, resource allocations, relational structures, community norms and values, and skills and attitudes” (Foster-Fishman & Behrens, 2007, p. 192). With a focus on improving service delivery within communities (author, 2011), a “system” can be defined as “… a set of components, coupled together to function in a way that might not be apparent from the functioning of the separate component parts” (Hirsch, Levine, & Miller, 2007, p. 240; Levine & Fitzgerald, 1992) and “system change” as “an intentional process designed to alter the status quo by shifting and realigning the form and function of a targeted system” (Foster-Fishman, Nowell, & Yang, 2007, p. 197). In general, system-level interventions are characterized as having (a) a clear purpose and theory of change, (b) broader organization or community outcomes as opposed to narrow programmatic outcomes, (c) collaboration as a key element of efficient service delivery, and (d) the identification of key leverage points for linking interventions to outcomes (Behrens & Foster-Fishman, 2007; Stevenson & Mitchell, 2003). In order to successfully understand whether systems-level approaches can be productive tools for reducing social problems, specific tests of the theory of change are needed. The present paper presents a tool for measuring change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood based on the system-level theory of change of the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative, an intervention aimed at improving the lives of youth aging out of the foster care system.
Transitioning From Foster Care to Adulthood: Outcomes, Challenges, and Interventions
	It is well documented that young people who are transitioning from foster care to adulthood experience many challenges that persist throughout adulthood, including lower educational attainment, lower employment, higher public assistance use, increased physical and mental health challenges, increased substance misuse, increased likelihood of criminal justice system involvement, increased risky sexual behavior and early parenting, and increased homelessness compared with the general population (Braciszewski & Stout, 2012; Carpenter, Clyman, Davidson, & Steiner, 2001; Courtney et al., 2007; Courtney, Dworsky, Lee, & Raap, 2010; Courtney, Terao, & Bost, 2004; Cusick, Courtney, Havlicek, & Hess, 2011; Kushel, Yen, Gee, & Courtney, 2007; McMillen et al., 2005; Pecora et al., 2005; Pecora et al., 2003; Pilowsky & Wu, 2006; author, 2013; Smithgall, Gladden, Howard, Goerge, & Courtney, 2004). A variety of programs and services have been developed to help address these challenges, the primary example being the John H. Chafee Foster Care Independence Program. This is a federal program that provides funding to states to offer transition services to youth aging out of the foster care system, primarily through independent living programs (ILPs). However, these programs have thus far shown limited effectiveness (e.g., Courtney, Zinn, Zielewski, Bess, & Malm, 2008; Courtney, Zinn, Zielewski, Bess, & Malm, 2011; Greeson, Garcia, Kim, & Courtney, 2014). The needs and challenges faced by this population are so diverse, and achievement of positive outcomes so challenging, that system-level approaches to improving foster care transition service delivery, and the tools by which these services can be evaluated, are sorely needed. 
One system-level approach to addressing the challenges faced by young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood is the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative. The Jim Casey Initiative, started in 2001 as a demonstration project and currently operating in 18 states across the United States, is a system-level intervention that aims to improve the permanence, education, employment, housing, physical and mental health, social capital, and financial capability outcomes of young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood by improving the systems and supports that serve them (Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative, 2012b). The Jim Casey Initiative’s logic model was developed through collaboration among Jim Casey Initiative staff, evaluators, and consultants from national child welfare and social policy-oriented organizations in order to create an approach to bringing about change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood (see Table 1 for an abbreviated version of the logic model). 
The Jim Casey Initiative logic model delineates an approach to system change, organized around five core strategies, and also describes the intended subsequent changes in practice and youth outcomes. The five strategies include (a) Youth Engagement (Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative, 2012a); (b) Partnerships and Resources; (c) Research, Evaluation, and Communications; (d) Public Will and Policy; and (e) Increased Opportunities (Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative, 2009). According to the model, sites engaging in youth-serving system improvement by concurrently implementing these five strategies will see improvements in policy and practice, which will result subsequently in improved outcomes for the young people they serve. Activities identified for carrying out each strategy are listed in the first column of Table 1. For example, one system-level activity that should be implemented as part of the youth engagement strategy according to the model is creating a youth leadership board. The strategies and their corresponding activities (many of which involve creating or improving access to a variety of developmentally appropriate services and supports) working in tandem should, according to the model, improve system functioning, policies, and practices. This improved system functioning and increased access to quality services and supports should then lead to improved outcomes for young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. In order to determine whether the system-level changes over time that are meant to lead to youth outcome improvement are occurring as suggested by the model, reliable and valid measures of system change are needed. The current study summarizes a pilot test of an instrument that, if used longitudinally, is designed for this purpose.
Assessing System-Level Change
In order to test system-level theories of change to determine whether system intervention components interact as hypothesized, system change assessments must be developed and employed. Two examples of rigorously developed and tested assessments of system change for a system-level intervention, from which the current study’s instrument was partially adapted, are the Community Youth Development Study’s Community Key Informant Survey (author, 2002) and Community Board Interview (Arthur, Glaser, & Hawkins, 2005; author, 2002; Shapiro, Oesterle, Abbott, Arthur, & Hawkins, 2013). The Community Youth Development Study (CYDS; author, 2008) is a community-randomized trial of the Communities That Care (CTC) prevention system that uses these surveys to assess community system-level constructs posited to be the system mediators (author, 2014). More specifically, the CYDS uses these instruments to test the CTC underlying theory of change that links intervention components (e.g., trainings and technical assistance) with system-level outcomes (e.g., adoption of a science-based approach to prevention, community collaboration, community support for prevention, and community norms against adolescent drug use; author, 2011; author, 2013); selection and implementation of evidence-based prevention programs in communities (Fagan, Hanson, Briney, & Hawkins, 2012); changes in levels of community risk and protective factors; and ultimately, changes in youth behaviors (e.g., youth drug use, delinquency, and violence; author, 2014). The Community Key Informant Surveys focus on assessing community-level change (e.g., Community Support for Prevention, Community Collaboration); example items include “Most people in [community] would be willing to pay more in taxes to support youth prevention programs” (for measuring Community Support for Prevention), and “Community agencies and organizations rarely coordinate their activities” (for measuring Community Collaboration). Data are collected from positional community leaders such as the mayor, school superintendent, and police chief, in addition to referred community leaders. Community Board Interviews focus on assessing community board functioning (e.g., Impact, Influence); an example item includes “As a result of your community board, please tell me how each of the following areas have changed: the quality of local services and programs” (for assessing Impact). These surveys are conducted with a random sample of community board members. These surveys offer some foundation from which to build measures for evaluating change in the systems and supports that serve young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. 
Transitions from Foster Care Key Leader Survey. In collaboration with the Jim Casey Youth Opportunity Initiative organization, the [organization name blinded for review] developed the Transitions from Foster Care Key Leader Survey (TFC-KLS). The primary goal of the TFC-KLS was to measure change in system-level processes, resources, and beliefs that facilitate the transition to adulthood for youth in the foster care system, as suggested by the five core strategies of the Jim Casey Initiative logic model and previous research. The instrument was designed to be used both longitudinally and cross sectionally, which allows for determining whether the system-level changes outlined in the Jim Casey Initiative logic model are occurring as hypothesized. The instrument also was designed to be applicable to all communities interested in evaluating change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood, not just those implementing the Jim Casey Initiative. Thus it could be used as one part of an evaluation to examine system change in Jim Casey Initiative communities versus other communities not implementing the Jim Casey Initiative, as well as in evaluations of systems with no connection to the Jim Casey Initiative. Finally, data collected from this instrument allow not only for an examination of system change processes as suggested by the logic model (e.g., Does organizational collaboration improve as a result of improved community partnerships?), but also for explication of a nomological network[footnoteRef:1] of system-level constructs following from the Jim Casey Initiative logic model that can be tested as a new theoretical model of change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood.  [1:  A nomological network is a representation of the interrelationships among theoretical constructs and observable variables in a study or framework (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).] 

Current Study
The current study describes the pilot test of the TFC-KLS and the findings from assessments of instrument reliability and validity. Reliable, valid, and practical measures contained in the TFC-KLS may provide a comprehensive approach to measuring change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood, of which there are currently none thoroughly tested or widely available. Although the TFC-KLS is designed to measure system change (which requires longitudinal data), the purpose of this study was to assess some of the instrument’s psychometric properties (for which cross-sectional data can be used). In addition to assessing the psychometric properties of individual measures of system change, the current study also tested whether the system change measures derived from the Jim Casey logic model work together psychometrically as a conceptual model—for example, do the system change constructs and measures suggested in Strategy 2 (Collaboration, Accountability, Productivity, Resources) have statistically significant relationships with one another and improve in tandem along with system change efforts, and do these constructs also have relationships, through less powerful, with the system change constructs outlined in the other strategies? The current study tested the relationships among measures within constructs and strategies to determine if the Jim Casey Initiative logic model can serve as a theoretical model of system change in addition to an applied model of Jim Casey Initiative implementation. The study examined the instrument’s (a) face validity, (b) scale psychometrics and construct validity, (c) convergent/divergent validity, and (d) inter-rater reliability of service availability. Finally, measures in the TFC-KLS may provide logistical information on system-change research for this population, including which key leaders to include and which constructs to measure to evaluate the efficacy of system-change efforts to improve the outcomes of young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. 
Method
Survey Development and Measures
The TFC-KLS was designed to assess system change that results from implementation of the Jim Casey Initiative’s five key strategies; thus, each survey measure contributes to the understanding of the impact of one of the five Jim Casey Initiative strategies. A variety of system-level changes that should occur following implementation of each of the five strategies were identified based on previous research and practice-related knowledge and grouped by construct. For example, system changes that might reasonably occur as a result of the work in Strategy 2: Partnerships and Resources included increased organizational collaboration, common vision, and resource development (see the “Constructs” and “Measures” columns in Table 2 for the full list of system change measures derived from Jim Casey Initiative logic model strategies and their grouping by construct). 
Measures included in the TFC-KLS survey were adapted from a variety of sources including the Community Youth Development Study’s Community Key Informant Survey and Community Board Interview (Arthur et al., 2005; author, 2002; Shapiro et al., 2013), the Partnership Self-Assessment Tool (Center for the Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health, 2002), the Assessment of Resources to Support Transitioning Youth (Gaughen, 2010), and new measures created by [organization name blinded for review] and Jim Casey Initiative staff to address unique elements of system change that were not covered by existing measures. Items developed by the [organization name blinded for review] and Jim Casey Initiative staff team included primarily those assessing (a) youth engagement in system change, (b) communications with organizations and the public, (c) child welfare policy knowledge, and (d) availability of a wide variety of services and opportunities for this population. Adapting items from existing measures involved rewording items to assess services and supports specifically for “young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood,” updating questions about involvement of community sectors to include those sectors most applicable to work with this population, and updating overall terminology to be more child welfare oriented. All items were reviewed by Jim Casey Initiative staff and discussed thoroughly at a series of meetings with Jim Casey Initiative and [organization name blinded for review] content experts to ensure item applicability and appropriateness for assessing systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. Once team members reviewed and finalized the survey instrument, the [organization name blinded for review] Institutional Review Board reviewed and approved the instrument and the overall study procedure. The final instrument consisted of 190 items in the TFC-KLS and 214 in the TFC-KLS supplement (which, due to its length and content, was asked of only a subset of respondents). Table 2 lists the constructs assessed in the TFC-KLS and TFC-KLS supplement, the Jim Casey Initiative strategy that each addresses, the measures constituting each construct, the number of items per measure, and the source of the items (although most were adapted). 
Participants
Sites. Six Jim Casey Initiative states were recruited for participation in the TFC-KLS pilot study. While there are more than six states with Jim Casey Initiative programs, it was not feasible to include them all in this study. Six was thus the agreed upon number of states that maximized sample size and kept site burden to a minimum. Each state chose one site within that state to focus on in the survey. The six chosen sites were at various stages of Jim Casey Initiative implementation maturity in order to capture a range of experiences. The six sites were quite diverse, varying by U.S. region, urbanicity, population demographics, child welfare system structure, and community goals prioritized for improving services for young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. 
Key leaders. Key leaders were the professionals, young people, and other community stakeholders who were best able to reflect on the state of services for young people transitioning out of foster care in each community. Approximately 20 key leaders and stakeholders were identified in each of the six sites. Jim Casey Initiative site liaisons worked with each site’s lead agency staff to identify the appropriate leaders. Key leader identification followed a positional approach (i.e., participants are chosen based on the occupational position they hold in the community) similar to that used in other system-level evaluations (the Community Youth Development Study’s Community Key Informant Survey: author, 2002; author, 2014). For the current study, 10 key leader positions were identified as required positions, that is, positions that each site was required to include as a key leader due to the universality of their importance based on discussions among research and Jim Casey Initiative staff. An additional seven key leader positions were identified as suggested positions that sites were encouraged to consider including but that may or may not be a key player in a specific site’s community. Finally, sites were instructed to identify additional key leaders until a total of at least 20 were identified. Some of these additional key leaders may hold similar positions as those in the required and suggested categories if there is more than one of these positions per site. If an identified positional key leader declined to participate or was unable to be reached, then any extra key leaders identified by sites were contacted for participation. 
Table 3 lists all required, suggested, and additional key leader positions, as well as how many participants holding each position participated (N = 119). Although 10 positions were considered required, one site was unable to identify anyone for the Jim Casey Initiative-specific positions because they had not yet reached full implementation of the Initiative. Furthermore, while all sites identified the individuals holding the remaining required positions, some of those identified were unable to be reached or were unwilling to participate in the survey. Of the seven suggested positions, only one, a legislator who has supported child welfare legislation, was not filled in any of the six communities (several sites identified a person for this position, but none participated in the interview). In each site, two participants were identified by Jim Casey and lead site staff as the most knowledgeable about the work being done in that community and were asked to participate in the TFC-KLS supplemental survey (which is described in more detail in the following section). The positions of those identified as most knowledgeable were the lead agency representative (i.e., the agency responsible for implementing the Jim Casey Initiative in that site; n = 5), additional key leader (n = 4), state independent living coordinator (n = 2), and child welfare director/deputy (n = 1). 
The majority of participants (69%) were female, and 85% of participants reported having a bachelor’s degree or higher. Almost all participants (93%) reported living in the community they were reporting on, the average length of time being 28 years. Most (95%) also said they work in the community they were reporting on, the average length of time being 16 years. 
Data Collection Procedure
The standard version of the TFC-KLS, which was completed by all key leader participants, assessed system change in relation to Strategies 1 through 4. A supplement to the TFC-KLS explored system change specifically in relation to Strategy 5: Increased Opportunities. This section involved taking an inventory of 103 services, supports, and resources (referred to as Opportunities), many of which came from the Assessment of Resources to Support Transitioning Youth (Gaughen, 2010), to determine their availability to young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood in the community. Because of the substantial amount of time this section added to the interview, only the two participants considered by Jim Casey Initiative and lead site staff to be most knowledgeable about the state of services for young people transitioning out of foster care in their community were asked to respond to these items. These items were assumed to have definitive correct answers, rather than the more perception-oriented items comprising the rest of the survey, so it was hypothesized that surveying a smaller number of respondents could provide a reliable estimate of service availability. 
All interviews were conducted over the phone by trained data collection staff. The regular interview was designed to be approximately 45 minutes in length, while the supplement administered with two leaders from each site was an additional 45 minutes in length. Data collection took place from February through May 2013. TFC-KLS respondents were not paid an incentive except for (a) those participating in the TFC-KLS supplement and (b) young people (i.e., Youth Leadership Institute graduate, current or past president of Jim Casey Youth Leaders Board, youth on planning committee). These respondents were paid $50 for their participation. 
Data Analysis Procedure
Scale psychometrics. Eight of the 24 measures included in the standard version of the TFC-KLS had three or more items and were conceptualized as latent variables, while the remaining 16 were composed of only one to two items and considered manifest variables or were otherwise combined to form an index. Latent scales were assessed by (a) examining descriptive statistics, (b) assessing internal consistency, and (c) examining the factor structure via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Assessment of model fit relied on model chi-square statistics, normed comparative fit indices (CFI; Bentler, 1990, 1992), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Steiger & Lind, 1980). All scale items had ordinal answer choices. Scales with four or fewer ordinal answer choices were treated as categorical variables in the CFA models as the assumption of normality was not typically met for these variables, while those with five or more were more normally distributed and therefore could be treated as continuous. Analyses were conducted using SPSS version 19 and Mplus version 7.11. Two measures that constituted the “Community Awareness and Support” construct (Public Awareness and Willingness to Support Youth Aging Out, and Leader Support) were measured incorrectly during the pilot and were thus not included in the examination of the instrument’s psychometric properties.
In calculating scale scores, the following rules were implemented to deal with missing data. These rules were chosen because they were simpler than implementing multiple imputation procedures and followed guidelines well established in the field of missing data analysis (Graham, 2012). Missing data procedures are more robust if the items that constitute the scale are highly related, so following suggestions from Graham (2012), if the scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was greater than or equal to .90, we allowed for up to 50% missing data for a score to be calculated for an individual respondent. If the scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was between .8 and .9, we allowed one out of four, two out of five, or two out of six items to be missing for a valid score. For alphas between .7 and .8, we required four out of four, four out of five, or five out of six items to be not missing for a valid score. Finally, for a scale with alpha less than .7, we required all items to be present in order to calculate a score (Graham, 2012). 
Correlations among measures and strategies. Within- and between-construct correlations among all 24 measures were compared to assess the convergent and discriminant validity of constructs within strategies. Factor scores were used for the eight latent variables and raw scores were used for the 16 observed variables. 
Inter-rater reliability among Opportunity Availability items. Finally, we examined whether the responses of only two participants per site resulted in a reliable assessment of Community Opportunity Availability. The first analysis step involved calculating the inter-rater reliability for the 103 opportunities, which are broken down into the seven youth outcome areas. For permanency-related opportunities, the percentages of matching responses were simply calculated as the number of times respondents gave matching Yes or No responses divided by all non-missing responses. All other outcome areas had more extensive answer choices: 1 = This resource does not exist and is not under development, 2 = This resource does not exist but it is in development, 3 = This resource exists but has limited availability to young people transitioning from foster care, 4 = This resource exists and has moderate availability to young people transitioning from foster care, and 5 = This resource exists and is readily available to young people transitioning from foster care. Raters were considered to match if they both responded with either: (a) a 1 or 2, or (b) a 3, 4, or 5. This allowed us to test the basic agreement of whether an opportunity did or did not exist, regardless of whether it was under development or how widely available it was. Any “Don’t know” responses were treated as a mismatch.
In addition to Community Opportunity Availability, the TFC-KLS supplement asked participants to reflect on the level of youth involvement in developing the opportunities available in each of the seven outcome areas of interest. Answer choices included 1= They play no role, 2 = They are occasionally consulted to give feedback on adults' ideas or plans, 3 = They are frequently consulted to give feedback on adults' ideas or plans, 4 = They are involved in developing ideas and plans but have no decision-making power, 5 = They are involved in developing ideas and plans and have some decision-making power, and 6 = They play a primary role in developing ideas and plans as well as decision making. Participant responses were considered to match if their responses were within one answer choice of each other. 
Agreement between raters was assessed using Cohen’s kappa and interpreted using criteria outlined by Landis and Koch (1977), where values less than 0 indicated poor agreement, .00 to .20 indicated slight agreement, .21 to .40 indicated fair agreement, .41 to .60 indicated moderate agreement, .61 to .80 indicated substantial agreement, and .81 to 1 indicated almost perfect agreement.
Results
The following results consist of (a) assessing face validity of the TFC-KLS, (b) assessing scale psychometrics and construct validity by examining scale reliabilities and factor fit indices, (c) assessing convergent/divergent validity by examining relationships among survey measures and strategies, and (d) testing the inter-rater reliability of the service availability portion of the TFC-KLS.
Face Validity
All items were reviewed and discussed thoroughly with Jim Casey Initiative and [organization name blinded for review] content experts to ensure their applicability and appropriateness for assessing systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood, thus establishing initial face validity for the survey items. Face validity of the instrument was further increased through open-ended feedback on survey items from interview participants (collected by interviewers as they administered the survey) and through calls with site representatives following TFC-KLS data collection to elicit their feedback on the survey items and data collection process.
Scale Psychometrics
The psychometrics of the survey’s eight latent scales can be found in Table 4. All scales performed well. Only slight skewness and kurtosis of individual items were found, with none above 2.0. All scales had acceptable to good internal consistency, with alphas ranging from α = .714 to α = .878. 
	The fit indices for each of the seven confirmatory factor analyses also are shown in Table 4. Using cutoff criteria of RMSEA < .08 and CFI > .90 as indicators of satisfactory fit, all scales except one (Impact) met criteria for at least one of the two fit criteria, while three scales (Leadership, Cohesion and Conflict, and Youth Access to Resources) met both fit criteria. No CFA was run for Child Welfare Community’s Expectations because this scale had only three items; however, the bivariate correlations among items were 0.35, 0.47, and 0.65.
Correlations Among Measures and Strategies
	Correlations among measures can be found in Table 5. Three groups of correlations are differentiated: (a) correlations between measures within the same constructs of the logic model (shaded in dark grey), (b) those between measures in different constructs but still within the same strategy (shaded in light grey), and (c) those between measures in different strategies (unshaded). Out of the 276 correlations reported in the table, 122 reached statistical significance (i.e., p < .05). This number of significant correlations is much greater than what would be expected to be found by chance alone (i.e., 14 out of 276, or 5%). Measures that had the highest number of statistically significant correlations with other measures included Youth Engagement in System Change (18 out of 23), Non-financial Resources (17 out of 23), and Youth Access to Resources (16 out of 23). The measures with the lowest number of statistically significant correlations with other measures included (a) State Policy Understanding and (b) Community’s Educational Expectations for Foster Youth Compared with Non-Foster Youth (each had only 2 out of 23). 
As part of our test of the logic model as a nomological network of system-level constructs following from the Jim Casey Initiative logic model, we hypothesized that correlations of measures within constructs would be larger than correlations between constructs and between strategies. However, the mean correlation of Group 3 (measures between strategies; M= .193, SD = .106) fell between those of Group 1 (measures within constructs; M= .238, SD = .142) and Group 2 (measures between constructs but within strategies; M= .180, SD = .134). An ANOVA comparing the three groups approached but did not reach significance, F(2,273) = 2.96, p = .053. Follow-up pairwise comparisons revealed a statistically significant difference between Groups 1 and 2 (t = 2.19, p = .031) but not between Groups 1 and 3 (t = 1.78, p = .082) or Groups 2 and 3 (t = -0.77, p = .444), indicating only partial support of our hypothesis. 
We then conducted a CFA to assess the fit of the TFC-KLS data to the hypothesized model derived from the Jim Casey Initiative logic model (final version of model in Figure 1). We first calculated a scale score for each construct by taking the mean of the measures within the construct, and then used the scales as indicators of the strategies, expressed as correlated latent variables (see Figure 1). Resulting fit indices met some but not all criteria for acceptable model fit, χ2 = 27.85, p < .05; RMSEA = .079; CFI = .843. An examination of factor loadings found that the Research and Evaluation (3a) and Communications (3b) constructs did not load well onto Strategy 3 (Research, Evaluation, and Communications). Strategy 3 also was not found to correlate with any of the other strategies. We then made slight modifications to the grouping of constructs within strategies based on the factor loadings of constructs within strategies and correlations among strategies. A modified model was run that split the Research and Evaluation (3a) construct into two sub-constructs: Community Evaluation (3a1) and Data-Driven Action (3a2). This modification resulted in both improved fit and correlations among strategies; however, the Community Evaluation sub-construct still did not load onto Strategy 3 and was left out of the final model. The final model had slightly improved fit indices, χ2 = 25.86, p = .06; RMSEA = .072; CFI = .882; significant factor loadings (all > .35); and all strategies were significantly correlated with each other. The modifications leading to the final CFA model are noted in Figure 1.
Inter-rater Reliability of Service Availability Items in TFC-KLS Supplement
Of the 103 individual opportunity items, 33 had agreement percentages lower than what would be expected by chance (in this case, 50% for permanency-focused opportunities, 52% for other opportunities, 44% for youth involvement in developing opportunities). The percentages of rater agreement for the availability of youth opportunities across outcome areas, as well as rater agreement regarding level of youth involvement in developing opportunities, are summarized in Table 6. Overall, opportunities related to financial capability had the highest agreement between participants (83.4% across all sites), while housing had the lowest agreement (57.9% across sites). All outcome areas had inter-rater reliability greater than chance, but only two (Financial Capability and Education) reached moderate to substantial agreement. All other outcome areas, as well as agreement regarding level of youth involvement in developing opportunities, had only fair agreement. 
Discussion
Young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood are a vulnerable, high-risk population who stand to benefit a great deal from effective system-level interventions that improve service delivery. This study is the first test of an instrument designed to measure change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. The findings from the TFC-KLS pilot were generally positive and supported the validity and utility of the instrument for measuring change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. All latent scales performed well in psychometric analysis except for Impact, which was not found to have satisfactory model fit despite having acceptable internal consistency. A large number of measures were statistically significantly correlated with one another. Two out of the three measures that had the most statistically significant correlations with other measures were youth focused (Youth Engagement in System Change and Youth Access to Resources), suggesting that measures of youth empowerment may serve as key indicators of the overall health of a system serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. 
One of the measures that had the least statistically significant correlations with other measures, State Policy Understanding, was somewhat surprising, as it seems that knowledge of how the system works would relate directly to other indicators of how a system is functioning as a whole. However, the items comprising State Policy Understanding were flagged as items that may benefit from revisions, so its lack of relationship with other system measures may be more due to a lack of measurement quality than the importance of policy understanding itself. In particular, it was discovered through the pilot that some participants responded to policy understanding items based on written policy, while others responded based on common practice. Furthermore, some state policies are so complex that item wording was not specific enough to have a clear right or wrong answer. The other measure with the least statistically significant correlations with other measures, Community’s Educational Expectations for Foster Youth, was less surprising, as communities tend to be unaware of the situations of youth transitioning from foster care to adulthood and the systems that serve them, regardless of how well they are working.
The hypothesized system change model underwent only slight modifications to arrive at a satisfactory final model (see Figure 1). The fact that Community Evaluation was left out of the final model to achieve satisfactory fit suggests that evaluation, while being an integral part of the Jim Casey Initiative operational strategy, may be considered as something distinct from the conceptual service delivery model. This may be indicative of respondents’ lack of familiarity with evaluative methods or perhaps indicate an orientation that evaluation is a process external to service delivery and/or something that might reflect poorly upon those involved with the actual provision of services. This finding suggests that perhaps more effort should be placed on educating community members including service providers about evaluation efforts occurring and/or broadening the integration of evaluation into the general system change model. 
The inter-rater reliability findings for Strategy 5: Increased Opportunities were also somewhat surprising. These findings suggest that while some sites and outcome areas had better agreement than others, using only two “expert” raters to assess Opportunity Availability does not provide the reliability needed to use this methodology for obtaining an accurate assessment. This could be due to a variety of factors including lack of survey item clarity, differing knowledge levels regarding service availability, or different interpretations of which community services fall into the service categories assessed in the survey. Future research should test whether this measure performs better with more expert raters or if it can be adapted in a way to make it more consistent with only two raters in order to minimize survey burden.
Pilot testing the TFC-KLS and obtaining survey feedback from site personnel provided a variety of opportunities related to preparing the TFC-KLS for widespread and ongoing use. First, piloting the TFC-KLS allowed the quality of the measures in the survey to be examined psychometrically and refined. Second, piloting the TFC-KLS with actual community key leaders allowed for the detection of a variety of challenges, including item ambiguity or misunderstanding (as indicated by asking the interviewer clarifying questions or expressing confusion or difficulty responding), screening key leader knowledge to ensure what was being asked was in the purview of a variety of community key leaders (as indicated by Don’t know responses), and ensuring the interview was not too long or cumbersome for typical participants. Finally, reviewing findings with Jim Casey Initiative staff and individual site leaders allowed for the utility of actual TFC-KLS results to be considered. 
Implications and Next Steps
The pattern of findings from this study holds several implications for the field. 
Validated instrument for evaluation purposes. The instrument tested in this study provides a resource that programs and systems can use to assess change in their own communities’ foster youth-serving systems. The findings suggest that the TFC-KLS is in part a psychometrically reliable and valid instrument for measuring change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. Seven of the eight scales performed well, while explorations of face validity with Jim Casey Initiative staff, survey respondents, and pilot site representatives were encouraging for the index measures. In particular, upon reviewing the findings, site representatives reported that (a) the TFC-KLS findings resonated with their experience of system functioning in their community; (b) they found value in exploring how the perspectives of community key leaders were similar to or different from their own perspectives regarding community functioning and the implications of these similarities or differences; and (c) they were interested in having this type of data collected in their communities longitudinally so that they could track their system change progress, make informed decisions on directions for next steps, and have concrete data to report out to funders and other parties of interest. Two concerns regarding ongoing use of this instrument included finding the resources to collect and analyze it, and the time burden on staff who would be asked to respond to it. 
The pilot findings also suggested a variety of possibilities for improving the instrument for future use. A variety of recommendations for refining survey item wording to improve understanding were gleaned from interviewees following survey administration. In addition, suggestions for the data collection process that may improve participant experience and, in turn, data quality, were recommended, including offering an online option for individuals who cannot commit to a 45-minute telephone interview. 
Understanding system change processes. The correlation matrix of all measures offered interesting insights into the conceptual utility of the logic model being tested. The fact that correlations among measures within constructs were stronger than those of measures between constructs within strategies, but not so for those between strategies, suggests that the arrangement of system change constructs suggested by the Jim Casey Initiative logic model may have utility as a practical implementation model of Jim Casey Initiative activities, but a theoretical model of system change may benefit from further exploration into the relationships among system change measures. While the overall model fit was acceptable, we can see that some measures grouped by strategy for practical implementation purposes may be rearranged based on nomological theory to make a more robust conceptual model that more accurately represents the system change process. For example, the Community Evaluation measure ended up being left out of the final model, suggesting a need to take a closer look at how this measure may be adapted or relocated to better contribute to the model. Similar reorganization also could be suggested from examining the correlation matrix. For example, Formal Youth Engagement had moderate relationships with organizational collaboration and the number of sectors involved in collaboration, yet they were included in separate strategies. While the practical utility of implementing the Jim Casey Initiative logic model may warrant having one strategy that focuses on formal youth engagement and a separate strategy that focuses on organizational partnerships (among other things), these elements appear to be more closely related in the system change process than their juxtaposition in the logic model. Hence, a valuable next step for work in this area would be to develop a system change conceptual model that better represents the change process in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. A conceptual model geared toward change in this particular system could provide a basis for much more extensive and effective evaluation work in this area. 
Finally, additional important next steps for work with the TFC-KLS should include (a) improving the approach to collecting the Increased Opportunities measure, (b) connecting the Increased Opportunities measured in Strategy 5 to the conceptual model once an improved approach to collecting this data is established, and (c) linking the system change indicators measured in the TFC-KLS with measures of youth outcomes to determine whether these system change measures predict improved youth outcomes as intended. 
System change measurement logistics. The finding that using only two “expert” raters to assess Opportunity Availability was not sufficient provided valuable insight into the logistics of successfully conducting system-change research for this population. In order to obtain a reliable reading on Opportunity Availability, either more raters need to be recruited for this portion of the survey, fewer questions need to be asked so that they can be asked of everyone without creating undue burden, or a small subset of key leaders could be asked to work together to produce an assessment of Opportunity Availability, allowing for discussion and research into which opportunities exist and to what extent. Since this section was considered a more concrete measure of Opportunity Availability rather than a gauge of community key leader perceptions, this latter approach would be appropriate.
The participant recruitment process also was informative in terms of understanding how the positional recruitment process commonly used in other intervention approaches such as Communities That Care works when used in the context of transition-aged foster youth-serving systems as opposed to prevention systems. For this pilot, sites were asked to identify 10 required, seven suggested, and at least three additional leaders. Sites were able to identify, and in most cases engage the participation of, most if not all of the 10 required positions, other than two positions very specific to the Jim Casey Initiative, and thus not applicable to communities not implementing the Jim Casey Initiative (primary Jim Casey Initiative local funder and Jim Casey self-evaluation coach/chair). Many of the suggested positions resonated less so with sites and were not included, especially the positions of legislator, secondary school guidance counselor, and leader of a foster parent association. A large percentage of key leaders (41%) fell into the category of “additional” key leaders. The sector classifications in Table 3 offer suggestions for other categories that due to their popularity may warrant being considered as required positions—positions such as a representative from a postsecondary/vocational institution, or additional public child welfare representatives—but the fact that such a wide variety of positions were selected for participation supports the notion of the importance of allowing communities to have a considerable degree of flexibility in the community stakeholders that they identify as key leaders, as those playing important roles in this area of work vary widely by community. 
Limitations
As in all studies, there were a variety of limitations to consider. First, the TFC-KLS pilot study was conducted in only six sites with 120 total key leaders. Although the sites were quite varied, a larger sample size would provide more power to do more in-depth analysis of relationships among constructs, as well as multilevel analysis that would allow for taking into account site clustering effects. Second, the instrument was tested only with sites familiar with the Jim Casey Initiative. It is important to test this instrument with sites not affiliated with the Jim Casey Initiative to ensure its applicability to communities in general. A third limitation is that the two measures constituting the Community Awareness and Support construct were measured incorrectly during the pilot and were thus not included in the examination of the instrument’s psychometric properties. These measures would need to be examined during a future survey administration. 
Conclusion
The findings from this TFC-KLS pilot study suggest that this instrument holds value for measuring change in systems serving young people transitioning from foster care to adulthood. The pilot allowed not only for an evaluation of the instrument’s reliability and validity, but also gave insight into key instrument revisions needed to improve its utility. The TFC-KLS findings offer insight into how to start developing a rigorous and data-supported conceptual model of change for this type of system. Finally, this pilot study offered insight into the process of collecting system-change data for this area of work. Future use of the instrument in research and practice will give further insight into its practical utility in the field. 
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Psychometric Properties of the TFC-KLS

Table 1
Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative logic model (Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative, 2013)
	Strategies and activities 
	Improved policy and practice 
	Improved youth outcomes

	A set of strategies and activities will help create the conditions that are necessary in a community in order to improve outcomes for young people transitioning from foster care.
Youth Engagement
Youth leadership boards
Young people as effective self-advocates
Partnerships & Resources
Community partnership boards
Resource development
Young people as partners
Research, Evaluation, & Communications
Self-evaluation team
Communication with multiple audiences
Young people as evaluators and communicators
Public Will & Policy
Agenda & approach for improving public policies and systems
Young people as advocates for improved systems
Increased Opportunities
Opportunity passport™
Door openers
Young people as decision makers for increased opportunities
	Improved policy and practice will promote timely permanence and increase opportunities available to young people:
A permanent family
A family or committed, caring adult in his or her life when leaving care
Subsidized legal guardianship and kinship care as options
Placements in family settings rather than congregate care
Placements in their communities
Opportunities for safely re-engaging birth parents or relatives
Connections to siblings
Foster care available to age 21 with continued permanency planning
Access to racially equitable services and supports
Individualized assessments
Accessible services
Data to identify and address racial disproportionality and disparate outcomes
A stable education
Continuous schooling upon entering care and while in it
Tuition waivers for postsecondary education
Supports for postsecondary education (ETVs, housing, etc.)
Opportunities to achieve economic success
Developmentally appropriate matched savings
Necessary personal documents (e.g., SS card, birth certificate, photo ID)
Early and consistent work experience
A place to live
Variety of living options from age 18 to 21
Priority access to safe housing options
Access to physical and mental health care
Medicaid to age 21 and beyond
Comprehensive, coordinated health care when in foster care
Opportunities to shape their own future
Youth-led case planning, including permanency and transition planning
Access to competent legal counsel
Leadership and community involvement opportunities
Info on how all young people are doing after foster care (NYTD Plus)
	When systems are effectively supporting young people throughout their transition, they will have improved outcomes in the following areas.
Permanence: Young people have adults to rely on for a lifetime and supportive family networks.
Education: Young people acquire education and training that enable them to obtain and retain steady employment.
Employment: Young people support themselves by obtaining and retaining steady employment.
Financial capability: Young people manage their budgets and achieve their financial goals.
Housing: Young people have safe, stable, and affordable housing and have access to transportation for work and school.
Physical and mental health: Young people have access to insurance and to the appropriate services and supports that meet their physical and mental health needs.
Social capital: Young people have, sustain, and capitalize on a diverse network of connections to achieve their life goals.


Table 2
Transitions from Foster Care Key Leader Survey constructs and measures
	Strategy
	Construct
	Measure
	# 
Items
	Source (most adapted)

	Strategy 1: 
Youth 
Engagement
	1.	Youth 
engagement
	Formal youth engagement
	3
	Developed by team

	
	
	Youth engagement in system change
	5
	Developed by team

	Strategy 2: Partnerships 
and Resources
	2a.	Public/private/ agency 
collaboration
	Organizational collaboration
	9
	CKI

	
	
	Sectors involved in organizational collaboration
	19
	CKI

	
	
	Collaboration with child welfare system
	2
	(Corteville & Sun, 2009; Harris, Luke, Burke, & Mueller, 2008)

	
	
	Common vision
	1
	Developed by team

	
	
	Leadership
	5
	CKI

	
	
	Cohesion and conflict
	9
	Partnership Self-Assessment Tool (Center for the Advancement of Collaborative Strategies in Health, 2002)

	
	
	Culturally diverse collaborators
	1
	CKI

	
	2b.	Public/private/ agency accountability 
for youth 
outcomes
	Ownership
	2
	CKI

	
	
	State policy understanding
	5
	Developed by team

	
	
	Child welfare community’s expectations
	3
	CKI

	
	
	Community’s educational expectations about foster youth compared with general population youth
	4
	CKI

	
	2c.	Productivity
	Barriers to productivity
	8
	CKI

	
	
	Impact
	6
	CBI

	
	
	Influence
	19
	CBI

	
	2d.	Resources
	Resource development
	4
	CKI, developed by team

	
	
	Youth access to resources
	8
	CKI

	
	
	Non-financial resources (shortened from original)
	4
	Partnership Self-Assessment Tool

	Strategy 3:
Research, 
Evaluation, and Communications
	3a.	Research and evaluation
	Community evaluation
	1
	CKI

	
	
	Data-driven action
	7
	CKI

	
	3b.	Communications
	Communications
	6
	Developed by team

	Strategy 4: Public Will and Policy
	4.	Policy agenda clarity and action
	Policy agenda clarity and action planning
	10
	CKI

	
	
	Policy agenda action and impact
	3
	CKI

	Strategy 5: 
Increased Opportunities
	5a.	Availability of opportunities
	Permanency-focused opportunities
	6
	Assessment of Resources to Support Transitioning Youth (Gaughen, 2010)

	
	
	Education-focused opportunities
	13
	

	
	
	Employment-focused opportunities
	14
	

	
	
	Financial capability-focused opportunities
	16
	

	
	
	Housing-focused opportunities
	19
	

	
	
	Physical/mental health-focused opportunities
	23
	

	
	
	Social capital-focused opportunities
	12
	

	
	5b.	Youth 
engagement in developing opportunities
	Youth engagement in developing opportunities scale
	7
	Developed by team

	Note. CBI = Community Board Interview; CKI = Community Key Informant Survey.
Note. The TFC-KLS supplement is composed of the items assessing Strategy 5: Increased Opportunities.



	Table 3 
Key Leader positions 
	

	
	n

	Required Positions
	

	1. Child welfare director/deputy
	5

	2. Lead agency Jim Casey Initiative representative
	6

	3. State independent living coordinator
	4

	*4 and 5. Youth leadership institute graduate, president of youth leaders board, or youth from planning committee (2 per site)
	11

	6. Prominent private child welfare representative
	7

	*7. Primary local funder of Jim Casey Initiative
	2

	*8. Community partnership board chair/convener
	5

	*9. Self-evaluation coach/chair
	2

	10. Primary transition-age child welfare case worker
	6

	Suggested Positions
	N

	1. Leader of foster parent association 
	3

	2. Family court judge/referee - dependency cases 
	4

	*3. Primary Door Opener provider 
	3

	4. Legal advocacy community leader (e.g., director of family court legal service; law school clinics) 
	4

	5. Non-legal advocacy community (e.g., non-attorney Guardian Ad Litem; child welfare advocacy orgs) 
	5

	6. Secondary schools guidance counselor 
	3

	7. Legislator who has sponsored child welfare legislation
	0

	Additional Key Leaders (Chosen by sites)
	49

	Total
	119

	Additional Key Leaders, by Sector
	n
	
	
	n

	Town/City/Municipal government
	2
	
	Legal (judge/lawyer/ CASA/guardian ad litem)
	3

	Postsecondary/vocational institution
	8
	
	Banks/financial institution
	2

	Public child welfare
	7
	
	Other business
	2

	Private child welfare provider
	3
	
	Community coalition
	1

	Mental health
	1
	
	Young person
	1

	Child advocacy organization
	5
	
	Other
	6

	Other human service or nonprofit agency
	8
	
	Total
	49

	*Note: Position that would only apply to a Jim Casey Initiative site and not a generic site.
*Note: Some additional key leaders may hold similar positions as those in the required and suggested categories if there is more than one key position per site.



	Table 4 
Psychometrics of Transitions from Foster Care Key Leader Survey measures
	
	
	

	
	
	
	CFA

	Strategy
	Measure
	Cronbach's Alpha
	x2
	df
	P
	RMSEA
	CFI

	Strategy 1: Youth Engagement

	Youth engagement in system change
	0.845
	10.768
	5
	0.056
	0.098
	0.969

	Strategy 2: Partnerships and Resources
	Organizational collaboration
	0.845
	90.541
	27
	0.000
	0.141
	0.944

	
	Leadership
	0.718
	8.663
	5
	0.123
	0.078
	0.985

	
	Cohesion and conflict
	0.878
	34.224
	27
	0.160
	0.047
	0.984

	
	Child welfare community’s expectations
	0.736
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	
	Barriers to productivity
	0.835
	74.608
	20
	0.000
	0.152
	0.911

	
	Impact
	0.791
	30.39
	9
	0.000
	0.143
	0.880

	
	Youth access to resources
	0.714
	19.864
	20
	0.466
	0.000
	1.000






Table 5 
Correlation matrix of all measures by construct and strategy
[image: ]

	Table 6 
Inter-Rater Reliability and Cohen's Kappa for Community Opportunities by Youth Outcome Area
	
	

	 
	Permanency
	Education
	Employment
	Financial capability
	Housing
	Physical/ mental health
	Social capital
	Youth involved in developing opportunities

	Inter-rater reliability
	66.7%
	71.8%
	70.2%
	83.4%
	57.9%
	63.8%
	63.9%
	59.5%

	Cohen's kappa
	0.33
	0.41
	0.38
	0.65
	0.12
	0.25
	0.25
	0.27

	Landis and Koch (1977) kappa interpretation
	Fair
	Moderate
	Fair
	Substantial
	Slight
	Fair
	Fair
	Fair





[image: ] 
Figure 1. Final model of system change, with modifications made from the hypothesized model noted.
image1.emf
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

1. Formal youth 

engagement

1 .406*** .268** .296** 0.176 .254* 0.082 0.161 -0.046 .211* 0.099 -0.053 -0.072 -0.124 0.058 .339*** -.345** 0.114 .242* 0.211 0.125 0.104 .268* -0.047

2. Youth engagement in 

system change

1 .289** .328*** .205* .272** 0.124 .288** .297** .303** .186* .205* -0.016  -.233* .277** .420*** -0.008 .279** .382*** 0.201 .374** .231* .350** 0.157

3. Organizational 

collaboration 1 .314***.407***.379***.376***.414*** .188* 0.140 -0.123 0.119 0.064

 -

.440*** .234* .398*** -0.082 .274** .327*** 0.165 0.205 .390*** .278** 0.093

4. Sectors involved in org. 

collaboration 1 .319** 0.150 .285** 0.168 0.137 0.047 .195* 0.144 -0.090  -.182* .192* .499*** 0.075 .350*** 0.176 0.008 -0.017 .282** 0.135 0.150

5. Collaboration with child 

welfare system 1 0.166 0.118 .209* 0.066 0.050 0.003 -0.067 0.133 -0.195 0.132 0.155 -0.051 0.071 .295** 0.049 0.061 .362** 0.142 .263*

6. Common vision

1 .532***.401*** 0.094 0.151 -0.065 .196* 0.047

 -

.473*** .248** .271** -0.106 .194* .205* 0.168 0.118 0.166 0.193 0.008

7. Leadership

1 .588*** .295** 0.127 0.049 0.080 0.104

 -

.497***.337*** .227* 0.112 .357*** .296** 0.184 0.185 .299** 0.206 0.184

8. Cohesion and conflict

1 .309** 0.153 -0.032 0.046 0.060

 -

.562***.365***.345*** 0.133 .272** .348*** 0.155 .275* .254* .272** 0.118

9. Culturally diverse 

collaborators 1 .221* 0.062 -0.007 0.106  -.290** .259** 0.036 .269* .324*** 0.133 -0.055 0.170 0.106 -0.024 .271**

10. Ownership 1 0.050 .216* -0.099 -0.174 0.062 0.050 0.076 0.030 -0.007  -.222* 0.057 0.122 0.021 0.136

11. State policy 

understanding 1 0.067 -0.108 0.036 0.081 0.135 0.105 0.055 0.157 -0.059 0.103 -0.166 0.037 0.179

12. Child welfare 

community expectations 1 0.115 -0.106 0.173 .240** 0.014 .301** .231* -0.119 0.109 0.177 .243* 0.124

13. Adult education 

expectations for foster 

youth compared with 

general pop. 1 -0.018 -0.005 0.004 -0.191 0.131 0.027 0.010 0.163 .223* .212* 0.109

14. Barriers to Productivity

1  -.274**  -.232* -0.131  -.310** -.314** -0.077 -0.167  -0.272* -0.151  -.273**

15. Impact 1 0.156 .393***.353*** .262** -0.005 .352** 0.179 0.193 .217*

16. Influence 1 -0.049 .441***.348*** 0.148 .355** .346** .226* -0.063

17. Resource development

1 0.100 -0.006  -.348** 0.150 0.056 -0.044 .354**

18. Youth access to 

resources 1 .374*** 0.199 .280* .342** .381*** .254**

19. Non-financial 

resources 1 .301** .433** .275* .297** .193*

20. Community evaluation

1 0.166 0.032 .389** -0.035

21. Data-driven action

1 .427** 0.259 0.240

22. Communications

1 0.168 .253*

23. Policy agenda clarity 

and action planning 1 .272*

24. Policy agenda action 

and impact 1

***:P=.000  =measures within a strategy

**:p<.01  =measures within a construct

*:p<.05
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Note: Model Modification 1: split construct 3a: Research and Evaluation into 3a1: Community Evaluation
and 3a2: Data-Driven Action

Note: Model Modification 2: removed 3a1 from model

Note: Numbers indicate inter-factor correlations.

Note: ***<.001, **<.01, *<.05




