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Abstract
The current paper describes and evaluates the Youth Counseling Impact Scale (YCIS), a recently
developed therapeutic process measure that assesses youths’ perceptions of the impact individual
mental health counseling sessions have on their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. This measure is
intended for frequent use in the mental health treatment of youths aged 11–18. It provides a general
Impact score as well as two subscale scores: Insight and Change. Five hundred youths receiving
mental health services participated in this investigation. Classical Test Theory, Item Response
Theory, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and analyses of the relationship of the YCIS with other scales
were used to evaluate the research questions. The results suggest that overall the YCIS is a well-
functioning scale with good psychometric properties. The proposed model for one primary general
factor of impact and two secondary factors (Insight and Change) fit the data well. Specific weaknesses
of the scale are discussed and possible improvements are suggested.
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Description and Psychometric Evaluation of the Youth Counseling Impact
Scale
Background

Currently, there is little research on the processes that underlie change in youth mental health
treatments. The lack of inquiry in this area limits our understanding of why or how youth
treatments work (Kazdin & Nock, 2003). This paper describes and evaluates the psychometric
properties of the Youth Counseling Impact Scale (YCIS), a recently developed therapeutic
process measure that may provide insight into the perceived impact of individual counseling
sessions on youths’ thoughts, feelings, and behaviors.
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The YCIS was developed and tested as a component of the Peabody Treatment Progress
Battery, a comprehensive battery of short, reliable, and efficient instruments designed for
frequent use with youths receiving mental health services (Bickman, Riemer, Lambert, et al,
2007). This battery was created to offer feedback on therapy processes and outcomes to
counselors, and includes both English and Spanish versions. The YCIS, specifically, is a
therapeutic impact measure, developed for use in individual treatment sessions with youths
aged 11–18. Generally, measures of impact, “Are concerned with clients’ internal reactions to
sessions, which, logically, must intervene between in-session events and the long-term effects
of treatment” (Stiles et al., 1994, p.175). These measures provide information about clients’
perceptions of the effects of therapy on a session by session basis and, thus, provide a useful
way of measuring the progression of treatment.

Other Session Impact Measures
The most commonly used session impact measures, the Session Evaluation Questionnaire
(SEQ) (Stiles, 1980) and the Session Impact Scale (SIS) (Elliot & Wexler, 1994), were both
designed to be used with adults. The SEQ consists of several bipolar adjective pairs that
describe perceptions of session impact on two dimensions: depth and smoothness (Stiles,
1980). The depth dimension, “distinguishe[s] sessions that [are] deep, valuable, full, special,
and good from those that [are] shallow, worthless, empty, ordinary, and bad” (Stiles, 1980, p.
181). The smoothness dimension “distinguishe[s] sessions that [are] smooth, easy, pleasant,
and safe from those that [are] rough, difficult, unpleasant, and dangerous” (Stiles, 1980, p.
181). The SIS assesses perceptions of session impact on the dimensions of hindering versus
helpful impacts, with helpful impacts having two sub-dimensions: task impacts and
relationship impacts (Elliot & Wexler, 1994). The SEQ focuses on general emotional reactions
to sessions while the SIS targets the specific content of therapy sessions (Elliot & Wexler,
1994).

Session Impact and Adults—Studies with adults have revealed that ratings of session
impact relate to a variety of therapeutic constructs and patient and therapist variables. For
example, ratings of session impact have been found to vary as a function of therapy type and
treatment stage (Reynolds et al. 1996). Ratings of session impact have also been found to relate
to personal characteristics such as racial group membership of clients and therapists (Gregory
& Leslie, 1996), client introversion (Kivlighan & Angelone, 2001; Nocita & Stiles, 1986),
attachment style (Mohr, Gelso, & Hill, 2005), and symptom severity (Odell & Quinn, 1998).
Ratings of session impact have also been found to be associated with clients’ perceptions of
counseling helpfulness (Barak & Bloch, 2006) and working alliance (Fitzpatrick, Iwakabe, &
Stalikas, 2005). Finally, ratings of session impact have been found to be associated with client
involvement and progress in treatment (Eugster & Wampold, 1996), client dropout rates,
(Samstag, Batchelder, Muran, Safran, & Winston, 1998) and client return rates (Tryon,
1990).

Session Impact and Youths—The few studies that have examined ratings of session
impact in youths have produced similar findings to those done with adults. For example, a
study of an adolescent group intervention targeting intimacy and identity found that ratings on
a measure of session impact reflected differences in the therapeutic processes between therapy
groups (Bussell, 2001). An exploratory study of what adolescent males found to be helpful in
counseling found that they showed similar patterns of session ratings to adults and rated
sessions where they obtained insight as especially helpful (Dunne, Thompson, & Leitch, 2002).
A study, comparing differences in youths’ ratings of session impact and therapeutic alliance
in telephone versus online counseling, found that ratings of session impact predicted client
outcomes and varied as a function of the type of counseling received (King, Bambling, Reid,
& Thomas, 2006). Lastly, a study examining the relationship between session impact and the
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development of working alliance in youths undergoing counseling found that session impact
was related to the formation of the working alliance (Ji, 2002).

The Need for a New Measure—Measures of session impact designed specifically for
youths, however, are lacking. A review of the current research literature revealed only one
impact measure developed for use with adolescents: the Session Evaluation Form (SEF). The
SEF is an unpublished measure that was adapted from the SIS and developed specifically for
group therapy sessions (see Bussell, 2001). Group therapy sessions, however, have been found
to differ in therapeutic processes from individual counseling sessions (Holmes & Kivlighan,
2000). Additionally, the SEF (like most session impact scales) only assesses the internal
reaction immediately after a session and not the behavioral changes that occur in the weeks
following a session. These changes, however, may provide relevant information about whether
youths are using what they learn in therapy to change their behaviors. In contrast, the YCIS
was developed for use in individual counseling sessions and provides information about both
the internal reaction following a session and the behavioral changes that occur in the weeks
following a session.

Description of the YCIS
In sum, the YCIS measures youths’ perceptions of helpful counseling impact, the perceived
immediate effect of a counseling session on clients’ understanding of their feelings,
relationships, and problems (insight), and the positive behavioral and emotional changes that
occur in the weeks immediately following a counseling session (change). The YCIS contains
ten items worded appropriately for youths. The first five, derived from the task impact
dimension described by Elliot and Wexler (1994), assess insight immediately after a session.
These are: I learned something important about myself; I now understand better something
about somebody else (like my parents, friends, or my brother or sister); I now understand my
feelings better; I now understand better what my problems may be; I now have a better idea
about how I can deal with my problems. The second five measure the emotional and behavioral
changes that occurred in the two weeks prior to the current session. They are: I tried things my
counselor suggested; I felt better about myself than before; I used things that I learned in
counseling; I improved my behavior in my home; I improved my behavior in school, at work,
or other places like these outside of my home. Elliot and Wexler (1994) also described a
hindering dimension, which they define as “clients’ negative experiences” in therapy (p. 166–
167), which we opted not to include. While we recognize that there may be a need to assess
such negative experiences in therapy, we had several reasons to not include this dimension in
this scale: 1) We were primarily interested in the positive impact of therapy (or lack thereof);
2) a separate therapeutic alliance scale captures negative experiences of clients in treatment
quite well; 3) we wanted to keep the scale as short as possible; and 4) the psychometric evidence
presented by the authors did not convince us that this dimension could easily be integrated into
an overall scale of session impact.

Each item is rated on a 5-point scale (1= Not At All, 2= Only a little, 3= Somewhat, 4 =Quite
a bit, 5= Totally) and the recommended frequency of administration is every two weeks. The
purpose of this study is to evaluate the psychometric properties of the Youth Counseling Impact
Scale. Based on our theoretical conceptualization of counseling impact we expect a hierarchical
G-Factor model with one primary general factor (counseling impact) and two secondary factors
(insight and change).
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Method
Sample

The sample was drawn from a large national psychometric study, conducted in the summer of
2005, with youths aged 11–18, their caregivers, and their counselors. The participants were
recruited from 28 regional offices in six different states (FL, IL, IN, MI, TX, VA) comprising
part of a large national provider for home-based mental health services. The final sample used
for this analysis consisted of 500 youths. The gender and racial/ethnic breakdown of the sample
is as follows: 41% female, 64% White, 32% African American, and 18% of Hispanic descent.
The average age was 14. Almost all (96%) reported English as their primary language. Many
of the youths were court referred to these services, with over half (58%) having been arrested
at least once. Of those arrested, 64% reported having been arrested during the last 12 months.
About two thirds (66%) had either currently or previously been diagnosed with a mental health
disorder. The large majority (90%) had been in treatment for at least a month and one third had
been in treatment for more than six months. Half of the youths in the sample lived with their
biological parents, a third (32%) with foster parents, and the remainder had different living
arrangements.

Procedure
The youths completed a background questionnaire, a series of outcome measures, and a set of
measures designed to assess therapeutic variables believed to influence treatment outcomes
(e.g., therapeutic alliance, treatment motivation, expectancies). These measures were divided
into two booklets that were administered by the youth’s counselor at the end of two sessions.
The background and the outcome measures were completed in the first session and all other
measures were completed in the next session. The YCIS was part of the second booklet. The
de-identified completed questionnaires were returned to our research center (the Center for
Evaluation and Program Improvement) and entered following a rigorous data processing
protocol (see Bickman et al., 2007). For the current study, we included youths who had at least
85% of the YCIS completed. This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of
Vanderbilt University.

Analyses
For the evaluation of the psychometric properties of this scale, we used currently available
models for psychometric analyses, namely Classical Test Theory (CTT), Item Response
Theory (more specifically: Rasch measurement), and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
Each of the models produced indicators for the psychometric quality for the overall scale as
well as for each item. These figures made it possible to identify stronger and weaker items in
a given test. An analysis of its relationship to other variables was also conducted. The plan for
additional studies providing validity evidence will be described in the conclusion section.

Classical Test Theory—The goal of using CTT was to provide familiar indicators of the
psychometric characteristics of the YCIS. We will describe the total scale as well as the
subscales with summary statistics and an indicator of the internal reliability of its test scores
(i.e., Cronbach‘s coefficient alpha). We will also investigate the characteristics of each item
by investigating its distributional characteristics and its relationship to the overall scale and
subscale. The strength of this approach is its ease of use and most readers’ familiarity with it.
The statistics, however, are sample dependent and have arithmetic operations that require
variables at the interval scale level. Interval level scaling, however, cannot be assumed for
rating scale items without further investigation and manipulation, such as using a Rasch
measurement model (Wright & Mok, 2004).
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Rasch Measurement—Item response theory has the advantage of providing more detailed
item level information that is less dependent on the specific sample than classical test theory.
In this approach, measurement models that estimate both item level and person level parameters
are used to create linear interval-level scales (Embretson, 1996). Several item response models
have been developed over the years following the lead of Lord and Novick (1968) as well as
Rasch (1960). In this paper, we applied the Rasch measurement approach. Of the family of
Rasch measurement models, the appropriate one for creating measurement scores from the
YCIS raw scores is the rating scale model (Andrich, 1978; Wright & Masters, 1982; Wright
& Mok, 2004). Besides the person ability (Bn) and the item difficulty score (Di), the rating
scale model also includes a difficulty estimate (Fx) for the item thresholds. The item threshold
is the person measure score expressed in logit units for which a person with that score is equally
likely to endorse one answer category over another (e.g., Only A Little over Not At All). The
general Rasch rating scale model is described by the following equation:

(1)

In this equation, the natural logarithms of the odds ratio of the probability P of person n
choosing category x of item i over selecting the previous category (e.g., the probability of
selecting Only a Little over Not at All) is modeled as the difference of the person ability or trait
(Bn; e.g., the level of perceived impact), the item difficulty (Di; i.e., how likely it is that a
respondent would endorse this item at a high level), and each threshold estimate (Fx). This
additive functionality plus the fact that the estimated parameters are sample independent are
great advantages of the Rasch measurement approach.

In conducting the analysis and reporting the results, we followed the guidelines established for
the Journal of Applied Measurement (Smith, Linacre, & Smith, 2003), one of the main
scholarly outlets for Rasch measurement work. For creating measurement scores and
evaluating the fit of the data to the Rasch model, we used Winsteps (Version 3.61.1), a
commonly used Rasch measurement software developed by Linacre and Wright (2000).
Winsteps uses Joint Maximum Likelihood Estimation which is explained in Linacre (2004).
The results of this analysis will give us some important insight into the psychometric quality
of the YCIS as a scale.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis—We constructed the YCIS to function with a hierarchical
factor structure, so that a total impact scale score could be used as well as two secondary factors
(insight and change) that both significantly contribute to the higher order factor. In order to
provide evidence for this model we used Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Bollen, 1989) to test
whether the model has a good fit with the current data. The model we tested is depicted in
Figure 1. Items 1–5 are modeled to load onto the insight factor and items 6–10 on the change
factor. We constrained the loadings of the secondary factors onto the general factor to be equal
and the variance of the general factor to be 1 in order to prevent an over-identified model. To
estimate the models and their fit with the data we used the SAS procedure PROC CALIS.

Since confirmatory analysis can only demonstrate that the current model fits the current data
reasonably well, but not whether it is the model that would best explain the variance-covariance
structure in the data, we conducted two additional tests. First, we tested the fit of another
plausible model in which all items load directly on just one general impact factor. If this simpler
model fits the data equally well, then the more complex hierarchical G-factor model may not
be justified. These two models can be directly compared using the Chi Square difference test
since constraining both loadings (a) of the secondary factor onto the general factor to be equal
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to one is mathematically the same as testing a one-factor model. Thus, the two models are
nested within each other.

Second, we used the results of the dimensionality investigation that is part of the Rasch
measurement construction to provide further evidence for the proposed factorial structure. For
the dimensionality investigation one first creates measurement scores from observational data
and then uses exploratory principal component factor analysis of the standardized residuals to
test whether there are plausible additional factors beyond the one that is represented by the
measure scores (Linacre, 1998; Smith, 2004).

Relationship to other scales—The perceived impact of the counseling session on youths
is just one aspect of the therapy or counseling process. Other common factors such as
therapeutic alliance and treatment motivation are also important parts of the process (Karver,
Handelsman, Fields, & Bickman, 2005). From a theoretical standpoint one would expect that
counseling impact is related to these common factors but also distinct. As discussed in the
introduction, ratings of session impact have been found to be positively associated with clients’
perceptions of counseling helpfulness (Barak & Bloch, 2006). Perceived helpfulness is a
concept closely related to overall client satisfaction. Thus, we expect that scores from a service
satisfaction scale will be closely related to (in a positive direction) but still distinct from the
YCIS scores. Similarly, session impact has been, theoretically and empirically, assumed to be
related to working alliance (Elliot & Wexler, 1994; Fitzpatrick, Iwakabe, & Stalikas, 2005). It
seems intuitive that counselors who have a stronger alliance with their clients are more likely
to have a positive impact on them. For this reason we hypothesize that the scores from the
YCIS will be strongly and positively related to ratings of the working alliance assessed at the
end of a session. However, these scores should also be empirically distinct from each other
since session impact is not the same as the working alliance. Finally, ratings of session impact
have been found to be associated with client involvement and progress in treatment (Eugster
& Wampold, 1996), client dropout rates, (Samstag, Batchelder, Muran, Safran, & Winston,
1998) and client return rates (Tryon, 1990) as mentioned earlier. All of these concepts are
related to treatment motivation. Consequently, the YCIS scores should be related to (in a
positive direction) but distinct from the scores of a measure of treatment motivation. We will
provide some preliminary investigations into whether there is empirical evidence for the above
hypothesized relationships providing further information regarding the validity of using the
scale scores for the intended purposes. We used the Youth Therapeutic Alliance Quality Scale
(Y-TAQS), the youth version of the Motivation for Youth Treatment Scale (Y-MYTS), and a
brief youth version of a service satisfaction scale (Y-SSS). All three scales are part of the
Peabody Treatment Progress Battery and their psychometric properties have been described
in the corresponding manual (Bickman, et al., 2007).

We investigated the relationships between these scales and how distinct they are by calculating
the correlations between these constructs. If one of these correlations was greater than what is
considered large according to Cohen’s (1992) standards, that is, |r| > .50 (i.e., 25% of the
variance is shared), we further investigated the discrimination by studying the correlation
matrix of all items in the two scales in question. If the two scales represent two distinct
constructs, a pattern should be clearly discernable in which the items within a scale correlate
higher than items between scales. It needs to be noted that a more elaborate discriminate validity
study would be preferable but is beyond the scope of this paper. Future publications are planned
for this purpose.
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Results
Classical Test Theory

Total Scale—Each of the 10 YCIS items was rated on a 5-point scale. To build the raw YCIS
total score a simple average of each youth’s ratings across all items is calculated. Thus, the
total mean raw score ranged from 1 to 5. The distribution of YCIS total scores in the current
sample has a mean of 3.59 and a standard deviation of 1.00. Overall, the scores are normally
distributed. The distribution is slightly skewed to the left (−.48) and has only a small negative
kurtosis (−.38). The median is close to the mean with a value of 3.67. Coefficient alpha for the
total score is high at .92 with generally high item total correlations ranging from .59 (item 10)
to .80 (item 3). The means for the individual items range from 3.26 (item 10) to 3.81 (item 5).
Their standard deviations are between 1.22 and 1.56. All items are only slightly skewed and
have small kurtoses.

Insight Subscale—Similar to the raw total YCIS score, the raw score for the Insight subscale
is calculated by taking the mean of the ratings for items 1 through 5. The distribution of the
Insight scores is also approximately normal. The mean (3.66) is slightly higher than the YCIS
total score as is the median (3.80). The distribution is slightly skewed to the left (−.65) and has
a small negative kurtosis (−.27). The Cronbach’s alpha for this subscale is .91 with item-total
correlations ranging from .73 to .83.

Change Subscale—The raw score for the Change subscale is represented by the mean of
items 6 through 10 and is approximately normal as well. The mean (3.48) is slightly lower than
the YCIS total score while the median is almost the same (3.60). The distribution is also slightly
skewed to the left (−.40) and has a small negative kurtosis (−.51). The coefficient alpha for
this subscale is .86 with item-total correlations ranging from .59 to .79.

Rash Measurement Model
The item characteristic curve shown in Figure 2 below shows the category probabilities for
each of the answer choices. For an ideal scale, each category (1 through 5) has the highest
probability of being endorsed at some point along the person score continuum (Bond & Fox,
2001). This is accomplished for the first category at the left end of the X-Axis, for the third
and fourth in the middle, and for the fifth on the right end. The second answer category (Only
A Little) does not reach that point. The item thresholds are at −.45 (1 to 2), −1.29 (2 to 3), .38
(3 to 4) and 1.36 (4 to5) logit units, which is where the probability curves cross. That means,
for example, a person with an ability score of −.45 logit units is just as likely to endorse category
1 (Not At All) as they would endorse category 2 (Only A Little). Ideally these thresholds increase
in a monotone way. Again this is not the case for the threshold of categories two and three
(−1.29) which is lower than the one from one to two (−.45). These results suggest that
respondents have difficulties differentiating between Only A Little and Somewhat. One could
consider revising the scale and only using four answer categories. However, because the YCIS
is part of a measurement battery where most of the instruments use the same five-point ratings,
we opted to keep the five answer categories for the YCIS to avoid respondents from having to
switch back and forth between four and five answer categories.

One of the first steps in analyzing characteristics of a scale in the Rasch measurement approach
is to examine Table 1 and 2, which provide a summary of the key model fit statistics. The first
statistics to consider are the person and item reliability scores. The person reliability of .83
suggests that the scale scores discriminate reasonably well between persons. The person
reliability is approximately equivalent to coefficient alpha so that values above .80 are
considered satisfactory (Clark & Watson, 1995). The item reliability of .93 indicates that the
items of the YCIS create a well defined variable.
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The next step is to evaluate the location of the persons relative to the items. The default is to
set the item mean to 0, which we did. The mean person score is .47 logit units and .89 if the
extreme observations are included1. This implies that it is easier for a youth to endorse high
scores compared to a perfectly balanced item-to-person situation in which the mean person
score would be lined up with the mean item score at 0. High scores in this context refer to an
indication of a strong positive impact of counseling as reported by the youth. The person map
of items in Figure 3 shows that overall the items and person are well lined up with the slight
shift upwards described above. This graph also illustrates that there are no items that represent
the extreme low or high scoring youths. Thus, the YCIS is most precise in differentiating cases
in the middle of the score range and will be less sensitive to changes at the extremes. This
means the difference between the extreme low true scores of 1 and 1.1, for example, is less
precisely measured compared to the difference between 2.5 and 2.6. This is important to keep
in mind when interpreting the scores of the YCIS.

Checking the residual matrix of the expected scores relative to the observed scores is also
common practice. There are two types of fit statistics that provide summary information about
the degree of deviation and misfit: outfit and infit. Outfit is based on the conventional sum of
squared standardized residuals while infit is an information-weighted sum. The outfit statistic
is more sensitive to extreme observations, while the weighting lessens the influence of those
for the infit statistics. It is common to report the outfit and infit statistics as means square values
(MNSQ), as well as standardized values (ZSTD)--a type of t-statistic. If the data fit the model
perfectly, the t-statistics should have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. T values greater
than +2 or less than −2 are generally interpreted as having less compatibility with the model
than expected (Bond & Fox, 2001). That means there are several people who, based on their
general scoring behavior, should have endorsed this item in a certain expected way, but did
not. There are no hard-and-fast rules for interpreting the MNSQ. However, Wright and Linacre
(1994) suggest as a reasonable item mean square range for rating scales .6 to 1.4 (the potential
range is 0 to infinity) with the expected value being 1.

Using these general guidelines it is clear that both the general item and person fit are very good
for the YCIS (see Table 1 and 2). The person infit MNSQ is 1.07 (SD = .89) and the ZSTD is
−.30 (2.00) while the respective outfit values are almost the same at 1.06 (.87) and −.30 (2.00).
The outfit MNSQ of 1.06 indicates that there is only 6% more noise than modeled. The standard
deviations are a little bit higher than the expected value which is due to some unusual
observations. The item fit indices are as follows: infit MNSQ = 1.01 (.29), ZSTD = −.2 (4.0),
and the corresponding outfit values are 1.06 (.30) and .5 (3.7). Again, the standard deviations
are higher than ideal.

This elevated standard deviation is partly due to the less than ideal fit of item 10 (Outfit MNSQ
= 1.75). This item was phrased: “In the last two weeks I have improved my behavior in
school.” Since the psychometric study was conducted during the summer when most youths
were out of school, many of them probably had difficulty answering this item. This explains
the unusual pattern and variance for that item and the less than ideal fit with the overall scale.
This result suggests that this item should either be dropped or reworded. In the most recent
version of the YCIS (that is available as part of the Peabody Treatment Progress Battery), the
item has been reworded to include others places besides school and now reads: “I improved
my behavior in school, at work, or other places like these outside of my home.”

Extreme observations such as a five on all 10 items or a 1 on all items are typically excluded from the analysis because they correspond
to indefinite measures and can take on any value outside the measurement range of the test. However, procedures have been developed
to include extreme scores in the calculation of certain summary statistics (Linacre, 2004).
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Another aspect of the fit of the data to the Rasch model is unidimensionality. While it is clear
that empirical data are always manifestations of more than one latent dimension, in the Rasch
measurement framework it is important to demonstrate that there is only one primary latent
variable that is represented by the measurement model. In the case of the YCIS, we are testing
whether the primary factor of counseling impact is dominant--expecting at the same time that
there will be some indication of the two secondary factors of Insight and Change in the
residuals. As mentioned above, we applied Linacre’s (1998) approach to check for
multidimensionality, which is integrated into the Winsteps software.

The results of this dimensionality check confirm that there is one dominant primary factor
present in the YCIS. This primary factor represented by the measure itself explains 67.3% of
the total variance while the next contrast explains only 7.7%. The factor loadings of the items
on the primary factor range from .66 to .76. Thus, the Rasch measurement model requirements
for a unidimensional scale are met in a satisfactory way.

However, the second contrast explains 23.5% of the residual variance making it worthwhile
to explore it further. As can be seen by the loadings in Table 3, this contrast in the standardized
residuals differentiates between the items of the two subscales. Items one through five (Insight)
all load positively on this secondary factor while items six to ten (Change) all have negative
loadings. In the next section we will provide some additional evidence for the presence of these
secondary factors representing the two sub-scales.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The proposed hierarchical model of one primary general factor (Impact) and two secondary
factors (Insight and Change) fit the empirical data well (CFI = .98; GFI = .96; RMSEA = .07)
as can be seen in Table 4. The fit statistics for the one factor model indicate a worse fit (CFI
= .89; GFI = .82; RMSEA = .15) and the Chi Square difference test is significant suggesting
that the hierarchical G-factor model is the preferable model among these two. The standardized
estimates of the factor loadings of the items on the two secondary factors were generally high
ranging from .64 to .89 as can be seen in Table 5. The standardized loadings of Insight and
Change on the general Impact factor are .86 and .94.

Overall these results confirm the proposed hierarchical factor structure. As mentioned earlier,
the exploratory principal component factor analysis of the standardized residuals that was
presented as part of the Rasch measurement section provided additional support for the
proposed model.

Relationship with other variables
As can be seen in Table 6, the correlations of the YCIS with alliance (Y-TAQS) and with
service satisfaction (Y-SSS) are both large (i.e., >.5) based on Cohen’s standards. The
correlation with treatment motivation (Y-MYTS) is medium (r = .35). Thus, as proposed, we
further investigated the discrimination of the YCIS to the Y-TAQS and the Y-SSS. The pattern
in the item-by-item correlation matrix provided evidence that the scores on the YCIS are related
but distinct from the other two scales as hypothesized. The correlations of the items within the
YCIS were on average clearly higher than those between the YCIS and the other two scales.
In a couple of cases, the correlations of the items of related measures were close to the items
of one of the subscales (e.g., Insight), but clearly lower than those of the other subscale (e.g.,
Change), thus providing further evidence for the validity of the subscale scores. The tables
with these correlation matrices are available from the first author upon request.

Riemer and Kearns Page 9

Psychol Assess. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2011 June 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Discussion
In this paper we described and evaluated the Youth Counseling Impact Scale, a new therapeutic
process measure designed for frequent use in the mental health treatment of youths aged 11–
18. The YCIS provides information about children and adolescent’s impressions about the
impact individual therapy sessions have on their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. This
measure provides a general Impact score as well as two subscale scores: Insight and Change.
We used a mixed methods approach in the psychometric evaluation of this scale. This allowed
us to use the strengths of each method as well as ameliorate its weaknesses by supplementing
it with other methodological approaches. It also allowed us to triangulate certain results such
as the hypothesized hierarchical G-model factor structure and thus provide stronger evidence
for the validity of its use than we could have using just one of the methods.

Overall, the results are very positive. The YCIS is a short instrument with good psychometric
properties and the characteristics of a measurement scale. The scores are approximately
normally distributed in the intended population and the scale scores show good internal
reliability, as evidenced by both the CTT and Rasch measurement approaches. The Rasch
measurement analysis showed that the data fit the Rasch rating scale model reasonably well
and, thus, demonstrates good scale characteristics. The Rasch analysis also highlighted two
weaknesses of the scale. First, respondents seem to struggle with the differentiation of two of
the answer categories. The expected improvement that a change in the answer categories would
provide, however, is too minor to justify using a different rating scheme than that of other
measures in the measurement battery. Second, this analysis showed the need to either drop or
reword item ten that asks about change in school. We have changed the wording of this item
in the most recent version of the YCIS. The overall fit indices of the Rasch model, however,
are good in spite of these issues.

The confirmatory analysis provided support for the proposed hierarchical G-factor model with
Impact as the primary general factor and Insight and Change as two secondary factors. Thus,
the way we conceptualized counseling session impact theoretically, was resembled by the
empirical data. Our theoretical model of impact was further strengthened by evidence, which
showed that the scores on the YCIS had significant associations with measurement scores of
related constructs such as alliance, treatment motivation, and service satisfaction, but also
provided new and interesting information not captured by these other scales.

This first evaluation of the YCIS is very promising. The YCIS may be a helpful measure for
researchers who want to explore how processes in individual counseling sessions may influence
outcomes. It may also be useful for mental healthcare providers who want a brief tool to
evaluate clients’ perceptions of the positive impact of individual counseling sessions.

One possible shortcoming of the evaluated version of the YCIS is that it had no items asking
about insights into to the youth’s strengths, an important aspect of many therapeutic
approaches. For the most recent version of the YCIS, we added an additional item that asks
specifically about strengths. While we currently have no definitive psychometric information
on the scale including this item, we believe that it is an important addition that will not alter
the general character of the scale. Preliminary analyses of a new dataset including this item are
very promising.

Further analyses are also needed to evaluate the measure’s predictive validity as well its
sensitivity to change. The YCIS is currently being used in the study led by Dr. Leonard Bickman
at the Center for Evaluation and Program Improvement. In this study, using data from a large
national mental health service provider, the YCIS is administered every other week for at least
six months or until the youth is discharged. We expect over 1000 youths to participate in this
study. Several other measures, all included in the Peabody Treatment Progress Battery, are
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also being used in this longitudinal study which will allow us to assess the sensitivity to change
as well as the scale’s predictive power. We will also carefully investigate to what degree the
scale could be shortened without losing its psychometric qualities and sensitivity to change.
These findings will be presented in a separate paper. Researchers or providers who are
interested in using the YCIS (or any other instruments in the Peabody Treatment Progress
Battery) are encouraged to contact the first author about updates.
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Figure 1.
Proposed Factor Structure for the YCIS
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Figure 2.
YCIS Item Characteristic Curve (generated by Winsteps)
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Figure 3.
Person Map of Items (generated by Winsteps)
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Table 3

Factor Loadings for the Second Contrast from Principal Component Analysis of Standardized Residuals Using
the Rasch Measurement Scores as the Primary Factor (N=442)

Item
(Insight)

Factor
Loading

Item
(Change)

Factor
Loading

(1) Learned about self .42 (6) Tried things −.42

(2) Understand others .39 (7) Felt better about self −.43

(3) Understand feelings .59 (8) Used what learned −.51

(4) Understand problems .61 (9) Improved at home −.50

(5) How to deal .55 (10) Improved in school −.35
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