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Abstract 

Effective mental health services require accurate assessment of psychosocial impairments linked 

to mental health concerns. Youth who experience these impairments do so within and across 

various contexts (e.g., school, home). Youth may display symptoms of mental health concerns 

without co-occurring impairments, and vice versa. Yet, nearly all impairment measures presume 

that those assessed display mental health concerns. Consequently, we recently developed youth 

and parent versions of a 5-item measure of youth psychosocial impairments (i.e., Work and 

Social Adjustment Scale for Youth [WSASY]), structured to assess any youth, regardless of 

mental health status. Across two studies, we developed and tested a WSASY teacher version, in 

a large sample of 382 student teacher reports (Study 1), and a subsample of 66 youth who, along 

with their parents and teachers, completed the WSASY and a series of school- and home-based 

behavioral tasks (Study 2). In Study 1, WSASY teacher reports demonstrated excellent internal 

consistency and unique relations with teacher reports on well-established measures of 

psychosocial strengths and difficulties. In Study 2, teacher, youth, and parent WSASY reports 

demonstrated low correspondence with each other and context-specific relations with criterion 

variables. This low correspondence allowed us to capitalize on an integrative approach designed 

to optimize informant-specific variance. Integrative scores demonstrated robust, large-magnitude 

relations with criterion variables across multiple information sources. These findings provide 

important psychometric support for use of WSASY teacher reports, and pave the way toward 

integrating WSASY reports from multiple informants who observe youth psychosocial 

impairments within different contexts and from different perspectives.   

 

Keywords: Assessment; Impairment; Operations Triad Model; School; Work and Social 

Adjustment Scale 

 

Public Significance Statement 

Effectively addressing the needs of youth clients who receive mental health services requires 

accurately measuring how their behavior gets in the way or impairs their daily life. We evaluated 

a measure for assessing school-based impairments, and demonstrated a new strategy for 

accurately combining data from school-based and home-based impairment measures. 
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In mental health research and practice, effective delivery of services to children and 

adolescents (hereafter referred to collectively as “youth” unless otherwise specified) requires 

assessment of mental health symptoms as well as the degree to which these symptoms result in 

psychosocial impairments (American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013). These impairments 

comprise examples of how mental health symptoms get in the way of, or interfere with, day-to-

day functioning. As such, to assess these impairments accurately involves understanding where 

they manifest: the contexts of impairment. Among youth, impairments might manifest in a 

variety of contexts comprising their daily milieu, including the school setting, family 

environment, and interactions with peers (Fabiano & Pelham, 2016). Stated another way, mental 

health concerns among youth may result in impairments as diverse as decreases in school 

performance, family dysfunction, inability to meet demands at home (e.g., chores and 

homework), and/or difficulties with developing and maintaining relationships with peers. Thus, 

accurately assessing psychosocial impairments involves taking a holistic approach that 

incorporates data from a diverse set of information sources who have the collective expertise of 

observing these impairments across contexts. However, existing measures of psychosocial 

impairments are limited because they consist of only (a) single items, (b) items with leading 

questions that presume the presence of mental health concerns among those assessed, (c) items 

that are too broadly construed such that impairments could be accounted for by physical health 

concerns, and/or (d) a single source (e.g., clinician) whose ratings do not estimate impairments as 

they manifest within and across specific contexts. Two studies described in this paper fill a 

crucial gap in research on assessing youth psychosocial impairments, by testing the psychometric 

properties of a survey measure designed to assess school-based impairments (Study 1) and 

integrating these data with measures of home-based impairments (Study 2).        
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Because psychosocial impairments reflect the means by which mental health concerns 

interfere with life functioning, these impairments serve as “gateways” to receiving mental health 

services and monitoring how youth respond to these services. That is, the presence of 

impairments, in part, dictates crucial decisions germane to care, including making diagnoses, 

setting the goals of services, and monitoring response to services to determine whether they 

produce meaningful changes in youth functioning (Goldstein & Naglieri, 2016). As such, the 

path to developing precise, accurate measures of psychosocial impairments is a well-worn one, 

and a perennial priority in mental health research. Yet, an equally perennial concern presents 

itself with research on these measures: the relative paucity of well-conducted, rigorous research 

on the psychometric properties of impairment measures (Gadow et al., 2013; Rapee et al., 2012). 

The implications of this research gap cannot be understated. Impairment measures that lack 

strong psychometric properties result in inaccurate diagnoses, imprecise setting of service goals, 

and services that fail to achieve intended goals. Importantly, methodological issues surrounding 

widely used impairment measures lie in plain sight. 

Four issues affect existing measures. First, the most widely used measures consist of single-

item clinician ratings (e.g., Children’s Global Assessment Scale, Global Assessment of 

Functioning; APA, 2013; Shaffer et al., 1983). Their brevity are overshadowed by their lack of 

psychometric rigor. Single-item measures often display variable and inconsistent precision and 

accuracy, such that their ability to consistently and accurately inform decision-making is 

rendered suspect (e.g., Blake et al., 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

Second, although multi-item measures exist, they typically take the form of diagnosis-

specific measures of psychosocial impairments (e.g., Anxiety Disorders Interview Schedule for 

Children and Adolescents; Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children; Costello et al., 1984; 
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Silverman & Albano, 1996). For instance, within diagnostic instruments, interviewers yoke 

assessments about impairments to specific diagnostic conditions. Although this allows for 

linking specific symptoms to specific impairments, youth who experience diagnosable mental 

health concerns often receive multiple diagnoses (see Goldstein & Naglieri, 2016). Relying on 

diagnosis-specific impairment measures creates interpretive issues, particularly given that (a) 

mental health concerns and psychosocial impairments are only moderately correlated (Allen et 

al., 2010; Storch et al., 2010) and (b) diagnostic thresholds fail to robustly differentiate youth on 

levels of psychosocial impairments (Egger et al., 2006; Keenan et al., 2010). Further, current 

research trends in service delivery involve developing services to address symptoms and 

impairments stemming from multiple, comorbid conditions (e.g., Weisz et al., 2012), and 

emerging models of classification seek to characterize mental health using concepts that traverse 

traditional diagnostic boundaries (e.g., Kotov et al., 2017). These issues create uncertainty with 

the long-term viability of diagnosis-specific modalities for assessing impairments.   

Third, a key issue that cuts across many widely used measures―single-item and multi-item 

alike―lies in the very structure of the line of questioning in these measures. Each of the 

impairment measures noted above and other widely used measures (Impairment Rating Scale, 

Child Sheehan Disability Scale, Weiss Functional Impairment Rating Scale; Fabiano et al., 2006; 

Weiss et al., 2018; Whiteside, 2009) prompt respondents to make ratings based on the premise of 

existing mental health concerns (e.g., “How your child’s problems affect his or her academic 

progress at school”). When items are framed this way, it precludes assessing youth until one 

establishes that they display symptoms. Such methods have obvious utility in service delivery 

settings. Yet, they have limited utility in screening contexts when the presence of symptoms is 

uncertain (e.g., unselected school-based samples; see also Bird et al., 2005). 
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Fourth, researchers have sought to address some of the limitations noted previously by 

creating broad impairment measures where areas of life interference are not tied to any kind of 

functioning (e.g., Columbia Impairment Scale; Brief Impairment Scale; Bird et al., 1996, 2005). 

However, by decoupling impairment ratings from displays of psychosocial functions, these 

measures allow informants to complete reports based on areas of impairment that result from a 

diffuse array of factors, including mental health concerns (e.g., anxiety, hyperactivity), but also 

physical conditions, and even life circumstances or adversities (e.g., parental divorce, 

neighborhood violence). Stated another way, framing items too broadly creates circumstances 

where variance in impairments could be attributed to factors beyond psychosocial functioning. 

To address limitations of existing measures, we developed a short, multi-item measure that 

(a) could be completed by lay raters; (b) is freely available and amenable to wide dissemination; 

and (c) consists of items for which their framing disentangles mental health concerns from the 

presence of impairments but does so by retaining links to psychosocial functioning. These 

features facilitate not only assessing impairments linked to psychosocial functioning, but also in 

a way that is amenable to measuring any youth, regardless of mental health status.  

The Work and Social Adjustment Scale for Youth (WSASY; De Los Reyes et al., 2019a) is a 

modified version of a widely used 5-item measure originally developed for use in assessing 

adults (WSAS; Mundt et al., 2002). The original WSAS assesses impairment across various 

domains (i.e., work, social life, home life, private life, close relationships), is sensitive to 

treatment response, and is capable of estimating naturalistic changes in impairment (e.g., Hussain 

et al., 2011; Kenwright et al., 2005; Kristensen et al., 2015; Zahra et al., 2014). The modified 

WSASY (a) assesses domains relevant to youth (e.g., completing chores and homework); (b) 

reflects impairments resulting from behavior generally, not mental health concerns in particular; 
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and (c) includes parallel versions for parents and youth to complete (see Appendices A and B of 

De Los Reyes et al., 2019a). That is, in contrast to instruments described previously for which 

item content is linked to symptoms (e.g., “How your child’s problems affect….”), items on the 

WSASY are framed such that impairments are linked to psychosocial functioning but without 

reference to clinically elevated concerns (e.g., “Because of the ways I think, feel, or behave….”). 

In prior work (De Los Reyes et al., 2019a; Okuno et al., 2021), the WSASY displayed high 

internal consistency (i.e., α’s ≥ .80), particularly for a 5-item scale (see Youngstrom et al., 2019). 

In fact, scores from the WSASY parent and youth versions (a) relate to scores from a broad array 

of well-established survey measures of parent, youth, and family functioning; (b) distinguish 

adolescents on the number of co-occurring mental health concerns and peer-related impairments; 

and (c) predict independent observers’ ratings of youths’ interpersonal functioning in social 

interactions. Further, as with assessment of youth functioning generally (Achenbach et al., 1987; 

De Los Reyes et al., 2015, 2019b; Renk & Phares, 2004), parent and youth WSASY reports 

demonstrate low correspondence with one another (r = .22; De Los Reyes et al., 2019a). 

Importantly, the existing WSASY versions do not include an informant with specific 

expertise in observing impairments in the school setting. Youth spend more of their time awake 

during weekdays in school than at home, and school performance is a critical social determinant 

of health that affects individuals over the course of their lifetime (Fabiano & Pelham, 2016). 

Thus, failure to assess psychosocial impairment in the school results in a significant information 

gap in accurately understanding where and to what extent youth display impairments.  

Developing a WSASY teacher version opens doors for developing innovative strategies for 

integrating multi-informant WSASY reports. In particular, we require approaches that result in 

data that capture youth impairment across contexts. This is a crucial issue, as teacher reports of 



WORK AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE FOR YOUTH 9 
 

youth functioning commonly disagree with the reports of parents and youth (for a review, see De 

Los Reyes et al., 2019c). Further, currently some researchers recommend addressing these 

informant discrepancies by examining informant’s reports individually (e.g., Howe et al., 2019), 

resulting in increased Type I error. Others recommend using integrative or analytic strategies that 

assume informant discrepancies reflect measurement confounds (e.g., composite scores, tests of 

measurement invariance; see Olino et al., 2018; Sentse et al., 2009). These recommendations run 

counter to formal tests of these assumptions about informant discrepancies. Specifically, prior 

work finds that, when examined in relation to well-established, independent validation criteria 

(e.g., observed behavior, clinical indicators of treatment response), informant discrepancies often 

reflect domain-relevant information: Data that directly pertain to the domains about which 

informants provide reports (for reviews, see De Los Reyes et al., 2015, 2019b, 2022). In this 

respect, optimizing the accuracy of multi-informant assessments to predict relevant outcomes 

requires use of informants who systematically vary across multiple perspectives (e.g., self vs. 

other) and contexts of observation (e.g., home vs. school; see also Kraemer et al., 2003). That is, 

accurately integrating multi-informant assessment data requires capitalizing on the discrepancies 

they produce, rather than treating them as measurement confounds (see Makol et al., 2020).  

Purpose and Hypotheses 

To this end, in this paper we report two studies. In Study 1, we tested the psychometric 

properties of the WSASY teacher version (see online supplementary material) in a large, 

school-based sample. In Study 2, we examined a subsample of this larger sample of teachers 

who, along with youth and parents, each made WSASY reports. We tested the degree to which 

these reports reflect context-sensitive indices of youth psychosocial impairments, with a 

particular emphasis on domains of psychosocial functioning that predict academic engagement 
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and performance (see Cook et al., 2014; Reynolds et al., 2006). This multi-modal study included 

both multi-informant surveys of youth psychosocial difficulties (i.e., mental health concerns) and 

strengths (i.e., social skills), as well as independent observers’ ratings of youth behavior in both 

classroom contexts and family interactions that typify the home context. Across studies, we 

tested (a) the internal consistency and criterion-related validity of scores taken from the WSASY 

teacher version (Study 1); (b) relations between teacher, youth, and parent WSASY versions and 

survey and behavioral indices of youth functioning (Study 2); and (c) an approach to integrating 

these WSASY reports (Study 2) that capitalizes on informants’ unique perspectives and contexts 

to produce robust relations with criterion variables (Kraemer et al., 2003; Makol et al., 2020).   

Study 1 

Study 1 consisted of an initial test of the WSASY teacher version in a large, school-based 

sample. Consistent with prior work on the WSASY parent and youth versions, in this study we 

hypothesized that the WSASY teacher version would display relatively high internal consistency 

estimates (i.e., α ≥ .80; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), as well as unique relations to teachers’ 

survey reports of youth psychosocial strengths and difficulties. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Teachers from three middle schools in a large, Midwestern metropolitan area were recruited 

to participate in this study through in-person meetings. Schools were racially (% non-white = 

69%) and socioeconomically (% students receiving free and reduced lunch = 59%) diverse. We 

sent letters to parents informing them of the research study and providing an opportunity to opt 

out of participation. We recruited 35 teachers from the three schools, who completed surveys for 

youth who were randomly selected from a specified class period. With regard to demographics, 
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teachers were primarily female (66%) and white (91%). Teachers completed survey measures in 

one session and were provided with $10 per student packet completed in compensation for their 

time and effort. From a larger sample of 419 teacher reports, we included reports for 382 youth 

(School 1 = 107; School 2 = 127; School 3 = 148). Addressing our Study 1 aims hinged on 

obtaining internal consistency estimates of the WSASY teacher version. Thus, we included 

teachers in the final sample if they provided complete, item-level data on all constructs. The 382 

teacher surveys in the final sample provided reports about psychosocial functioning of randomly 

selected youth enrolled in sixth (24.3%), seventh (33.2%), and eighth (33.5%) grade. These 

figures total below 100% because 8.9% of teachers did not provide grade data.  

Measures 

WSASY.  We assessed youth psychosocial impairments using a modified version of the 

WSASY (De Los Reyes et al., 2019a), as described previously. The WSASY teacher version, 

which we include in online supplementary material, consisted of five items and reflected a 

modified version of the parent version with items revised to reflect teachers’ perspectives (e.g., 

“my child” for parents vs. “the student” for teachers). Early in the study (i.e., for teachers in 

School 1), we administered the WSASY teacher version using the same item content as 

administered to parents. However, teachers in School 1 often encountered confusion with rating 

item 2, “Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to complete 

household chores is impaired (for example, cleaning, tidying, helping with cooking, looking after 

brothers and sisters).” Thus, for Schools 2 and 3 we revised this item to reflect contexts about 

which teachers tend to display expertise in observing youth, “Because of the ways this student 

thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to complete class assignments is impaired.” The WSASY 

teacher version (see online supplementary material) reflects the version with the revised item 
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content. We observed no appreciable differences in Cronbach’s alpha (α) estimates for WSASY 

teacher reports collected from School 1 versus Schools 2 and 3 and in fact, these estimates 

increased slightly for Schools 2 and 3 (i.e., αs = .84, .85, and .88, respectively). Further, 

removing item 2 from α calculations resulted in a decrease in α estimates at all three schools 

(i.e., αs = .79, .80, and .84, respectively). Each of these observations indicated that item 2 had no 

negative effects on internal consistency estimates and in fact contributed to favorable estimates, 

particularly for a 5-item scale (see also Youngstrom et al., 2019). Thus, for Study 1 we examined 

the total sample of teachers as one pooled sample. Teachers provided ratings on a scale of “0” 

(not at all impaired) to “8” (very severely impaired). Total scores could range from 0 to 40, with 

higher scores indicating greater impairment. We created measure instructions that prompted 

teachers to rate youth impairment resulting from youth behavior, without mention of mental 

health concerns. In this way, teachers in our sample could provide WSASY reports about youth 

impairment, regardless of the youth’s mental health status. 

Brief Problem Monitor (BPM).  The BPM is a condensed version of the widely used 

Teacher Report Form from the Achenbach System of Empirically Based Assessments (ASEBA; 

Achenbach et al., 2011). The BPM consists of 18 items that collectively measure youth 

internalizing, attention, and externalizing concerns. Teachers provided ratings on a response 

scale with options of “0” (not true), “1” (somewhat true), and “2” (very true), wither greater 

scores indicating greater youth mental health concerns. Given the unselected nature of the 

sample, we aggregated teachers’ ratings for each youth based on mean item responses for the 18 

items. Teachers’ BPM reports displayed relatively high internal consistency estimates, α = .92. 

Social Skills Improvement System-Rating Scales (SSIS-RS).  We used items from the 

SSIS-RS to assess youth social skills (Gresham & Elliott, 2008). The SSIS-RS is a widely used 



WORK AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE FOR YOUTH 13 
 

measure of students’ social skills and problem behaviors. The SSIS-RS includes common social 

skills across seven subdomains (i.e., strengths): Communication, Cooperation, Assertion, 

Responsibility, Empathy, Engagement, and Self-Control. The SSIS-RS has shown strong 

psychometric properties in terms of internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and validity 

estimates (Gresham et al., 2010). Teachers provided ratings on a response scale with options of 

“0” (never), “1” (seldom), “2” (often), and “3” (almost always), with greater scores indicating 

greater youth social skills. To minimize participant burden we used a 21-item subset of the SSIS-

RS. As with the BPM, we aggregated teachers’ ratings for each youth based on mean item 

responses for the 21 items. Teachers’ reports on the 21 SSIS-RS items used in this study 

displayed relatively high internal consistency estimates, α = .97. A complete list of the 21 SSIS-

RS items used in this study is available upon request from the corresponding author.  

Analytic Strategies 

First, we calculated internal consistency (Cronbach’s 𝛼𝛼) for all surveys. We also computed 

means and standard deviations for all surveys, and calculated statistics for skewness and kurtosis 

to determine if our data met assumptions for our parametric analyses (i.e., skewness/kurtosis in 

range of ±2.0; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Second, we examined the nomological network of 

the WSASY (i.e., whether it is predicted by its theoretically relevant antecedents) by computing 

bivariate correlations among teachers’ WSASY ratings and youth mental health concerns and 

social skills ratings. These correlations only provide information about whether the measures 

relate to each other at the bivariate level, and do not reveal whether scores taken from the survey 

measures of youth mental health concerns and social skills uniquely relate to WSASY teacher 

reports. Thus, we constructed a hierarchical linear regression to examine these unique relations. 

With WSASY teacher reports as the criterion variable, we entered scores from the BPM and 
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SSIS-RS simultaneously in a single step as independent variables.1 For all tests, we interpreted 

statistical significance of findings based on a p value cutoff of < .05. We examined magnitudes 

of effect sizes based on Cohen’s (1988) d (small: 0.30; medium: 0.50; large: 0.80) and r (small: 

.10; medium: .30; large: .50). Complete copies of Study 1 materials and analytic syntax are 

available upon request from the corresponding author, and a complete copy of the WSASY 

teacher version is available in online supplementary material. This study was not preregistered. 

Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analyses and Internal Consistency Estimates for the WSASY Teacher Version 

As mentioned previously, teachers’ BPM (M item score = 0.36; SD = 0.39) and SSIS-RS (M 

item score = 2.31; SD = 0.65) reports displayed excellent internal consistency (i.e., αs ≥ .90). 

WSASY teacher reports (M = 6.66; SD = 7.86) displayed relatively high internal consistency (α 

= .87), particularly for a 5-item measure (see Youngstrom et al., 2019). These estimates closely 

approximated those observed in prior psychometric work on the parent and youth versions of the 

WSASY (i.e., αs of .84 and .85, respectively; De Los Reyes et al., 2019a). Further, all survey 

measures displayed acceptable levels of skewness and kurtosis (i.e., scores < ±2.0). 

As mentioned previously, the WSASY teacher version underwent some modifications over 

the course of the study. Further, we administered only a subset of the original SSIS-RS items, in 

an effort to minimize participant burden. Taken together, these elements of our research process 

introduced some uncertainty regarding the precision of our Study 1 instruments. Thus, as an 

additional check on the reliabilities of Study 1 measures, we calculated omega coefficients (ω, a 

                                                      
1 The BPM and SSIS-RS demonstrated a relatively large, negative bivariate correlation with each other, r = -.85, p < 
.001, suggesting the potential for collinearity effects hindering the interpretability of our regression-based approach 
to examining unique relations between these variables and the WSASY teacher version. Thus, we calculated 
regression diagnostics for this model, which yielded variance inflation factor (VIF) values of 3.6 for each of the two 
predictor variables. These values fall under both conventional (i.e., VIF ≥ 10) and more conservative (i.e., VIF ≥ 4) 
thresholds for detecting collinearity issues in regression models (see Hair et al., 2013).   
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model-based estimate of internal consistency; Revelle & Condon, 2019). Ratings on the WSASY 

teacher version had high reliability in the total sample (ω = .90, 95% confidence interval = [.88, 

.92]). Omega coefficients of the WSASY teacher version for the three schools were .86, .90, and 

.90, respectively. Because we used different statements for item 2 in School 1 from the other two 

schools, we calculated omega coefficients without item 2 as well. Omega coefficients without 

item 2 were .83, .83, and .85 for three schools, respectively. Because ratings on the WSASY 

teacher version had high reliabilities in all three schools with or without item 2, ratings of the 

five-item scale were used and the three schools were analyzed as a whole sample. Similarly, 

teachers’ BPM and SSIS-RS reports both had high reliabilities (BPM: ω = .93, 95% confidence 

interval = [.92, .94]; SSIS-RS: ω = .97, 95% confidence interval = [.96, .97]). All of these data 

support the acceptable levels of precision of our Study 1 instruments. 

Relations with Survey Measures of Psychosocial Strengths and Difficulties 

The WSASY teacher version displayed large-magnitude bivariate relations with BPM and 

SSIS-RS mean item scores, rs = .85 and -.81; ps < .001. In a hierarchical regression analysis 

using the plan described previously, both the BPM and SSIS-RS uniquely related to WSASY 

teacher reports. The regression model explained a significant and large amount of variance in 

WSASY teacher reports, R2 = .75; F(2, 379) = 583.45; p < .001. Further, the BPM and SSIS-RS 

each uniquely related to the WSASY teacher reports, and in the expected directions. That is, 

increased BPM scores related to increased WSASY teacher scores, whereas decreased SSIS-RS 

scores related to increased WSASY teacher scores, βs = .58 and -.32, respectively, ps < .001. 

Taken together, Study 1 provides, for the first time, support for the psychometric properties 

of the WSASY teacher version. Prior work testing the properties of the parent and youth versions 

of the WSASY observed relatively high internal consistency estimates (αs > .80) and evidence 
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for convergent validity across a host of well-established measures of various youth, parent, and 

family functioning domains (De Los Reyes et al., 2019a). Similarly, we found that the WSASY 

teacher version uniquely related to measures of youth psychosocial difficulties (i.e., mental 

health concerns) and strengths (i.e., social skills). Yet, some important limitations and 

considerations regarding our findings warrant comment. Specifically, we were unable to collect 

demographic information for individual youth, and only had such information at the school level. 

This limitation was somewhat offset, in that we randomly assigned youth for teachers to rate. 

Thus, we had some confidence that the youth assessed reflected the diverse demographic 

characteristics observed at the school level. Further, we observed rather large correlations 

between the WSASY teacher version and measures of youth psychosocial difficulties and 

strengths. These correlations could be attributed to a number of factors, most notably shared 

informant variance (i.e., teachers completed all measures). More broadly, these large correlations 

raise questions as to the degree to which our findings generalized to use of more rigorous study 

designs. Collectively, these limitations necessitated a study that tested the properties of the 

WSASY teacher version using a multi-informant, multi-modal study design that allowed us to 

conduct in-depth assessments of each youth in the sample.  

Beyond the limitations of Study 1, we previously noted that WSASY youth and parent 

versions display relatively low levels of correspondence with one another, consistent with cross-

informant correspondence estimates for youth psychosocial functioning generally (e.g., 

Achenbach et al., 1987; De Los Reyes et al., 2015, 2019b; Renk & Phares, 2004). Thus, although 

we advanced the literature by developing and testing a WSASY teacher version, there remains 

uncertainty as to how to examine, interpret, and integrate teachers’ reports relative to WSASY 

reports completed by youth and parents. This comprised our rationale for Study 2. 



WORK AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE FOR YOUTH 17 
 

Study 2 

In Study 2, we tested a multi-informant approach to collecting WSASY reports, in a subset of 

the large, school-based sample recruited for Study 1. We took a multi-modal approach that 

included multi-informant surveys of youth mental health concerns and social skills, as well as 

independent observers’ ratings of youth behavior in classroom contexts and laboratory-based 

simulations of home-based contexts. We tested two hypotheses. First, we expected to observe 

significant relations between teacher, youth, and parent WSASY versions and indices of youth 

functioning. Second, we hypothesized that an approach to integrating teacher, youth, and parent 

WSASY reports that capitalizes on informants’ unique perspectives and contexts would display 

robust relations with criterion variables (Kraemer et al., 2003; Makol et al., 2020). 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

We recruited participants for Study 2 based on the original sample of 419 youth and 35 

teachers described in Study 1. Specifically, in conjunction with recruiting teachers we contacted 

parents of youth about whom teachers provided reports. Parents of youth who were randomly 

selected in Study 1 were emailed an invitation to participate in Study 2. The invitation included a 

survey link to provide consent and complete the parent survey. Among parents who consented to 

involvement in the study and completed the parent survey, we scheduled a time for them and 

their youth to participate in a parent-child interaction task mimicking common discussions in the 

home context. With regard to demographics, 36.4% of youth were male, and 63.6% were female. 

Youth ranged in age from 11 to 14 years, with a mean age of 12.6 years. A majority of youth 

were Caucasian (58%), 15.2% were African-American, 3% were American-Indian or Alaska 

Native, 1.5% were Asian American or Asian, 1.5% were Middle Eastern or North African, 1.5% 
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identified as “Other Race”, and 20% identified as 2 or more races. With regard to parents, the 

majority of parents were female (91%). Parents ranged in age from 24 to 55, with a mean age of 

43.7 years. A majority of parents were Caucasian (66.7%), 15.2% identified as African American 

or Black, 7.6% identified as Asian American or Asian, 3% identified as American Indian/Alaska 

Native, 1.5% identified as “Other Race”, 1.5% identified as Middle Eastern/North African, and 

4.5% identified as 2 or more races. Parents’ educational status varied as well, as 28.8% held a 

bachelor’s degree, 28.8% held a Master’s, 10.6% held an advanced degree (PhD., JD, MD, etc.), 

13.6% completed a high school diploma or GED, 6% held an associate’s or vocational degree, 

9.1% attended some college without completing a degree, and 3% did not have a diploma. 

Parents varied in their marital status, with 65.2% married, 16.7% never married, 10.6% divorced, 

4.5% living together, 1.5% separated, and 1.5% widowed. A majority of parents (60.6%) made 

$901+ per week. In terms of parents’ relationship to their child, 97% were the youth’s biological 

parent, 1.5% were adoptive parents, and 1.5% were other relatives.  

Addressing our Study 2 aims hinged on being able to obtain independent assessments of 

youth behavior using ecologically valid tasks reflecting school- and home-based functioning. 

Thus, we included participants in the final sample if they provided data for at least one of these 

context-based tasks. The 66 teacher-youth-parent triads in the final sample provided information 

about psychosocial functioning of youth enrolled in sixth (24.2%), seventh (28.8%), and eighth 

(37.9%) grade. As with Study 1, these figures total below 100% because 9.1% of teachers did not 

provide grade data. All WSASY teacher data were provided as part of Study 1 procedures 

described previously. Parents independently completed survey measures online and received $25 

in compensation for their time and effort. The youth survey measures and parent-child 

interaction tasks were completed in one in-person session at the research site. Research staff 
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administered the youth surveys and facilitated the parent-child interaction tasks. Parents received 

$50 for their participation in the interaction task and youth received $60 in compensation for 

completing the youth surveys and participation in the interaction task. Classroom observations of 

each youth were completed during one in-person observation of a full class period. 

Assessing Classroom Behavior 

We collected school-based observations of youth behavior using well-established procedures 

of naturalistic observation, with trained observers conducting their assessments during one class 

period, averaging 50 minutes. Duration of observations varied slightly due to occasional school-

wide schedule modifications and differences in class length across schools. Teachers informed 

students prior to observations taking place that guests may be present during some periods to 

observe the classroom. At the beginning of the class period, observers positioned themselves to 

have the clearest possible view of the target student while ensuring they did not disrupt class. 

When possible, two observers attended each classroom observation (51 out of 60 total 

observations) so that inter-rater reliability estimates could be obtained. Because the same 

observers completed both home-based and school-based observations, details on training 

procedures and inter-rater reliability are discussed subsequently. 

Assessing Home Behavior 

We collected home-based observations of youth behavior based on a well-established 

laboratory task designed to yield ecologically valid reflections of youth behavior when 

interacting with parental caregivers. Parents and youth first provided information to research 

personnel on a widely used survey measure of parent-youth conflict (i.e., Issues Checklist; Prinz 

et al., 1979), which assesses for the presence of conflict surrounding various day-to-day life 

topics (e.g., completing chores and homework). Based on these reports, research personnel 
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identified topics for use in a widely used 15-minute discussion task (Donenberg & Weisz, 1997). 

Within a laboratory setting housed in the university where the study took place, this task 

involved the parent-youth dyad discussing and attempting to resolve a topic assigned by research 

personnel. The task began with research personnel providing each parent-youth dyad a “practice 

topic” to acclimate them to the task aims and scope, namely to discuss planning a vacation (3 

minutes). For the portion of the discussion focused on the conflict topic(s), a research staff 

member introduced the topic to the parent and youth, elicited a brief description from each dyad 

member of how this topic arises between them, and then explained that they would like the 

parent and youth to come to a resolution on the details of the topic for 6 minutes. The research 

staff member left the room during the task and returned after a 6 minute duration. Two 

discussions surrounding conflict topics took place during the interaction task, one identified by 

the parent and the other by the child. Each administration of the task was video-recorded so that 

independent observers could make ratings of home behavior. Behavioral indices derived from 

discussion tasks relate to measures of youth functioning across multiple modalities (e.g., 

physiology, performance-based tasks, surveys; Ehrlich et al., 2012; Thomas et al., 2017, 2019).    

Independent Observers’ Ratings of Classroom and Home Behavior 

Independent observers were predominantly graduate research assistants, with the addition of 

select undergraduates and post-baccalaureates with training in psychology. We provided training 

for both the school-based and home-based observations and behavioral coding over multiple 

sessions totaling 11 hours, not including independent practice and homework assignments. 

Group training procedures included didactic teaching of behavioral codes with discussion of 

specific scenarios to establish clarity, demonstrations of the parent-child interaction task, role-

playing, and practice coding sample videos of both school-based and home-based scenarios.  
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Based on observations of behavior displayed by youth in the school- and home-based tasks, 

we trained independent observers to make behavioral ratings for use as criterion measures in 

tests of the validity of scores taken from informants’ WSASY reports. Specifically, we applied a 

common coding scheme to assess youth behavior across the two tasks, with a response scale 

consisting of the options of “0” (absent), “1” (somewhat present), and “2” (very present). 

Trained observers made ratings using the “0-1-2” response scale described previously, separately 

by school and home behavior. Observers rated school behavior naturalistically (i.e., in vivo 

observations). Observers rated home behavior using videotapes of task administrations. We 

created a scheme of specific behavioral codes that observers could apply in parallel fashion, 

across observations of school and home behavior. Using this scheme, observers rated participants 

on 18 different behaviors—nine strengths and nine difficulties—within the broader categories of: 

(1) externalizing problems, (2) internalizing problems, (3) attention problems, (4) self-

management skills, (5) relationship skills, and (6) social awareness. For some of these behaviors, 

we included a “no opportunity” option for observation periods in which the situation failed to 

present opportunities for the youth to display the rated behavior. For example, a rater would 

select “no opportunity” for the behavior “able to resolve conflicts/disagreements with others” if 

no conflict or disagreements occurred during the observation period. 

Originally, we attempted to code youth behavior across a range of behaviors indicative of 

psychosocial strengths (e.g., calmness, listening to and helping others) as well as difficulties 

(e.g., disobedience, apathy, difficulty concentrating). However, we observed relatively low inter-

rater reliability estimates for codes of psychosocial strengths, and we observed these low 

reliability estimates for both school behavior and home behavior ratings. We were only able to 

attain reliable codes for a set of observed youth difficulties. In particular, our assessment of 
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youth behavior focused on a set of observed difficulties across a range of youth concerns, namely 

behaviors indicative of disobedience, disruptive behavior, apathy/lack of motivation, and 

difficulty concentrating. To assess inter-rater reliability for the selected behaviors, we calculated 

intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) for both home-based and school-based observations. 

Specifically, we computed separate one-way random effects, absolute agreement, single rater 

models for home-based and school-based observations. We chose this model because different 

sets of raters rated different subjects (every rater did not rate all subjects), and because our basis 

of measurement uses single rater scores rather than the mean of scores (Koo & Li, 2016). These 

models produced average ICC estimates of .62 and .71 for home- and school-based codes, 

respectively. These estimates qualify as “good” according to commonly cited inter-rater 

reliability standards (Cicchetti, 1994). We created separate scores of school-based (M = 1.83; SD 

= 2.32) and home-based (M = 0.56; SD = 1.31) difficulties, and internal consistency estimates for 

both school-based and home-based scores were in the range deemed acceptable, αs = .84 and .70, 

respectively. Although the school-based ratings displayed acceptable levels of skewness and 

kurtosis (i.e., range of ±2.0), the home-based ratings did not. This likely reflected the observation 

that the home-based codes were zero-inflated, with 48 youth receiving a score of “0.” To address 

this issue, we dichotomized home-based codes based on whether or not the youth received a 

score above zero. We used this dichotomized score in tests reported below.      

Survey Measures 

Teachers, youth, and parents, completed surveys of youth psychosocial functioning. Teachers 

and parents also completed forms to collect the demographic information described previously. 

Across survey measures, we made minor modifications to item content, to fit each informant’s 

perspective (e.g., “I” for youth; “my child” for parents; “the student” for teachers). 
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WSASY.  We administered the WSASY to teachers as described in Study 1, and to parents 

and youth as described previously (see also Appendices A and B of De Los Reyes et al, 2019a).  

BPM.  Teachers completed the BPM as described in Study 1. Parents and youth completed 

parallel versions of the BPM. The parent and youth versions of the BPM contain one more item 

than the teacher version (i.e., 19 items). As in Study 1, we computed mean item scores for all 

informants’ reports, with higher scores indicating greater youth mental health concerns. 

SSIS-RS.  For Study 2, teachers’ reports were based on their Study 1 data. Parents and youth 

completed parallel versions of the SSIS-RS. As in Study 1, we computed mean item scores for 

all informants’ reports, with higher scores indicating greater youth social skills. 

Analytic Strategies 

Computing Descriptive and Reliability Statistics.  We carried out computations of 

descriptive and internal consistency reliability statistics for all survey measures as described in 

Study 1. For our behavioral codes, we estimated inter-rater reliability via ICCs, using the 

procedures we previously described. 

Integrating Multi-Informant WSASY Reports.  As mentioned previously, we leveraged a 

multi-informant approach to integrating WSASY reports that included reports completed by 

teachers, youth, and parents. In multi-informant assessments, reports from these informants 

commonly yield discrepant estimates of youth functioning, including in school-based samples 

(for reviews, see De Los Reyes et al., 2015, 2019c). To optimize prediction of criterion variables 

using these discrepant data, we leveraged an integrative approach developed by Kraemer and 

colleagues (2003). Specifically, this approach involves repurposing traditional techniques for 

analyzing variations among survey items―principal components analysis (PCA; Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994)―to instead model multi-informant data. Following Kraemer and colleagues’ 
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PCA approach, we synthesized the variability among informants’ reports into sources informed 

by prior work (see Achenbach et al., 1987; De Los Reyes et al., 2013, 2015).  

First, context variation reflects the environment in which the informant observes the youth. 

Second, perspective variation reflects whether the report comes from an observer or self-rater. 

Third, trait variation reflects concerns that manifest across informants’ contexts and 

perspectives. We used a set of informants who collectively varied in their contexts and 

perspectives, with (a) informants observing from a school-based, observer perspective (teachers); 

(b) informants observing from a home-based, observer perspective (parents); and (c) informants 

observing from a self-perspective and based on a mix of home and school contexts (youth). 

Importantly, these were the same set of informants’ reports used by Kraemer and colleagues, and 

we synthesized these reports using the same PCA-based modeling procedures. We determined 

the presence of these three sources of variability via examination of component weights, 

consistent with Kraemer and colleagues (2003). We expected our PCA to include components 

for Trait (i.e., all informants’ reports load strongly and in the same direction), Context (i.e., 

informants from different contexts load in opposite directions), and Perspective (i.e., self-reports 

load in the opposite direction of observer informants’ reports). 

Consistent with prior work (Kraemer et al., 2003; Makol et al., 2020), we conducted an 

unrotated PCA on the three informants’ WSASY reports. In this respect, our subject-to-item ratio 

(i.e., 61/3 = 20.33:1) meets the typical subject-to-item ratio deemed “large” within PCA 

modeling contexts (e.g., 20:1; see Osborne & Costello, 2004). Within this unrotated PCA, we set 

the number of components to be extracted to three. We examined principal component weights 

for each informant’s report to determine whether we identified trait, context, and perspective 

scores described previously. Makol and colleagues found that the Trait score yielded optimal 
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prediction of criterion variables, an observation consistent with Kraemer and colleagues’ notions 

as to the value of this approach. Thus, we used the WSASY Trait score for analyses reported 

below. We also computed bivariate correlations among all informants’ WSASY reports. 

Links between Multi-Informant WSASY Reports and Criterion Variables.  To examine 

relations among WSASY reports and criterion variables we ran two separate sets of analyses. 

First, we computed bivariate correlations among the teacher, youth, and parent WSASY reports 

and the WSASY Trait score and all criterion variables that we could analyze with continuous 

data. For comparison purposes, we also calculated a composite score (i.e., the simple average of 

correlations between teacher, youth, and parent WSASY reports and criterion variables). In this 

way, we examined the “value-added” by the WSASY Trait score, in that we benchmarked the 

magnitude of Trait score correlations against a method of aggregating correlation data that, 

unlike the Trait score approach, assumes that variations among the different correlations (i.e., 

informant-specific variance) reflect measurement confounds (see also Makol et al., 2020).  

Second, as mentioned previously, we observed a large proportion of youth in the sample (n = 

48) who received observer ratings of “0” on home-based behavioral displays of difficulties. For 

these data, we computed a series of independent samples t-tests, with the independent variable 

being whether the youth displayed one or more difficulties during the task (0 = no difficulties; 1 

= one or more difficulties), and the dependent variables being the teacher, youth, and parent 

WSASY reports and the WSASY Trait score. We also computed Cohen’s d effect sizes for all 

tests, as well as simple averages of the effects based on teacher, youth, and parent WSASY 

reports (i.e., to compare this average effect to effects observed with the WSASY Trait score). 

Complete copies of Study 2 materials and analytic syntax are available upon request from the 

corresponding author. This study was not preregistered. 
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Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analyses 

We report in Table 1 descriptive statistics for all of our survey measures. We conducted 

preliminary analyses to test if our data met assumptions for our planned parametric analyses (i.e., 

skewness/kurtosis in range of ±2.0). We examined frequency distributions for all variables used 

in analyses reported below to assess normality. Scores for most measures fell within acceptable 

ranges of skewness and kurtosis. However, there were a few exceptions. Specifically, WSASY 

youth and teacher reports, as well as BPM teacher and parent reports, exhibited relatively high 

skewness and/or kurtosis, which we would expect with a non-clinical sample of youth. Thus, we 

applied a square-root transformation to these scores. These transformed scores displayed 

skewness and kurtosis statistics within acceptable levels. All analyses reported below used these 

transformed scores. As seen in Table 1, across all informants’ survey reports, we observed 

acceptable internal consistency estimates (i.e., αs ≥ .70; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), and as 

mentioned previously, ICC estimates for the home- and school-based ratings (i.e., .62 and .71, 

respectively) indicated “good” inter-rater reliability for these ratings (Cicchetti, 1994). 

Integrating Multi-Informant WSASY Reports 

In Table S1, we report statistics relevant to the PCA we used to integrate youth, teacher, and 

parent WSASY reports. Consistent with our expectations, an examination of the principal 

component weights for each informant’s report supported our identification of trait, context, and 

perspective scores described previously. First, our PCA included a Trait score component in 

which all informants’ reports loaded strongly and in the same direction (i.e., all factor loadings > 

.40). Second, we observed a Context score component, in which reports from teachers loaded 

strongly in one direction, reports from parents loaded strongly in the direction opposite of 
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teachers, and reports from youth did not load strongly in either direction (i.e., consistent with 

youth reports including a “mix” of home- and school-based observations). Third, we observed a 

Perspective score component in which youth self-reports loaded strongly and in the direction 

opposite of the two observer informants’ reports (i.e., parent and teacher).  

Beyond the factor loadings in Table 2, bivariate correlations among informants’ WSASY 

reports revealed a low-to-moderate youth-teacher correlation (r = .29; p < .05), a non-significant 

youth-parent correlation (r =.19; p = .13), and a near-zero teacher-parent correlation (r = .03; p = 

.82). In contrast, the WSASY Trait score displayed moderate-to-large correlations with each of 

the WSASY reports from youth, teachers, and parents (rs = .81, .69, and .48, respectively; ps < 

.001). Thus, consistent with prior work using this integrative approach (Kraemer et al., 2003; 

Makol et al., 2020), these findings signify that the WSASY Trait score integrated multi-

informant data in a way that preserved the unique information contributed by the informants, 

which all tended to display relatively low correlations among their reports.  

Links with Survey Measures of Psychosocial Strengths and Difficulties 

In Table 2, we report correlations between informants’ WSASY reports and criterion 

variables reflecting survey measures of psychosocial strengths and difficulties, as well as 

correlations between the WSASY Trait score and these same criterion variables. Across 

informants, the general pattern reflected larger-magnitude within-informant correlations (i.e., 

WSASY reports and criterion variable reports completed by the same informant), relative to 

between-informant correlations (i.e., WSASY reports and criterion variable reports completed by 

different informants). When viewed through the traditional lens or interpretation of patterns of 

multi-trait, multi-method correlations, this pattern might signal a threat to the validity of scores 

taken from informants’ WSASY reports (see Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Nunnally & Bernstein, 
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1994). That is, this traditional view hinges on two interpretations being true: (a) multiple findings 

from disparate methods of collecting data―in this case, multiple informants’ reports―should 

point to the same conclusion, and thus (b) discrepancies among findings reflect measurement 

confounds (see also Olino et al., 2018). The problem with this interpretation is that does not 

withstand empirical scrutiny. Indeed, it lies in stark contrast with the last decade of research on 

informant discrepancies in assessments of youth functioning (see De Los Reyes et al., 2019b).  

Specifically, the most well-conducted studies about informant discrepancies probe their 

meaning using validation testing, namely examining informant discrepancies in relation to 

independent assessments of behavior (for reviews, see De Los Reyes et al., 2019b, 2019c). These 

studies reveal that patterns of informant discrepancies reflect the notions that (a) youth vary in 

the contexts in which they display behavioral signs of psychosocial functioning and (b) 

informants systematically vary in where they observe youth (e.g., De Los Reyes et al., 2009; 

Deros et al., 2018). When data support these notions, approaches that seek to capitalize on 

systematic, valid variations among informants’ reports should consequently yield more robust 

relations with criterion variables, relative to approaches that either leverage individual 

informants’ reports, or aggregate data under the assumption that informant discrepancies hold no 

probative value (i.e., they reflect measurement confounds). These are the exact patterns of 

findings observed in Table 2. Specifically, the WSASY Trait score―an integrative approach that 

treats discrepancies among informants’ reports as containing valid information about youth 

functioning (Kraemer et al., 2003; Makol et al., 2020)―yielded more robust effects across 

validity indicators, relative to any one individual informant’s WSASY report or the simple 

average of effects across their reports. In subsequent analyses, we sought to find out whether 

these findings generalized to independent assessments of youth behavior.    
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Links with Observed Behavior 

In Tables 2 and 3, we report findings relevant to links between informants’ WSASY reports 

and criterion variables reflecting observed behavior, as well as links between the WSASY Trait 

score and these same criterion variables. The findings across Tables 2 and 3 provide important 

corroboration of findings described previously. Indeed, here too findings regarding links between 

informants’ WSASY reports and observed behavior were largely informant-specific. Do these 

informant-specific effects reflect measurement confounds? Findings based on the WSASY Trait 

score rule out this possibility. As with the correlations with survey reports in Table 2, the 

WSASY Trait score robustly and at large-magnitude effects was related to school-based and 

home-based observations of youth difficulties.   

General Discussion 

Main Findings and Implications 

Across two studies, we made a series of important findings that support recently developed 

assessments of youth psychosocial impairments. Specifically, we observed psychometric support 

for the WSASY―a short, multi-item survey measure of youth psychosocial impairments―when 

completed by teachers. As with the parent and youth versions (De Los Reyes et al., 2019a), this 

version of the WSASY related to various aspects of youth functioning collected across several 

measurement modalities including independent observations of behavior and other informants’ 

survey reports. Yet, we also observed that WSASY teacher reports displayed relatively low 

levels of correspondence with WSASY reports completed by youth and parents. Some assume 

that these low levels of correspondence signal issues with the veracity of informants’ reports on 

survey measures like the WSASY (e.g., Olino et al., 2018). Of course, this is merely an 

assumption about discrepancies among informants’ reports of youth functioning. We subjected 
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this assumption to validation testing. By leveraging recent developments in strategies for 

integrating multi-informant assessments (Makol et al., 2020), we observed findings that 

contradict this assumption and at the same time, are consistent with the latest evidence on the 

meaning of informant discrepancies commonly observed in assessments of youth functioning 

(Achenbach et al., 1987; De Los Reyes et al., 2015, 2019b; Renk & Phares, 2004).  

Not only do multiple informants’ WSASY reports yield discrepant estimates of youth 

impairments, these discrepancies also signal a strength of this multi-informant approach. 

Consistent with Kraemer and colleagues’ (2003) notions about multi-informant assessments of 

youth mental health, discrepancies among informants’ reports of youth impairments appear to 

signal contextual variability in these impairments. In line with this notion, our findings support 

the need for future research to take a multi-informant approach to assessing youth impairments 

and use integrative strategies that capitalize on the discrepant estimates they reveal. Stated 

another way, various integrative approaches have as a key underlying assumption the idea that 

these discrepancies signal measurement confounds (e.g., composite scores, structural equations 

modeling, measurement invariance; De Los Reyes et al., 2019b, 2019c). Our findings indicate 

that these assumptions should be carefully examined, using multi-modal paradigms of validation 

testing. Indeed, if validation tests reveal that a multi-informant assessment contains discrepancies 

that reflect domain-relevant information―like those observed in Study 2―then the implications 

are clear: Use of approaches to integrating multi-informant data that violate these assumptions 

result in drawing invalid inferences from study findings. Taken together, our findings point to 

both the need to take a multi-informant approach to assessing youth impairments, as well as 

carefully select the approaches one takes to integrating multi-informant data. 

Our findings also have important implications for measurement development and testing of 
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teacher-rated instruments. Indeed, recent, large-scale studies speak to the potential for implicit 

bias effects on the part of teacher reports about student functioning (e.g., Chin et al., 2020). 

These implicit bias effects impact our understanding of student functioning domains like 

psychosocial impairments in at least two important ways. First, implicit biases may impact 

teachers’ perceived student impairments, such that they may depress the ability of teacher-rated 

instruments to accurately estimate such impairments, particularly those of students whose 

backgrounds differ from teachers’ own backgrounds (Millsap, 2011). Second, implicit biases 

may directly impact student impairments, insofar as these biases may impact how teachers 

interact with students whose backgrounds differ from teachers’ own backgrounds, thus 

potentially impacting student functioning (e.g., DeCuir-Gunby & Bindra, 2022). In these 

respects, implicit biases have the potential to create disparities in the accuracy of teacher-rated 

estimates of impairments, as well as contribute to disparities in psychosocial impairments. Our 

study did not include an index of implicit biases, and thus we were unable to test the degree to 

which implicit bias effects moderated relations between the WSASY teacher version and validity 

indicators. Needless to say, these issues merit further study.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Some limitations of Study 1 and 2 warrant comment. First, we constructed the WSASY 

teacher version so that it would be developmentally appropriate for informants to complete about 

youth. However, our study is the first to examine this version’s psychometric properties and did 

so using a sample of middle school youth. Thus, future research should test whether the 

psychometric properties of scores taken from this version of the WSASY generalize to samples 

of relatively younger and older children. Second, we tested the WSASY teacher version in a non-

clinical sample of youth. We were able to demonstrate that teachers’ WSASY reports related to 
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multiple measures of clinically relevant constructs. At the same time, we recommend that future 

studies test the psychometric properties of the WSASY in clinic settings (e.g., psychiatric 

hospitals and community mental health centers). Third, our tests of criterion-related validity 

focused on domains of psychosocial functioning that predict academic engagement and 

performance (see Cook et al., 2014; Reynolds et al., 2006). Yet, we were unable to include in our 

studies direct measures of academic performance. Further research ought to test the criterion-

related validity of scores taken from the WSASY in relation to measures of such performance. 

Fourth, our Study 2 sample was not only much smaller than our Study 1 sample, but it was 

also less diverse in terms of youth racial background. Granted, our Study 2 sample, though less 

diverse, nonetheless consisted of roughly 42% youth whose parents reported as having a non-

Caucasian racial background. Further, the original parent and youth versions of the WSASY 

were developed and tested using a majority-minority sample of youth, with only a third of the 

sample identifying as White (De Los Reyes et al., 2019). In these respects, the WSASY teacher 

version as tested in this study produced comparable reliability estimates and, when compared to 

the parent and youth WSASY versions, produced superior estimates of score validity, 

particularly relative to parent reports (see Table 2). An additional consideration is that the PCA 

used to integrate multi-informant data in Study 2 produced factor loadings comparable to a more 

recent study that applied this sample PCA modeling approach to multi-informant data collected 

within a sample roughly double the size of Study 2 (Makol et al., 2020). This last observation is 

not surprising, given that patterns and levels of cross-informant correspondence manifest at 

remarkably robust, consistent levels across the globe, as indicated by a recent meta-analysis of 

studies conducted in over 30 countries that traverse all inhabited continents (De Los Reyes et al., 

2019b). Nevertheless, we encourage further psychometric testing of the WSASY teacher 



WORK AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT SCALE FOR YOUTH 33 
 

versions in more diverse and larger samples of youth. 

Fifth, for our Study 2 behavioral coding procedures we could only arrive at a reliable set of 

codes for assessing youth difficulties. Importantly, prior work indicates that the WSASY parent 

and youth versions each relate to observed youth strengths (i.e., social skills; De Los Reyes et al., 

2019a). Further, Study 2 indicated that the WSASY teacher version robustly related to all survey 

reports of youth strengths (i.e., youth, teacher, and parent; Table 2). Thus, a key area for future 

research involves examining whether links between scores taken from the WSASY and observed 

youth strengths extend to the WSASY teacher version. 

Sixth, although we included multiple informants’ reports about youth impairments and 

examined these reports across multiple youth functioning domains and assessment modalities, 

we did not include a secondary impairment measure. In this psychometric study of the WSASY, 

we wanted to test the measure in a sample of participants who varied as to the presence of mental 

health concerns. In this way, we were able to test a key question about the measure: Could we 

collect psychometrically sound data about psychosocial impairments, even among participants 

with low rates of clinically significant mental health concerns? By construction, our study could 

not include a secondary measure of impairment, because all current impairment measures require 

the presence of clinically elevated mental health concerns in order to collect impairment data. 

Thus, we encourage researchers to test the psychometric properties of the WSASY in clinical 

samples in which participants complete the WSASY and alternative impairment measures. 

Concluding Comments 

In both research and clinical work, sound decision-making requires accurately assessing 

psychosocial impairments linked to mental health concerns. Youth who experience impairments 

do so in various ways and across myriad contexts, and may display signs of these impairments 
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without co-occurring mental health concerns, and vice versa. Yet, nearly all impairment 

measures presume the presence of mental health concerns among those assessed. Further, we 

lack paradigms for integrating multi-informant data about youth impairments. In this study, we 

tested the WSASY teacher version, a 5-item measure of youth impairments that facilitates 

assessing any youth, regardless of mental health status. Across two studies, we learned that 

WSASY teacher reports displayed excellent internal consistency and demonstrated unique 

relations with teacher reports on well-established measures of psychosocial strengths and 

difficulties. Further, an integrative approach designed to capitalize on the unique, informant-

specific data provided by teachers, youth, and parents demonstrated the most robust, large-

magnitude relations across all criterion variables, regardless of the information source. These 

findings pave the way toward integrating WSASY reports from multiple informants who observe 

youth psychosocial impairments within different contexts and from different perspectives. 
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Table 1 
Study 2: Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), and Internal Consistency Estimates (α) of 
Survey Measures 
Variable M SD α 
Work and Social Adjustment Scale (WSASY Total Scores)    
 Youth a 7.29 5.46 .74 
  Youth Square-Root Transformed Score 2.46 1.12 ― 
 Teacher b 3.98 5.58 .86 
  Teacher Square-Root Transformed Score 1.37 1.45 ― 
 Parent c 6.22 6.68 .83 
Brief Problem Monitor (BPM Mean Raw Scores)    
 Youth 0.48 0.29 .84 
 Teacher 0.17 0.24 .88 
  Teacher Square-Root Transformed Score 0.30 0.29 ― 
 Parent 0.30 0.26 .83 
  Parent Square-Root Transformed Score 0.50 0.24 ― 
Social Skills Improvement System-Rating Scales (SSIS-RS 
Mean Raw Scores of 21-Item Version) 

   

 Youth 2.21 0.38 .86 
 Teacher 2.63 0.46 .95 
 Parent 2.32 0.42 .91 

Notes.  a  Estimates for youth reports based on 66 WSASY reports, 65 BPM reports, and 65 
SSIS-RS reports.  b  Estimates for teachers’ reports based on 63 WSASY reports, 64 BPM 
reports, and 61 SSIS-RS reports.  c  Estimates for parents’ reports based on 66 WSASY reports, 
62 BPM reports, and 65 SSIS-RS reports.   
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Table 2  
Study 2: Bivariate Correlations among Multi-Informant Reports on the Work and Social Adjustment Scales for Youth (WSASY) and 
Continuous Criterion Measures (i.e., Classroom Observations, Brief Problem Monitor [BPM], and Social Skills Improvement 
System-Rating Scales [SSIS-RS]) 
Variable Classroom 

Observations 
of Youth 

Psychosocial 
Difficulties b 

BPM 
(Youth)c 

BPM 
(Teacher)c 

BPM 
(Parent)c 

SSIS-RS 
(Youth)d 

SSIS-RS  
(Teacher) d 

SSIS-RS 
(Parent)d 

WSASY        
 Youth  .12 .52*** .26* .37** -.58*** -.51*** -.37** 
 Teacher  .51*** .53*** .87*** .46*** -.41** -.76*** -.37** 
 Parent .12 -.07 .02 .63*** .09 -.24 -.57*** 
Simple Average of Cross-Informant 
Correlations a 

.25 .32 .38 .48 -.30 -.50 -.43 

 Trait Score .36** .55*** .60*** .65*** -.51*** -.75*** -.61*** 
Note.  a To compare against the magnitude of correlations observed with the WSASY Trait score, we computed a simple average of 
the three correlations reported in the same column based on the individual WSASY youth, teacher, and parent reports. b Correlations 
for classroom observations based on data about 57 youth for WSASY youth reports, 57 WSASY teacher reports, and 57 WSASY 
parent reports.  c Correlations for Brief Problem Monitor based on data from 59-63 WSASY youth reports, 59-63 WSASY teacher 
reports, and 59-63 WSASY parent reports, depending on pairwise Brief Problem Monitor data.  d Correlations for Social Skills 
Improvement System-Rating Scales based on data from 58-62 WSASY youth reports, 58-62 WSASY teacher reports, and 58-62 
WSASY parent reports, depending on pairwise Social Skills Improvement System-Rating Scales data. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < 
.001.
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Table 3   

Study 2: Independent Samples t-Tests Examining Multi-Informant Reports on the Work and Social Adjustment Scales for Youth (WSASY) and 

Discrete Measure Based on Home Observations of Youth Psychosocial Difficulties  

Group WSASY 

Youth 

M(SD) 

WSASY 

Teacher 

M(SD) 

WSASY  

Parent 

M(SD)  

WSASY  

Trait Score 

M(SD) 

t-Test(df) p-Value Cohen’s d 

Score above 

“0” (n = 16) 

2.78 

(1.11) 

1.98 

(1.68) 

9.18 

(7.56) 

0.53 

(1.10) 

Youth WSASY: 1.28(61) .20 0.37 

Teacher WSASY: 1.95(61) .055 0.53 

Parent WSASY: 2.24(61) .03 0.61 

Score of “0” 

(n = 47) 

2.37 

(1.09) 

1.17 

(1.33) 

5.02 

(6.01) 

-0.18 

(0.90) 

Simple Average of Cross-Informant Effect Sizes a ― 0.50 

Trait Score WSASY: 2.60(61) .01 0.70 

   
Note.  a To compare against the magnitude of effect sizes observed with the WSASY Trait score, we computed a simple average of the three effect 
sizes reported above based on the individual WSASY youth, teacher, and parent reports.  
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The Work and Social Adjustment Scale for Youth: Psychometric Properties of the  

Teacher Version and Evidence of Contextual Variability in Psychosocial Impairments 

 

ONLINE SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL 
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Table S1     
Study 2: Principal-Component Analysis (PCA) of Multi-Informant Reports on the Work and Social Adjustment Scale for Youth (WSASY) 
Informant Trait Context Perspective Sources of Variability in Informant’s Report 

WSASY (n = 63) Component Weight  

Youth  0.81    -0.03 -0.58 Home and School (context), Self (perspective) 

Teacher  0.69 -0.53  0.48 School (context), Other (perspective) 

Parent 0.48  0.82  0.29 Home (context), Other (perspective) 
Eigenvalue 1.37 0.97 0.66 

 

Variance attributable to each component 45.60% 32.46% 21.93%  

Note. PCA conducted with participants for whom we had full data across informants’ WSASY reports. Kraemer et al. (2003) described the following 
criteria for each component: Trait (all three informants’ reports load strongly and in the same direction), Context (informants from different contexts load 
in opposite directions) and Perspective (self-reports load in the opposite direction of observer informants’ reports).
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Work and Social Adjustment Scale for Youth: Teacher Version 
 

The ways children and adolescents think, feel, or behave sometimes affect their ability to do everyday things. These 
things might include doing well in school, completing household chores, relaxing during free time, and having close 
relationships with friends and family. We would like you to look at each of the items below and rate THIS STUDENT 
on how much the ways s/he thinks, feels, or behaves impair her/his ability to do each of the everyday things described 
in the items. By “impair” we mean “make difficult, harm, or worsen.” An example might be if the ways your student 
thinks, feels, or behaves create problems for her/him that get in the way of completing homework assignments or 
making friends. 
 

On a scale of 0 - 8, where 0 means ‘not at all impaired’ and 8 means ‘very severely impaired’,  
please rate the following: 

 
1. Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to do well in school is impaired.  

  
Not at all  Slightly  Definitely  Severely  Very  

Severely 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

 
2. Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to complete class assignments is 
impaired.  
 

Not at all  Slightly  Definitely  Severely  Very  
Severely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
3. Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to enjoy free time spent with other 
people is impaired. (For example, socializing during or between classes or at lunch, participating in school social 
activities, clubs, or sports). 

 
Not at all  Slightly  Definitely  Severely  Very  

Severely 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

 
4. Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to enjoy free time spent alone is 
impaired. (For example, reading, hobbies, listening to or playing music, or working independently).  

  
Not at all  Slightly  Definitely  Severely  Very  

Severely 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

 
5. Because of the ways this student thinks, feels, or behaves, her/his ability to form and maintain close 
relationships with other people is impaired. (For example, classmates, friends, teachers, or other school staff.)  
  

Not at all  Slightly  Definitely  Severely  Very  
Severely 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
 
Note.  Adapted with permission from “The Work and Social Adjustment Scale for Youth: A measure for assessing 
youth psychosocial impairment regardless of mental health status,” by A. De Los Reyes et al., 2019, Journal of Child 
and Family Studies, 28(1), pp. 13-14 (https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1238-6). Copyright 2017 by Springer. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1238-6

