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Changes in Clinical Supervision and Therapist Adherence During Community-Based 

Learning Collaboratives: General and Protocol-Specific Practices Relevant to Trauma-

Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy 

Thesis Abstract—Idaho State University (2021) 

Prior empirical evidence suggests didactic training alone inadequately sustains community 

integration of evidence-based treatments (EBTs). Hence, most implementation models, such as 

Learning Collaboratives (LCs), include expert consultation to promote EBT implementation with 

fidelity. In contrast, the role in-house supervision plays in EBT adoption–particularly during a 

LC–remains unknown, though previous findings suggest supervision’s effects may vary based 

on the content or foci of supervision techniques (e.g., EBT-specific versus general supervision 

practices). Thus, this study has two primary goals: (1) to examine how the quantity (i.e., 

frequency, duration) and quality of supervision (i.e., EBT-specific or general content) changed 

before and after a LC, and (2) to examine relations between general and EBT-specific 

supervision practices and therapists’ general as well as protocol-specific adherence. Based on 

archival data, participants were 139 therapists from 49 agencies involved in one of six LCs 

conducted as part of a statewide initiative to implement trauma-informed EBTs, with a focus on 

Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT). Participants completed online 

surveys, pre- and post-LC, to assess factors related potentially to EBT implementation, with a 

particular focus on TF-CBT. For this study, analyzed measures included: (1) the TF-CBT 

Supervision Checklist, which assessed therapist-reported receipt of TF-CBT-specific and 

general supervision practices, and (2) the TF-CBT Practices Scale, which assessed therapist-

reported use of TF-CBT-specific and general evidence-based practices with child trauma cases. 

Therapist-reported frequency and duration of supervision, pre- and post-LC, were analyzed 

respectively with Wilcoxon and paired samples t-tests. Results indicated that the reported 

frequency of planned supervision did not significantly change, pre- to post-LC (r = -.04, p = .72); 

however, frequency of unplanned supervision significantly decreased, pre- post-CBLC (r = -.24, 
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p = .02). Reported supervision duration also decreased significantly pre- to post-LC (d = -0.38, p 

= .006). Hypothesized pre- to post-LC improvements in supervision content and therapist 

adherence were analyzed via repeated measures MANOVAs. Findings indicated that, pre- to 

post-LC, TF-CBT specific supervision content (per therapist-report) increased significantly (d = 

0.56, p < .001); whereas, general supervision content did not (d = -0.01, p = .45). Similarly, TF-

CBT-specific adherence (per therapist-report) increased significantly to a moderate degree, pre- 

to post-LC (d = 0.53, p < .001), while general adherence increased to a trivial, nonsignificant 

degree (d = 0.15, p = .08). Moreover, multiple multivariate regression results indicated that, 

when controlling for pre- to post-LC change in general supervision content, increases in TF-

CBT-specific supervision content significantly predicted gains in therapist-reported adherence to 

general (r = .30, p = .006) and TF-CBT-specific practice elements (r = .22, p = .04). In contrast, 

when controlling for LC-related changes in TF-CBT-specific supervision content, increases in 

general supervision content only significantly predicted improvements in general adherence (r = 

.28, p = .01), but not TF-CBT-specific adherence (r = .16, p = .14). Taken together, results 

suggest the LC model can significantly improve the quality (i.e., content) of community 

supervision, particularly EBT-focused content, and that these gains may improve therapists’ 

adherence to LC-targeted LCs. Although preliminary, these findings suggest implementation 

initiatives should focus on EBT-specific rather than general supervision practices to most 

effectively improve clinicians’ adherence to both EBT-specific and general practice elements.  

 Keywords: dissemination, implementation, Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral 

Therapy (TF-CBT), community-based learning collaborative (CBLC), supervision, fidelity, 

adherence
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Chapter 1: Literature Review 

 Given the high prevalence and costly sequelae of childhood trauma (e.g., Bartlett & 

Smith, 2019; de Bellis & Zisk, 2014; Dye, 2018; Fang et al., 2012; Finkelhor et al., 2013; 

Kilpatrick et al., 2003; Lippard & Nemeroff, 2020; McLaughin et al., 2012, 2013; Saunders & 

Adams, 2014: Skar et al., 2020), it remains imperative to better disseminate and implement 

effective child trauma treatments, such as Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-

CBT; Cohen et al., 2017). With decades of rigorous, global empirical evidence, TF-CBT is a 

best practice trauma treatment for children ages 3–18 years with diverse traumatic exposures 

and related symptoms (Cohen et al., 2017; Medical University of South Carolina [MUSC], 2017). 

Still, evidence-based treatments (EBTs) like TF-CBT are often challenging to implement with 

fidelity in community-based settings (Greer et al., 2013; Lang & Connell, 2016; Lang et al., 

2017; Lee et al., 2015). Moreover, prior research suggests didactic training alone rarely sustains 

high quality integration of EBTs within community-based settings (Bearman et al., 2017; Beidas 

et al., 2012; Beidas & Kendall, 2010; Dorsey et al., 2018; Dimeff et al., 2009; Fixsen et al., 2005; 

Frank et al., 2019; Herschell et al., 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; McHugh & Barlow, 2010; 

Schoenwald et al., 2004). Instead, more effective dissemination and implementation models 

such as Learning Collaboratives (LCs) include additional components (e.g., training cases, 

external consultation, quality improvement metrics) to better support fidelitous EBT delivery 

(Frank et al., 2019; Hanson et al., 2019; Nadeem et al., 2013). While LC initiatives have 

demonstrated promising results for TF-CBT-adherent adoption and sustainment (Ebert et al., 

2012; Hanson et al., 2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2015, 2017), the empirical role of in-

house supervision in promoting therapist adherence–particularly TF-CBT adherence within the 

context of a LC–remains largely unexplored. Notably, prior studies suggest supervisory fidelity 

monitoring and feedback are vital to EBT adherence (Aarons, 2009; Carpenter et al., 2012; 

Swain et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2014), though these effects may vary based on the type and/or 

content of supervision practices (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Bradshaw et al., 2007; McLeod et 
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al., 2019; Milne et al., 2011; Schoenwald et al., 2009). Therefore, the current study examined 

(1) how supervision quantity and quality (i.e., evidence-based techniques targeting general or 

EBT-specific content) change pre- to post-LC and (2) how these changes predict pre- to post-

LC improvements in community therapist adherence to evidence-based general and TF-CBT-

specific practices. 

Child Trauma 

Trauma and its sequelae are tragically endemic, particularly during childhood and 

adolescence. Although exact prevalence rates remain elusive due to underreporting, poor 

surveillance, and inconsistent definitions, most studies indicate that 40%–71% of youth in the 

United States experience one or more traumatic events before reaching adulthood (Bartlett & 

Smith, 2019; Finkelhor et al., 2013; McLaughin et al., 2012, 2013; Saunders & Adams, 2014), 

with even higher rates among child clinical and related welfare populations (Havens et al., 2012; 

Salazar et al., 2013; Skar et al., 2020). These traumatic events include physical and sexual 

abuse; witnessing domestic, community, or school violence; natural disasters; death of 

attachment figures; and vehicular accidents (Bartlett & Smith, 2019; Cohen et al., 2017; 

Saunders & Adams, 2014). Diagnostically, all of these events involve directly experiencing, 

witnessing, or learning about serious injury, actual or threatened death, or sexual violation to 

oneself or a loved one (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Beyond the aforementioned 

prevalence of these events as well as the immediate horror, terror, and/or helplessness that 

they evoke (American Psychological Association Presidential Task Force on Posttraumatic 

Stress Disorder and Trauma in Children and Adolescents, 2008), child trauma is particularly 

concerning because of its well-established, long-lasting biopsychosocial sequelae and related 

costs, both personal and societal (e.g., Ai et al., 2013; Burns et al., 2004; Kilpatrick et al., 2003; 

Kisiel et al., 2009; Nemeroff et al., 2006; Pecora et al., 2009; Saunders, 2003).  

Indeed, child trauma–and specifically child maltreatment–has been deemed the “single 

biggest contributor” for risk of both psychiatric and medical disorders across the lifespan 



 

 
 

3 

(Lippard & Nemeroff, 2020). Regarding the former, prior research suggests that childhood 

trauma accounts for approximately 45% of all childhood-onset psychiatric disorders, 32% of all 

adolescent-onset psychiatric disorders, and 28% of all psychiatric disorders in adulthood 

(McLaughlin et al., 2012). More specifically, child trauma increases not only life-time risk of post- 

traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), but also conduct, substance abuse, mood, and psychotic 

disorders, as well as suicidality and self-harm (Dye, 2018; Kilpatrick et al., 2003; Kisiel et al., 

2009; Lippard & Nemeroff, 2020; Nemeroff et al., 2006; Pecora et al., 2009; Saunders, 2003). 

Etiologically, trauma exposure, particularly in early childhood, negatively impacts 

neurobiological development, including brain structures and circuitry, methylation and related 

gene expression, inflammatory cytokines, and neuroendocrinal functioning, particularly the 

hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal (HPA) axis, which is responsible for regulating the body’s stress 

response (Bartlett & Smith, 2019; de Bellis & Zisk, 2014; Dye, 2018; Lippard & Nemeroff, 2020; 

McEwen, 2000; Shonkoff et al., 2009). These neurobiological disruptions in turn imperil 

acquisition of critical psychosocial competencies (Bartlett & Smith, 2019; De Bellis & Zisk, 2014; 

Dye, 2018; Shonkoff et al., 2009), leading to lifelong impaired self-regulation and executive 

functioning, attachment problems, maladaptive coping strategies, feelings of inadequacy and 

negative self-schema, social skill deficits, and academic underachievement (Charmandari et al., 

2005; Chu & Lieberman, 2010; Dunn et al., 2017; Howse et al., 2003; Huaging & Kaiser, 2003; 

Kaplow & Widom, 2007; Nelson et al., 2011; Perry, 2001; Reiland & Lauterbach, 2008). 

Moreover, these negative developmental cascades are linked to numerous medical risks; 

including heart disease, stroke, oral and visual problems, and hepatitis (Lippard & Nemeroff, 

2020; Widom et al., 2012); as well as increased emergency, inpatient, primary, and specialist 

healthcare use (Bonomi et al., 2008; Leslie et al., 2010; Sickel et al., 2002).  

Given these myriad transdiagnostic sequelae, the societal toll of childhood trauma is 

steep, including both direct and indirect costs (Bartlett & Smith, 2019). Direct effects include 

financial costs, particularly those related to hospitalizations and social services, such as child 
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welfare, law enforcement, and behavioral health facilities (Bartlett & Smith, 2019). Child abuse 

and neglect alone directly cost the United States around $124 billion annually, averaging 

approximately $210,012 per child (Fang et al., 2012). In contrast, indirect effects include the 

heightened involvement of trauma-exposed youth in the juvenile justice system and decreased 

work productivity (Shonkoff et al., 2009; Widom & Maxfield, 2001). Another indirect effect is the 

intergenerational transmission of trauma, and specifically child maltreatment. For instance, child 

abuse victimization–particularly when untreated–predicts child abuse perpetration by the victim 

against future generations (Cohen et al., 2008; Cross et al., 2018; Scheeringa & Zeanah, 2001; 

Tutus & Goldbeck, 2016). This cycle only serves to perpetuate the prevalence of child trauma, 

and in turn, the aforementioned trauma-related sequelae and related personal and societal 

costs. To mitigate these deleterious and pervasive effects, efficacious treatment for trauma-

exposed youth and their affected families is crucial (Allen & Johnson, 2012; American Academy 

of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 2010; Chadwick Center for Children and Families, 2004; 

Saunders et al., 2004). 

Fortunately, several evidence-based trauma-focused treatments for children and 

adolescents exist (see Chadwick Center for Children and Families, 2004; National Child 

Traumatic Stress Network [NCTSN], n.d.). These treatments include (but are far from limited to): 

Alternatives for Families–A Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (AF-CBT; Kolko et al., 2011), 

Attachment and Biobehavioral Catch-Up (ABC; Dozier, 2010), Attachment, Self-regulation, and 

Competence (ARC; Blaustein & Kinniburgh, 2010), Child-Parent Psychotherapy (CPP; 

Lieberman, 2004), Parent-Child Interaction Therapy (PCIT; Eyberg & Funderburk, 2011; see 

Batzer et al., 2018), and Risk Reduction Through Family Therapy (RRFT; Danielson, 2007). 

Although all of these treatments have some–if not substantial–supportive evidence, many are 

limited in the types of trauma or child ages they treat (see NCTSN [n.d.] for a review). However, 

one treatment notable for its inclusive age-range, comprehensive types of traumas addressed, 
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and rigor of empirical support is Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT; 

Cohen et al., 2017) 

TF-CBT 

TF-CBT is a best practice trauma-treatment for youth ages 3 to 18 years with clinically 

significant trauma-related emotional and/or behavior problems (Cohen et al., 2017; Medical 

University of South Carolina [MUSC], 2017). Compared to other youth trauma treatments, TF-

CBT is (a) appropriate for a wide range of youth exposed to effectively any type of trauma (e.g., 

toddlers exposed to sexual abuse, adolescents exposed to mass community violence); (b) 

relatively brief (e.g., typically completed in 12–20 sessions); (c) generalizable to diverse ethnic, 

racial, national, and related cultural backgrounds; and (d) distinguished by its unique conjoint 

child-caregiver and trauma narrative components (see below for greater detail; Cohen et al., 

2017; MUSC, 2017). Although primarily designed and validated to treat post-traumatic stress, 

TF-CBT also targets trauma-related comorbidities, including depression, anxiety, attention 

deficits, hyperactivity, and conduct problems (Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017; Lucid et al., 

2018). TF-CBT, as suggested by its name, is grounded in cognitive-behavioral theories, as well 

as family therapy and humanistic principles (MUSC, 2017). Conjointly, these foundational 

theories influence TF-CBT’s six core values (i.e., components-based, respectful of cultural 

values, adaptable and flexible, family-focused, therapeutic relationships being central, and self-

efficacy being promoted; see Cohen et al. [2017] for a full review). These core values and 

related theoretical background inform TF-CBT’s three phases and subordinate components, as 

elaborated below. 
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TF-CBT Phases 

Consistent with TF-CBT’s core value of being components-based, TF-CBT’s three 

treatment phases–(1) stabilization and skill-building, (2) trauma narration and processing, and 

(3) consolidation and closure–consist of nine semi-modular components. The components are 

represented by the PRACTICE acronym: psychoeducation and parenting skills, relaxation 

techniques, affect modulation, cognitive coping, trauma narration, in-vivo mastery, caregiver-

child sessions, and enhancing future safety. Barring cases involving complex trauma (during 

which the first phase often constitutes half of treatment), equal time is typically dedicated to 

each phase (e.g., if treatment is completed in 12 sessions, each phase should roughly comprise 

four sessions; Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017). 

Phase 1: Stabilization and Skill-Building. The first of the three TF-CBT phases, 

stabilization and skill-building consists of the psychoeducation and parenting skills (which 

typically persist through all three phases), relaxation techniques, affective modulation, and 

cognitive coping components (Cohen et al, 2017; MUSC, 2017). The psychoeducation 

component provides education to the client and caregiver(s) regarding the pre-treatment 

assessment findings, traumatic events experienced by the client, typical reactions to such 

events, and related treatment rationale, structure, and expected benefits. The related parenting 

skills component provides guidance to caregivers on managing child emotional-behavior 

problems (e.g., aggression, noncompliance, sleep disturbances, and fearful avoidance). During 

the relaxation and affective modulation components, therapists teach youth clients (and their 

caregivers) to accurately identify affect topography, valence, and intensity and regulate affect 

and physiological arousal via evidence-based relaxation techniques (e.g., diaphragmatic 

breathing, progressive muscle relaxation, guided imagery). In the final component of this phase, 

cognitive coping, the clinician connects clients’ thoughts to their emotions, somatic sensations, 

and behaviors. In addition, the client and caregiver(s) are taught ways to identify, evaluate, and 

replace inaccurate or unhelpful cognitions. For each of these component-specific skills, 
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psychoeducation as well as modeling, role-play, and behavioral rehearsal are conducted in-

session first with youth and then with participating caregivers. Assigned between-session, in situ 

practice reinforces skill acquisition and generalization.  

Phase 2: Trauma Narration and Processing. The second phase, trauma narration and 

processing, is comprised of the trauma narration component. The purpose of this phase is to 

synergistically use the prior phase’s skills to directly address intrusive, distressing memories of 

the index trauma(s) (Cohen et al, 2017; MUSC, 2017). To elaborate, this component serves as 

gradual exposure therapy, as the client is able to incrementally experience recalled external 

stimuli (e.g., sights, sounds, smells, textures) and internal experiences (e.g., cognitive, affective, 

and physiological reactions) related to the trauma(s) via the creation and then repeated retelling 

of their trauma narrative. Trauma narratives can use a variety of media. For instance, a young 

child might create a picture book depicting the traumatic event while an adolescent might write a 

poem or book. Regardless of medium, this phase ends once a youth can adaptively engage 

with and react to their trauma narrative and are ready to share their narrative with their 

caregiver(s), who in turn have been similarly prepared to respond supportively (Cohen et al., 

2017; MUSC, 2017).  

Phase 3: Consolidation and Closure. The third and final phase is the consolidation 

and closure phase, which involves in-vivo mastery, caregiver-child sessions, and enhancing 

future safety and development (Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017). The first component, in-vivo 

mastery, involves real-life exposure to fear-conditioned, but otherwise innocuous trauma cues 

(e.g., bathtubs, grocery stores, friendly dogs), pursuant to replacing dysfunctional, impairing 

avoidance with adaptive approach behavior. As previously suggested, conjoint caregiver-child 

sessions focus on youth sharing their trauma narrative with their caregiver(s), so the latter can 

validate and support the former versus becoming overly distressed, defensive, and/or 

dysregulated. The final PRACTICE component, enhancing safety and future development, 

provides the client, family, and possibly other caregivers (e.g., teachers or extended family 
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members) with the tools necessary for keeping the client safe. These tools are likely to include 

the identification of safe people and places, education around body ownership (e.g., teaching 

the child correct anatomical terminology), and a safety plan in the event of an emergency (e.g., 

running to a neighbor’s house). In the end, the client (and their caregiver[s]) should feel a 

renewed sense of safety going forward and have plans for how to handle unsafe situations, 

present or prospective. True to TF-CBT’s core values of being adaptable and respecting culture, 

the delivery, duration, and in some cases even order of these components can be altered to 

best suit a youth’s and family’s cultural, developmental, and psychosocial contexts (see Cohen 

et al. [2017] and MUSC [2017] for in-depth review of TF-CBT’s components and phases). 

TF-CBT Outcomes and Empirical Base 

 In addition to TF-CBT’s marked flexibility, rigorous, decade-spanning, global empirical 

evidence supports TF-CBT as a best-practice treatment for trauma-exposed youth and families. 

Copious studies support TF-CBT’s efficacy and effectiveness in improving post-traumatic stress, 

related externalizing and internalizing problems, and overall psychosocial functioning. Moreover, 

these treatment responses (which are elaborated below) have been documented across 

cultural, developmental, international, and trauma backgrounds (see Cohen et al. [2017], de 

Arellano et al. [2014], and Lenz & Hollenbaugh [2015] for more comprehensive reviews of TF-

CBT’s empirical basis). 

 True to its name, TF-CBT has had over 20 randomized control trials (RCTs) conducted 

over equally numerous years that support its efficacy and effectiveness in remedying post-

traumatic stress (Cohen et al., 2017; de Arellano et al., 2014; Lewey et al., 2018). More 

specifically, Lenz and Hollenbaugh’s (2015) meta-analysis of 21 between-group studies 

involving 1,009 TF-CBT-treated youth found that TF-CBT is significantly associated with large 

pre- to post-treatment decreases in treated youth’s post-traumatic stress (g = -1.48, 95% CI [-

2.13, -0.83], p < ,01) compared to wait-list and passive controls. Furthermore, studies have 

shown these improvements are typically sustained during follow-up studies (e.g., 1–2 years 
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post-treatment; Cohen & Mannarino, 1996a, 1996b, 1997, 1998a, 1998b; Cohen et al., 2004, 

2005; Deblinger et al., 2006; Webb et al., 2014). Moreover, TF-CBT consistently and 

significantly outperforms comparable treatments in reducing youth’s trauma-related sequalae; 

namely, RCTs and meta-analyses have directly and indirectly compared and found TF-CBT 

superior to usual community care (e.g., ds = 0.30–2.39; Deblinger et al., 1996, 1999; Jensen et 

al., 2014; Lyons et al., 2006; Murray et al., 2015; Ormbaug et al., 2014), child-centered therapy 

(e.g., ds = 0.46–0.81; Cohen et al., 2004; 2011; Deblinger et al., 2006), non-directive supportive 

therapy (Cohen & Mannarino, 1996a; 1996b; 1997; 1998a; 1998b; Cohen et al., 2004; 2011; 

Deblinger et al., 2006), and eye movement desensitization and reprocessing (EMDR; Diehle et 

al., 2015; Lewey et al., 2018). Furthermore, TF-CBT has been shown to be significantly more 

cost-effective, on a societal level, than alternative treatments for youth with traumatic stress 

(Aas et al. 2018; Greer et al. 2014).   

 Research also supports TF-CBT’s effectiveness in treating youth’s related internalizing 

and externalizing comorbidities and symptoms (see Cohen et al. [2017]). In regard to youth’s 

internalizing symptoms, evidence supports TF-CBT’s effectiveness at addressing co-occurring 

depression (meta-analytic g = -0.78, 95% CI [-1.41, -0.15]; Lenz & Hollenbaugh, 2015; e.g., 

Cohen et al., 2004; 2005; 2007; Deblinger et al., 2011; 2016; Jaycox et al., 2010; Jensen et al., 

2014; McMullen et al., 2013; O’Callaghan et al., 2013; Ormbaug et al., 2014; Salloum et al. 

2015; Goldbeck et al., 2016), anxiety (e.g., Cohen et al., 2004; 2006; 2011; Deblinger et al., 

2011; Goldbeck et al., 2016; Mannarino et al., 2012; McMullen et al., 2013; O’Callaghan et al., 

2013), fear (Deblinger et al., 2011; King et al., 2000; Mannarino et al., 2012), shame (Cohen et 

al., 2004; Deblinger et al., 2006; 2016; Murray et al., 2013), stress (Deblinger et al., 2016; 

McMullen et al., 2013), maladaptive cognitions (d = 0.48; Goldbeck et al., 2016), and traumatic 

grief (e.g., d = 1.36; Cohen et al., 2004; 2006; O’Donnell et al., 2014). As for externalizing 

problems, TF-CBT has been found to significantly improve youth’s disruptive behavior problems 

(e.g., Cohen et al., 2004, 2006; Deblinger et al., 2011; 2016; Goldbeck et al., 2016; Lyons et al., 
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2006; Mannarino et al., 2012), problematic sexual behaviors (e.g., Cohen & Mannarino, 1996a; 

1996b; 1997; 1998b; Stauffer & Deblinger 1996), and hyperactivity (Diehle et al., 2015). 

Moreover, research indicates that these benefits are typically maintained, if not further 

improved, at follow-up (e.g., g = -0.61 for child anxiety from post-treatment to 12-month follow-

up assessment; Mannarino et al., 2012). 

 More than simply reducing the above symptoms, TF-CBT also has been shown to 

promote youths’ adaptive functioning. For instance, TF-CBT has been linked to significant pre- 

to post-treatment increases in youths’ prosociality (e.g., ds = 1.57–1.78; McMullen et al., 2013; 

O’Callaghan et al., 2013), safety skills (Deblinger et al., 2001), resiliency (ds = 0.56–1.91; 

Deblinger et al., 2017), and overall functioning (e.g., ds = 1.24–1.96; Kameoka et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, research suggests TF-CBT participation may prevent future traumatic exposure 

(Cohen et al., 2011).  

Moreover, studies repeatedly indicate that youth are not the only ones to display 

improvement as a consequence of TF-CBT; participating caregivers also reap benefits. 

Specifically, research has linked TF-CBT completion with significant improvements in positive 

parenting skills (Cohen et al., 2004; Deblinger et al., 2006; 2011; Mannarino et al., 2012). 

Additionally, evidence suggests TF-CBT can directly benefit participating caregivers’ own 

mental health, including significant reductions in caregiver depression and emotional distress 

(Cohen et al., 2004; 2006), abuse-specific distress (Deblinger et al., 2011; Mannarino et al., 

2012; Stauffer & Deblinger, 1996), and intrusive thoughts (Deblinger et al., 2001).  Consistent 

with TF-CBT’s youth outcome research, findings indicate that parental TF-CBT benefits are, on 

average, also maintained and sometimes significantly enhanced, at 6- and 12-month follow-up 

assessments (e.g., g = -0.60 for caregiver distress from post-treatment to 12-month follow-up; 

Mannarino et al., 2020). 

 Finally, ample research supports the robustness of TF-CBT’s benefits. For example, the 

aforementioned youth and caregiver gains have been replicated across various trauma types 
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(e.g., physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, neglect, witnessing community and/or 

domestic violence, exposure to war or natural disasters, traumatic loss of a loved one, etc.; de 

Arellano et al., 2014; Lenz & Hollenbaugh, 2015). Moreover, TF-CBT has been successfully 

implemented in various formats, including individual and group therapy (Deblinger et al., 2011; 

McMullen et al., 2013; O’Callaghan et al., 2013; O’Donnell et al., 2014). Similarly, successful 

implementation has been observed amongst different levels of development (e.g., toddlers, 

preschoolers, adolescents; Cohen & Mannarino, 1998; Deblinger et al., 2001; 2011; Kameoka 

et al., 2015; Lyons et al., 2006; Murray et al., 2015; Salloum et al., 2016; Scheeringa et al., 

2011) and diverse service settings (CATS Consortium, 2010; Lyons et al., 2006) including 

community clinics (Cohen et al., 2011; Dorsey et al., 2014; Goldbeck et al., 2016; Jaycox et al., 

2010; Jensen et al., 2014; Konanur et al., 2015; Murray et al., 2015; Ormhaug et al., 2014; 

Zorzella et al., 2015) and schools (Jaycox et al., 2010). Furthermore, evidence supports 

consistent treatment outcomes across varying ethnic groups and countries (e.g., Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Haiti, Japan, Tanzania, Zambia, etc.; Diehle et al., 2015; Jaycox et al., 

2010; Jensen et al., 2014; Kameoka et al., 2015; Konanur et al., 2015; McMullen et al., 2013; 

Murray et al., 2013; 2015; Ormhaug et al., 2014; O’Callaghan et al., 2013; O’Donnell et al., 

2014; Wang et al., 2016; Stewart et al., 2020; Zorzella et al., 2015).  

In sum, TF-CBT is a highly efficacious treatment for children and adolescents 

experiencing trauma-related symptoms, as well as for their participating caregivers and families. 

The treatment process involves identifying problems and systematically working through 

PRACTICE components to help clients overcome fears and anxieties related to trauma cues, 

improve their daily functioning, and ensure future safety. Yet, as with any EBP, these 

components as well as TF-CBT overall are only effective nominally when carried out with 

sufficient treatment fidelity (Allen et al., 2018; Cox et al., 2019; Bond et al., 2011; Drake et al. 

2003; McLeod et al., 2019). 
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Treatment Fidelity 

Otherwise known as treatment integrity (DiGennario et al., 2005; Burns et al., 2008) and 

implementation fidelity (Byrnes et al., 2010; Carroll et al., 2007; Gingiss et al., 2006; Mihalic, 

2004; Rohrbach et al., 2010), treatment fidelity is defined as the degree to which an intervention 

is delivered as delineated by its protocol (i.e., its codified treatment components and 

procedures; Allen et al., 2018; Perepletchikova et al., 2007; Proctor et al., 2011; Schoenwald et 

al., 2011). In other words, treatment fidelity exists when a clinician delivers a particular therapy 

as intended by its developer(s). Prima facie, optimal treatment outcomes require high treatment 

fidelity–an assertion that has found increasing, though not always universal, empirical support 

(Barber et al., 2007; Caron et al., 2020; Carroll et al., 2007; Davidson et al., 2004; Drulak & 

DuPre, 2008; Eames et al. 2008; Farmer et al., 2017; Forsberg et al., 2015; Henggeler et al., 

2008; Hoffart et al., 2005; Holder et al., 2017; Johnson-Kozlow et al., 2008; Robbins et al., 

2011; Shaw et al., 2004; Strunk et al., 2010; Thijssen et al., 2017; cf. Barber et al., 2006; 

Huppert et al., 2001; McLeod et al., 2019; Park et al., 2015; Pavio et al., 2004; Webb et al., 

2010). Consequently, clinical-behavioral health disciplines are paying greater attention to 

treatment fidelity, with an emphasis on (a) identifying its key elements and (b) validating 

strategies to measure and increase those elements (Allen et al., 2018; Bellg et al., 2004; Bopp 

et al. 2013; Breitenstain et al., 2020; Haynes et al., 2016; Perez et al. 2016; Resnick et al., 

2005).  

Based on those efforts, treatment fidelity is now widely recognized as a multidimensional 

construct (Allen et al., 2018; Barber et al., 2007; Carroll et al., 2007; Cox et al., 2019; Dane & 

Schneider, 1998; Dusenbury et al., 2003; McLeod et al., 2009; 2019; Perepletchikova et al., 

2007; Schoenwald et al., 2011). More specifically, most conceptual frameworks (see Allen et al., 

2018) view treatment fidelity as having three core factors: (1) differentiation, (2) adherence, and 

(3) competence (Allen et al., 2018; Barber et al., 2007; Bearman et al., 2017; Cox et al., 2019; 

McLeod et al., 2009; 2019; Perepletchikova et al., 2007; Schoenwald et al., 2011). While the 
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current study is predominantly concerned with treatment adherence, all three components–and 

their relation to TF-CBT–are outlined below.  

Differentiation 

Treatment or program differentiation is the degree to which treatments differ from one 

another across critical dimensions (Allen et al., 2018; Bearman et al., 2017; Carroll et al., 2007; 

Schoenwald et al., 2011). Most typically, treatments are distinguished from one another by their 

discrete, observable clinical techniques and strategies, which are otherwise known as practice 

elements or treatment components (Allen et al., 2019; Carroll et al., 2007; Chorpita & Daleiden, 

2009; Chorpita et al., 2005; Higa-McMillan et al., 2016; Schoenwald et al., 2011). Beyond 

protocol-prescribed and –proscribed practice elements, treatments can also be differentiated by 

their outlining and/or contraindication of certain mechanisms of change, implementation 

modalities and settings, and client demographics and diagnostic characteristics (Allen et al., 

2018; Carroll et al., 2007; Schoenwald et al., 2011). Taken together, core prescribed and 

proscribed facets can demarcate one treatment protocol within or across programs, as well as 

superordinate treatment families and models (i.e., treatment interventions that share a majority 

of practice elements and theoretical foundations; e.g., behavioral parent training for child 

conduct problems and CBT for anxiety; Chorpita & Daleidan, 2009; Chorpita et al., 2005; Higa-

McMillan et al., 2016; Schoenwald et al., 2011; Southam-Gerow & Prinstein, 2014; Wethington 

et al., 2008). 

Compared to other psychosocial treatments for youth, TF-CBT can be differentiated by 

several factors, such as its wide age range, number of addressed traumatic experiences and 

symptoms, unique practice elements, and modalities (Cohen et al., 2017). True to its name, TF-

CBT is distinguished foremost from other CBT-based treatments by its emphasis on treating 

post-traumatic stress and related psychosocial sequelae, as well as its core elements that 

involve explicit trauma-relevant exposures (e.g., trauma narrative; Cohen et al., 2017; Dorsey et 

al., 2016). When compared to other trauma-focused treatments, TF-CBT remains relatively 
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unique on multiple levels. First, TF-CBT is validated for effectively any type of trauma (Cohen et 

al., 2017), while its counterparts are limited in the traumatic experiences their protocols address 

(e.g., PCIT and AF-CBT are validated for child physical abuse, but not sexual abuse; CPP is 

designed for interpersonal maltreatment but not for natural disasters, accidental injury, or 

medical trauma exposure). Second, TF-CBT serves a wider developmental range (i.e., ages 3–

18) than other youth trauma treatments that either serve only young children (e.g., ABC, CCP, 

and PCIT) or exclude them (e.g., AF-CBT and RRFT). Third, TF-CBT differs from similar 

treatments in its validated modalities (e.g., AF-CBT’s protocol is only for individual treatment 

[Kolko et al., 2011]; whereas, TF-CBT has empirically supported protocols for individual and 

group treatment [Cohen et al., 2017]). Finally, TF-CBT and its larger treatment family are 

distinguished from other treatment programs by their prohibition of questionable and iatrogenic 

practice elements for child trauma and anxiety symptoms (e.g., hypnosis, non-directive play, 

rebirthing; Dorsey et al., 2017; Higa-McMillon et al., 2016). Given these salient differentiations, 

TF-CBT requires protocol-specific competencies for it be implemented with requisite fidelity. 

Competence 

Clinical or therapist competence entails a clinician’s skill and responsiveness in 

delivering appropriate practice elements during therapeutic services (Allen et al., 2018; 

Bearman et al., 2017; Cox et al, 2018; McLeod et al, 2009, 2019; Perepletchikova & Kazdin, 

2005; Schoenwald et al., 2011; Webb et al., 2010). Although various taxonomies of clinical 

competence exist, most frameworks recognize two main variations of competence: global and 

technical (Allen et al., 2018; Assessment of Competency Benchmarks Work Group, 2007; 

Barber et al., 2007; Brown et al., 2018; Epstein & Hundert, 2002; Kaslow, 2004; Perepletchikova 

et al., 2009). Global competence (otherwise known as common factors [Castonguay, 1993; 

Laska et al., 2014], foundational [Rodolfa et al., 2005; Spruill et al., 2004]], general [Binder, 

2004], or standard competence [McLeod et al., 2019]) consists of broad therapeutic skills 

applicable across most, if not all, treatment models (Barber et al., 2007; Brown et al., 2018). 
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These superordinate, trans-protocol skills include (a) building and maintaining empathic, 

genuine, and collaborative therapeutic alliances; (b) promoting positive treatment expectancies 

and accepted rationale; (c) focusing treatment with efficient session pacing, structure, 

assignments, and key themes; (d) instigating change via psychoeducation, practice, feedback, 

and interpersonal interpretation; and (e) responsiveness to client needs (Brown et al., 2012; 

2018; Castonguay & Beutler, 2006; Claiborn et al., 2002; Crits-Chritoph & Connolly Gibbons, 

2002; Elliot et al., 2011; Faber & Doolin, 2011; Follette & Greenberg, 2006; Hill & Knox, 2002; 

Grencavage & Norcross, 1990; McLeod et al., 2016; Norcross 2002; 2001; Nock et al., 2007; 

Woody & Ollendick, 2006). In contrast, technical competence; also known as specific, 

intervention, model, and limited-domain competence; involves a therapist’s skills at responsively 

implementing practice elements that are relatively unique to a particular treatment protocol, 

program, and/or model (Barber et al., 2007; Brown et al., 2018; McLeod et al., 2016, 2019; 

Perepletchikova, 2006). Both global and technical competence relate to competency standards 

set by the ethics code of the American Psychological Association (APA, 2017; e.g., only 

providing services within one’s areas of competence, mandates to develop and maintain areas 

of competence). 

Moreover, both categories of competence apply to TF-CBT, as TF-CBT requires 

therapists to implement all treatment phases skillfully (Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017). In 

terms of global competence, TF-CBT’s core values assert the centrality of the therapeutic 

relationship, the importance of mutual respect, and the need for therapists to flexibly tailor 

treatment in response to clients’ idiographic needs (Cohen et al., 2017). Apart from these global 

competence-relevant values, TF-CBT’s components require both global and technical 

competence. For instance, the psychoeducation component requires global skills related to 

promoting clear, reasonable, and positive treatment expectations, as well as providing novel 

information that can instigate change; however, it also requires technical skills relating to 

understanding and sensitively communicating treatment-specific rationale and information (e.g., 
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prevalence rates of domestic violence, reasons why some children do not initially disclose 

sexual abuse to supportive caregivers, need for explicit trauma exposures; Cohen et al., 2017). 

Additionally, both global and TF-CBT-specific clinical acumen is needed to understand when 

and how to flexibly tailor TF-CBT components, such as how a trauma narrative should be 

constructed and delivered, as well as how frequently and with whom it should be shared. To 

elaborate, a 4-year-old child is not going to complete the trauma narrative in a manner 

comparable to a 16-year-old child, either in content (e.g., older youth are typically able to 

provide greater detail and reflection) or in form (e.g., younger children are more likely to need to 

draw versus write a narrative). Relatedly, TF-CBT does not have rigid standards to determine if 

a caregiver is prepared to adaptively respond to a child’s shared trauma narrative during the 

conjoint caregiver-child component; instead, the protocol largely relies on individual therapist’s 

judgment (Cohen et al., 2017). This judgment necessitates not only global competence in terms 

of accurate interpersonal interpretations, but also TF-CBT-specific competence relative to 

conjoint caregiver-child sessions and secondary traumatic stress (Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 

2017). Yet, these vital competencies, both general and specific to TF-CBT (or any other 

protocol) cannot be achieved fully without adequate treatment adherence (Barber et al., 2007; 

Perepletchikova & Kazdin, 2005; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Waltz et al., 1993). 

Adherence 

Treatment or intervention adherence is the degree to which a clinician uses components 

and content prescribed by a particular treatment model or protocol whilst simultaneously 

avoiding proscribed procedures (Allen et al., 2018; Collyer et al., 2019; Cox et al., 2019; 

McLeod et al., 2019; Perepletchikova, 2006; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Schoenwald et al., 2011). 

To elaborate, treatment adherence entails the extent to which a clinician utilizes practice 

elements that are 1) indicated but shared across evidence-based programs and/or models (i.e., 

“common elements”), 2) indicated and distinct (i.e., practice elements that differentiate one 

treatment protocol, program, and/or model from another), 3) contraindicated, 4) and/or neither 
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indicated or contraindicated (i.e., elements that are non-differentiating and presumably benign; 

Allen et al., 2018; Barber et al., 2007; Chorpita et al., 2005, 2007; Dusenbury et al., 2003; Waltz 

et al., 1993). Strong adherence requires delivery of the first two practice element categories 

(which are respectively known as general and protocol-specific adherence) while also avoiding 

the third category, and in certain contexts, the fourth as well (Allen et al., 2018; Barber et al., 

2007). This delivery is most commonly conceptualized dichotomously as whether or not a 

specific practice element was implemented for a session, client, or general caseload, but 

alternative literature also considers the dosage of the practice element, in terms of amount and 

frequency (Allen et al., 2018; Brownson et al., 2009; Horn & Gassaway, 2007).  

In terms of TF-CBT, adherence to its protocol explicitly entails delivery of its core 

practice elements, which most notably consist of its aforementioned PRACTICE components 

(Hanson et al., 2017; Deblinger et al., 2008). These components include common elements 

shared by other CBT programs (e.g., cognitive coping content such as identification, 

reappraisal, and restructuring of maladaptive cognitions; Higa-McMillan et al., 2016) and 

behavioral parent training programs (e.g., parenting skills such as praise, selective attention, 

time-out, and contingency reinforcement; Kaehler et al., 2016; Leijten et al., 2015). These 

components also involve protocol-differentiating elements, such as explicit trauma exposures 

(e.g., trauma narrative and related conjoint youth-caregiver components; Dorsey et al., 2017; 

McLeod et al., 2019; Peris et al., 2015). A clinician’s utilization of these components–and 

avoidance of protocol-contraindicated practices and procedures (e.g., encouraging destructive 

cathartic venting of negative feelings, spending entire sessions playing fun games without any 

trauma-focused discussion; Cohen et al., 2017; Hanson et al., 2019)–equates to TF-CBT-

specific adherence. Yet, fidelitous implementation of TF-CBT also involves general adherence; 

that is, delivery of practice elements, applicable to most, if not all, evidence-based treatment 

models. Such elements–which cut across all PRACTICE components–include, but are not 

limited to, assessment, agenda setting, rapport building, maintenance of the therapeutic 
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alliance, and homework assignment (Barth et al., 2012; Blackburn et al., 2001; Cohen et al., 

2017; Hanson et al., 2019; Kazantzis et al., 2000, 2010; Mausbach et al., 2010; Mueser et al., 

2008; Kirsch et al., 2018; Ormhaug et al., 2014; Ovenstad et al., 2020).  

Additionally, TF-CBT–consistent with its core value of adaptability–mandates flexible, 

rather than rigid, adherence to these specific and general practice elements (Cohen et al, 2017; 

MUSC et al., 2017). This concept of manualized flexibility (Beutler, 1999; Stratton, 2011) or 

flexibility within fidelity (Kendall & Beidas, 2007) means that truly adherent TF-CBT therapists 

tailor general and protocol-specific practice elements to suit the diverse intersectional needs of 

clients, caregivers, agencies, and other delivery contexts (Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2010, 

2017). Flexible tailoring or adaptations can be made to which techniques and/or content are 

implemented during a specific component. For example, the relaxation component can be 

tailored, yet still adhered to, in terms of which techniques are modeled and practiced based on 

cultural or religious alignment (e.g., tai chi, meditation, mindful prayer, guided imagery of tensing 

a bow, or listening to gospel or other worship-based music; Bigfoot & Schmidt, 2010; Cohen et 

al., 2017; Damra et al., 2014; MUSC, 2017; O’Callaghan et al., 2013; Rivera de Arellano, 2008; 

Walker et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2016; Woods-Jaeger et al., 2017) or developmental stage 

(e.g., teaching a preschooler whole body tensing and relaxing versus teaching a teenager more 

advanced progressive muscle relaxation; Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017; Pollio & Deblinger, 

2017). Furthermore, the explicit adaptability of TF-CBT’s protocol also means that adherence 

can be retained even if certain components, in certain contexts, are not used at all. For 

instance, the in vivo exposure component is deemed unnecessary in cases where a youth is not 

maladaptively avoiding trauma reminders (Cohen et al., 2017). Similarly, conjoint child-caregiver 

sharing of the trauma narrative is typically a core feature that must be done to be fully adherent 

to TF-CBT; yet, in cases where a client does not have an available, engaged, and supportive 

caregiver (e.g., refugee minors), this component can be omitted (Cohen et al., 2017; 

Unterhitzenberger et al., 2019). Moreover, TF-CBT’s protocol directs the addition of extra 
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components for cases involving clinically significant traumatic grief (e.g., grief psychoeducation, 

preserving positive memories, redefining the lost relationship and committing to new 

relationships; Cohen et al., 2017; MUSC, 2017). Finally, different delivery contexts or modalities 

can entail adherence-congruent adaptations (e.g., adapted elements for group, school, or 

residential settings [Cohen et al., 2016, 2017; Deblinger et al., 2001, 2011; Jaycox et al., 2010; 

McMullen et al., 2013; O’Callaghan et al., 2013; O’Donnell et al., 2014] or tablet, web-based, or 

other telehealth augmentations [Davidson et al., 2019; Orengo-Aguayo et al., 2018]). 

Collectively, flexible general and specific adherence presumably improves the effectiveness of 

TF-CBT (as well as other evidence-based treatments; Allen et al., 2018; Barber et al., 2006, 

2008; Collyer et al., 2019; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Hogue et al., 2008; Kumpfer et al., 2008; 

Marek et al., 2006; Galovski et al., 2012; Kennedy et al., 2000; Levitt et al., 2007; Stanton et al., 

2005; Stratton, 2011; Webb et al., 2010). 

Empirical research on adherence-outcomes relations.  

Non-TF-CBT adherence-outcome research. As previously mentioned, a growing body 

of studies have empirically examined the relation between fidelity–and particularly adherence–

on treatment outcomes (Barber et al., 2007; Collyer et al., 2019; Cox et al., 2019; Hanson et al., 

2016; Sijercic et al., 2020; Webb et al., 2010). These studies, which have only utilized 

observational and/or correlational rather than experimental designs, (Barber et al., 2007; Collyer 

et al., 2019; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Webb et al., 2010) have predominately–though not 

universally–found a significant, positive relation between treatment adherence and outcomes. 

Notwithstanding, the magnitude of the reported adherence-outcome relation has varied widely. 

Although most studies have reported a small effect (e.g., Barber et al., 1996; Dagenais, et al., 

2009; DeRubeis & Feeley, 1990; Garner et al., 2009; 2012; Gaston et al., 1994; Gillespie et al., 

2017; Gillham et al., 2006; Graham et al., 2014; Henggeler et al., 1997; Hogue et al., 2008; 

Holth et al., 2011; Lange et al., 2017; Minonne, 2008; Patton et al., 2009, Rowe et al., 2013; 

Sexton & Turner., 2010), others have reported a trivial effect (e.g., Al et al., 2014; Ginsburg et 
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al., 2012; Henggeler et al.,1999; Loeb et al., 2005; Lofholm et al., 2014; McCambridge et al., 

2011; Ogrodniczuk, 1997; Paivio et al., 2004; Podell et al., 2013; Robbins et al., 2011; 

Schoenwald et al., 2003; Spektor, 2008). Still, others have reported positive effect sizes that 

were moderate (e.g., Marziali, 1984; Spektor, 2008; Strauss et al., 2012; Strunk et al., 2010) or 

even large (e.g., Liber et al., 2010; Luborsky et al., 1985). In stark contrast, some studies have 

reported a significant, negative adherence-outcome association that was typically trivial in size 

(e.g., Barber et al., 2006; Bloomquist et al., 2013; Castonguay et al., 1996; Feeley et al., 1999; 

Gaston et al., 1994; 1998; Gaston & Ring, 1992; Minnone, 2008; Piper et al., 1986; Rowe et al., 

2013; Shechtman & Leichtentritt, 2010), though sometimes small (e.g., Barber et al., 2008; Hall, 

2007; Huppert et al., 2006; Loeb et al., 2005) or moderate (e.g., Piper et al., 1991; Hall, 2007). 

Additionally, a handful of studies have found a non-significant adherence-outcome relation (e.g., 

Hartnet et al., 2016; Heywood & Fergusson, 2016; Hogue et al., 2008; Horowitz et al., 1984; 

Overbeek et al., 2013) or alternatively a significant nonlinear (e.g., quadratic) association 

(Barber et al., 2006; 2008; Hogue et al., 2008; Piper et al.,1991).  

Beyond primarily testing for linear adherence-outcome relations (Collyer et al., 2019; 

Webb et al., 2010), the vast majority of the above studies have operationalized treatment 

outcomes as pre- to post-treatment improvement in client symptoms (or sometimes global 

functioning; Barber et al., 2007; Collyer et al., 2019; Goense et al., 2016; Rapley & Loades, 

2018; Webb et al., 2010; Zarafontis-Muller et al., 2014). In contrast, a few studies have 

examined the relation between treatment fidelity (including adherence) and outcomes, with the 

latter being defined as whether a client completed or prematurely terminated treatment. These 

studies have reported a significant, positive relation between adherence and treatment 

completion, to either a moderate (e.g., r = .41; Haug et al., 2016) or large degree (d = 1.03; 

Thijssen et al., 2017). 

Due to the growing number as well as diverse findings of these individual studies, a few 

meta-analyses have tried to better summarize and pinpoint the overall relation between 
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treatment adherence and client outcomes (i.e., Collyer et al., 2019; Goense et al., 2016; Webb 

et al., 2010). Like the heterogeneous research and results they aggregated, these meta-

analyses have varied on their included client ages and symptoms, treatment results, and 

ultimate findings. The first, conducted by Webb et al. (2010) analyzed 32 studies which 

examined the relation between adherence and clinical outcomes (i.e., symptom reduction) 

across treatment models (e.g., CBT, client-centered, interpersonal, psychodynamic therapy) 

and targeted problems (e.g., depression, eating disorders, panic disorder, substance use), but 

exclusively with adult clients. Included effect sizes (i.e., rs) ranged from -.40 to .47, and the 

average weighted effect size was trivial and non-significant (r = .02, 95% [-.07, .10]). 

Adherence-outcome effect sizes had significant, low-to-moderate heterogeneity (I2 = 47.0%; Q = 

50.90, p < .01). Neither treatment modality, primary targeted problems, temporal confounds, nor 

therapeutic alliance significantly moderated the adherence-outcome relation (ps = .46–.55). 

However, studies that targeted clinical depression (n = 6) had a positive, small, and marginally 

significant effect (likely due to low power) for adherence on outcome (r = .12, p = .08), 

suggesting that adherence may matter more for certain problem types, at least for adult clients.  

Given that prior narrative reviews have suggested that client age (and related psychiatric 

problems and treatments) may moderate the adherence-outcome relation, Collyer et al. (2019) 

conducted a meta-analysis of 35 studies that also varied in targeted problems (e.g., conduct 

problems, substance use, anxiety, depression) and treatment modalities (e.g., CBT, client-

centered), but involved youth versus adult clients. Included effect sizes (n = 29) ranged from 

trivial to moderate in magnitude (rs = -.07–.44), with most studies (n = 24; 83%) finding a 

significant adherence-outcome association; whereas, a minority (n = 5; 17%) reported no 

significant relation between the two. Overall, the average weighted effect size of adherence on 

youth outcomes was positive, small, and significant (r = .10, 95%CI [.06, .13], p < .001). Given 

the significant heterogeneity of effect sizes (Q = 62.35, p < .001), potential moderators were 

tested; results indicated that adherence related positively to outcome across clinical groups (rs 
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= .07–.13) and specific treatments (rs = .09–.17), but only for treatments that were CBT-based 

(i.e., the adherence-outcome association was trivial and nonsignificant for non-CBT treatments; 

r = .006, p = .94). For the two studies that also examined therapeutic alliance, alliance did not 

significantly moderate the adherence-outcome relation (Hukkelberg & Ogden, 2013; Liber et al., 

2010). Sensitivity analyses controlling for study rigor and methodological biases did not 

significantly affect any of the above results, though potential publication biases could attenuate 

them.  

Given these results and prior systematic reviews that further suggest that fidelity-

outcome relations may be stronger for younger clients and/or certain targeted problems, 

treatment models, and specific protocols (particularly CBT-based ones; see Barber et al. [2007], 

Novins et al. [2013], Rapley and Loades [2018], and Zarafontis-Muller et al. [2014]). Goense et 

al. (2016) conducted a meta-analysis of 17 studies (with 91 effects) that examined fidelity-

outcome associations specifically for youth treated for antisocial behavior. Unlike the above 

meta-analyses, they examined overall fidelity-outcome associations, since most of their 

analyzed studies did not provide separate adherence and/or competence data. Yet, similar to 

the other meta-analyses, they found an overall positive fidelity-outcome relation, and like the 

only other youth-specific meta-analysis, this relation was significant. However, the magnitude of 

their reported relation was notably larger (i.e., moderate-to-large). Specifically, client outcomes 

were trivial-to-small, as well as nonsignificant, when fidelity was low (d = 0.14, p > .05), but were 

medium-to-large, as well as significant, when fidelity was high (d = 0.63, p < .001). Furthermore, 

when controlling for moderators (e.g., study design, treatment protocol, and intervention 

duration), the relation between fidelity and client outcomes remained significant, and increased 

to a large magnitude (r = .61, p = .005; β = .57). 

Overall, these meta-analyses–as well as their constituent and newer individual studies–

suggest that greater adherence is associated with improved treatment outcomes, though the 

magnitude of this effect likely varies significantly depending on client-level (e.g., age, targeted 
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symptoms) and intervention-level factors (e.g., treatment model, protocol-specific elements; 

Caron et al., 2020; Collyer et al., 2019; Novins et al., 2013; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Zarafontis-

Muller et al., 2014). For example, Caron et al. (2020) found that greater adherence predicted 

better pre- to post-treatment anxiety improvement for youth randomly assigned to a full CBT 

protocol, but not those assigned to a relaxation-skills-only intervention. Additionally, some 

authors posit that the strength of adherence-outcome relations might be stronger for 

interventions that primarily target clients with internalizing versus externalizing problems (Hogue 

et al., 2008; Podell, 2011; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Zarafontis-Muller et al., 2014; cf. Goense et 

al., 2016). Moreover, evidence suggests that greater protocol-specific adherence may predict 

better clinical outcomes for specific, well-differentiated evidence-based protocols (e.g., 

Multisystemic Therapy; Henggeler et al., 1997), but not necessarily for more general, non-

differentiated treatments (e.g., non-protocol-specific CBT; McHugh et al., 2009), even when 

targeting the same client population (e.g., antisocial youth; Collyer et al., 2019). Finally, within 

specific protocols, fidelity to certain practice elements, but not others, can predict treatment 

outcomes (Farmer et al., 2017; Shechtman & Leichtentritt, 2010).  

Given this relative ambiguity, complexity, and specificity, further–and better–research on 

adherence-outcome relations is warranted. Namely, future studies should employ experimental 

designs and/or better address common measurement problems (e.g., use of audio versus video 

recordings, less experienced undergraduate raters, and underpowered sample sizes; Barber et 

al., 2007; Chinchilla, 2007; Collyer et al., 2019; Cox et al., 2019; Feeley et al., 1999; McLeod et 

al., 2019; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Webb et al., 2012). Additionally, research needs to avoid 

ceiling effects related to predominately examining fidelity-outcome relations with highly adherent 

university clinicians versus more variably adherent community clinicians (Barber et al., 2007; 

Chinchilla, 2007; Collyer et al., 2019; Cox et al., 2019; Feeley et al., 1999; McLeod et al., 2019; 

Rapley & Loades, 2018; Webb et al., 2012). Indeed, studies that have examined a less 

restricted range of adherence (e.g., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Goense et al., 2016; Imel et 
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al., 2014; Milne et al., 1999; Thijssen et al., 2017) typically report medium-to-large adherence-

outcome effects. Regardless, the aforementioned evidence in aggregate suggests that higher 

fidelity (and adherence specifically) predicts better clinical outcomes, particularly for youth 

treated with differentiated, evidence-based protocols that are CBT-based. Additionally, this 

literature suggests that fidelity (and the related adherence-outcome relation) should be 

examined for specific protocols, like TF-CBT. This need is particularly notable for TF-CBT given 

that none of the above meta-analyses included any study that examined fidelity’s impact on 

outcomes specifically for TF-CBT.   

 TF-CBT-specific adherence and clinical outcomes. Although several studies have 

explicitly measured TF-CBT treatment adherence during clinical trials, most have examined 

adherence only for fidelity monitoring purposes (i.e., demonstrating that appropriate treatment 

adherence occurred during a clinical trial, but not otherwise examining its relation to any 

antecedent or outcome; e.g., Barnett et al., 2019; Dorsey et al., 2014; Jensen et al., 2018; 

Konanur et al., 2015; Murray et al., 2015; Polak et al., 2015; Salloum et al., 2016; 

Unterhitzenberger et al., 2019; Zorzella et al., 2015). A smaller number of studies have 

examined treatment adherence as an outcome variable (e.g., how training models or therapist 

characteristics impact TF-CBT-specific adherence; e.g., Ascienzo et al., 2020; Cohen et al., 

2016; Davidson et al., 2019; Deblinger et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2015; Ovenstad et al., 2020). In 

contrast, only one published study has empirically examined the TF-CBT-specific relation 

between treatment adherence and client outcomes (i.e., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018). 

 Namely, Amaya-Jackson and colleagues (2018) examined whether or not community-

based clinicians (n = 124) could implement TF-CBT with high fidelity (i.e., adherence and 

competence) within the context of a specific training and implementation model (i.e., a Learning 

Collaborative; LC [see sections below for more details on LCs). Moreover, the study assessed 

whether improvements in TF-CBT-specific adherence and competence predicted symptom 

improvements in youth (n = 156) treated with TF-CBT for post-traumatic stress. TF-CBT-specific 
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fidelity and particularly adherence were measured with the TF-CBT Fidelity and Competency 

Consultation Metric (Potter et al., 2008), a measure designed for this project with the approval of 

TF-CBT’s developers. This measure consisted of 12 scales for which TF-CBT trainers rated a 

therapist-trainee’s application of each TF-CBT component during observed cases, using a 5-

point Likert scale (0 = “not addressed”, 4 = “addressed with fidelity and advanced clinical skill”). 

In contrast to other therapist characteristics (e.g., education, prior experience treating trauma-

exposed youth with non-TF-CBT interventions), treatment fidelity/adherence significantly 

moderated pre- to post-treatment improvement in client symptoms (i.e., youth-reported PTSD as 

measured by the UCLA Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Reaction Index [PTSD-RI]; Steinberg et 

al., 2004). Namely, not only did the most adherent therapists typically have the cases with the 

best client improvements, but so too did the least adherent therapists generally have the worst 

improvements in their clients. This linear, positive adherence-outcome relation was observed 

across the entire spectrum of adherence to TF-CBT. Although replication and more 

experimental designs are necessary to fully establish causality, the above findings, both TF-

CBT-specific and otherwise, suggest that protocol-specific adherence (and methods to improve 

said adherence) remains critical to optimal TF-CBT treatment outcomes.  

Barriers and Methods to Improve General and Specific Adherence 

Unfortunately, utilization of EBTs (including TF-CBT) remains a rarity, such that the vast 

majority of clients–particularly youth clients–in community-based settings do not receive EBTs 

(see Bruns et al., 2015; Herschell et al., 2010). Even in cases where EBTs are utilized, adherent 

use of such EBTs is scarce (e.g., Bearman et al., 2013; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Ehrenreich-May 

et al., 2011; Henggeler, 2011; Lang et al., 2016, 2017; McLeod et al., 2019; Santa Ana et al., 

2009; Shirk & Peterson, 2013; Sijercic et al., 2019; Southam-Gerow et al., 2008; Weisz et al., 

2013), even with the field of implementation science pushing for improved dissemination and 

implementation over the last 2 decades (e.g., Aarons et al., 2014; Cohen & Mannarino, 2008; 

Chu et al., 2014; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Fixsen et al., 2005; Garland & Schoenwald, 2013; 
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Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; Lang et al., 2016; McLeod et al., 2013; Schoenwald & Garland, 

2013; Southam-Gerow & McLeod, 2013). Indeed, research consistently shows that community-

based settings vary widely in their fidelity to EBTs (e.g., Allen et al., 2012; Boxmeyer et al., 

2008; Dane & Schneider, 1998; Deci et al., 1995; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Shirk & Peterson, 

2013) as well as fidelity-relevant contextual factors, such as organizational structure and 

climate, treatment-specific training, supervision, and consultation (e.g., Bearman et al., 2013; 

Carol & Rounsaville, 2010; Nadeem et al., 2013; Roth et al., 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2009). 

Furthermore, these studies have identified several salient barriers to general EBT adherence in 

community-based settings related to agency-, implementer-, client-, and intervention-level 

factors (e.g., clinician attitudes and experience, staff turnover, organizational climate, 

intervention complexity, funding and costs, relative lack of feasible and validated adherence 

measures; Aarons, 2005; Asgardy-Eden & Lee, 2012; Beidas et al., 2014, 2015; Greenhalgh et 

al., 2004; Greer et al., 2013; Lang & Connell, 2016; Land et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2015; 

Ramanadhan et al., 2012; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Weiner et al., 2009; see Allen et al. [2018] 

for a review).  

 Notwithstanding this panoply of barriers, the primary barrier to EBT adherence in 

community settings may be a lack of EBT training (Frank et al., 2019; Kilbourne et al., 2018; 

Weissman et al., 2006). Indeed, most community therapists have never received training in 

EBT(s) (Frank et al., 2019; Garland et al., 2010; Gyani et al., 2014; Shiner et al., 2013). This 

dissemination gap also applies to TF-CBT. Indeed, despite TF-CBT being considered a best-

practice, gold standard of treatment for youth impacted by traumatic experiences (Chadwick 

Center for Children and Families, 2004; Leenarts et al., 2013), access to TF-CBT in community-

based settings is limited at best (Deblinger et al., 2020).  

Yet, even when community clinicians receive training in EBTs (including TF-CBT), 

community clinicians’ adherence to said EBT often fails to reach benchmark levels of adherence 

of their university-based counterparts (Allen et al., 2012; Bearman et al., 2013; Ehrenreich-May 
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et al., 2011; Santa Ana et al., 2009; Southam-Gerow et al., 2008; Unterhitzenberger et al., 

2019). For example, Allen et al. (2012) examined TF-CBT adherence in community-based 

settings and found that only two-thirds of TF-CBT-trained therapists self-reported that they 

regularly implemented all of TF-CBT’s components (with an even lower percentage for 

untrained clinicians). In contrast, self-reported adherence to the full TF-CBT protocol has been 

significantly higher in university-based setting (e.g., 82%; Unterhitzenberger et al., 2019).  

For TF-CBT, this discrepancy between community-based and university-based 

adherence is particularly pronounced for certain components. Namely, Allen et al. (2012) found 

that community clinicians reported significantly greater adherence to TF-CBT’s general 

components (i.e., psychoeducation and relaxation) compared to its model-specific (i.e., 

cognitive coping and specifically cognitive restructuring), program-specific (i.e., parenting and 

behavioral parent training techniques), and protocol-specific components (i.e., trauma narrative 

and related conjoint caregiver-child sessions). More recently, Ascienzo et al. (2019) surveyed 

85 community therapists who had been trained in TF-CBT and asked them to identify the TF-

CBT component that they found most difficult to implement with their clients. Once again, 

clinicians identified TF-CBT’s protocol- and/or program-specific practice elements versus its 

more general practice elements. Specifically, most clinicians (69.5%) identified the trauma 

narrative as either the most or second-most difficult component, with the next-most frequently 

identified component being parenting skills and its related behavioral parent training techniques. 

This same gap in community fidelity to TF-CBT’s general versus specific components has been 

consistently found across samples (e.g., Becker-Haimes et al., 2017; Espeleta et al., 2021; 

Olatunji et al., 2009), which is particularly concerning given that research indicates a significant 

reduction in therapeutic benefit when these trauma-focused and protocol-specific components 

are excluded from TF-CBT implementation (Deblinger et al., 2011). Moreover, as the most 

effective treatments for children exposed to trauma are directive and exposure-based (Cohen et 
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al., 2009; Dorsey et al., 2017), it is critical that clinicians are trained not only how to use these 

components but why it is necessary to adherently use them (Ascienzo et al., 2019).  

Consequently, researchers continue developing, validating, and implementing training 

and dissemination strategies that are both feasible and effective in sustaining therapist EBT 

competence and adherence within community-based settings (Beidas et al., 2012, 2019; Beidas 

& Kendall, 2010; Ebert et al., 2012; Frank et al., 2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Herschell et al., 

2010, 2015; Pynoos et al., 2008; Rakovshik & McManus, 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2008, 2013; 

Weisz & Kazdin, 2010). Most commonly, clinical workshops are utilized to improve EBT 

adherence (Beidas & Kendall, 2010; Herschell et al., 2010; Rakovshik & McManus, 2010). 

However, empirical findings indicate that one-time workshops and/or self-study of treatment 

manuals may be necessary, but are by themselves insufficient to produce sustained, adherent 

implementation of EBTs (Bearman et al., 2017; Beidas et al., 2012; Beidas & Kendall, 2010; 

Dorsey et al., 2018; Dimeff et al., 2009; Fixsen et al., 2005; Frank et al., 2019; Herschell et al., 

2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; McHugh & Barlow, 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2004). As a result, 

increasing emphasis has been placed on multi-component, framework-guided implementation 

models. Such models expand upon the traditional workshop format by incorporating additional 

strategies and interventions that promote EBT adoption, implementation, and sustainment over 

time (e.g., expert consultation, training cases, booster and/or supervisor trainings, etc.; Beidas & 

Kendall, 2010; Calder et al., 2017; Herschell et al., 2010, 2015; Jackson et al., 2018; Nadeem et 

al., 2014; Powell et al., 2012; Proctor et al., 2013; Rakovshik & McManus, 2010). Despite the 

existence of various multi-component, framework-guided implementation models (e.g., 

breakthrough series collaborative, cascading model, distance education model; Calder et al., 

2017; Herschell et al., 2010, 2015; Jackson et al., 2018; Martino et al., 2010, 2011), one of the 

most well-documented approaches to addressing both general and TF-CBT-specific adherence 

in community-based settings is the Learning Collaborative (LC) model (Ebert et al., 2012; 

Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nadeem et al., 2014, 2016).  
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 Learning Collaboratives (LCs).  

General aims, structure, and evidence. As previously noted, the LC is a 

multicomponent implementation model. Guided by a theoretical framework (e.g., Exploration, 

Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment; EPIS; Aarons et al., 2011; Nadeem et al., 

2013), LCs’ primary goal is to “…attain rapid, measurable, and sustainable improvements in 

practice within a system of agencies” (Jensen-Doss et al., 2020). More specifically, LCs work to 

support change at multiple levels within an agency/organization (e.g., service providers, 

supervisors, and administrators), fostering a supportive infrastructure for learning, delivering, 

and sustaining EBPs (Hanson et al., 2018; 2019; Institute for Healthcare Improvement [IHI], 

2003; 2004; Lang et al., 2015; Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nadeem et al., 2013; 2014; Sigel et al., 

2013).  

While LCs can vary structurally based on agency and/or targeted-EBP needs, a majority 

involve the following components. First, LC/EBP experts first identify agency leaders, 

participants, and targeted EBP(s), then administer preliminary exercises (i.e., pre-work), such as 

independent readings and online modules relevant to the EBP(s) of focus. These preliminary 

exercises work to 1) orient participants and 2) establish foundational knowledge for the EBP(s) 

of focus (IHI, 2017; Nadeem et al., 2014). Next are learning sessions (i.e., multi-day, in-person 

or synchronous online workshops involving EBP-focused didactics and experiential learning 

activities) to develop provider skills and address implementation barriers at both the individual 

and organizational levels (IHI, 2017; Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nadeem et al., 2013; 2014). 

Thereafter, LC participants practice implementing the LC-targeted EBP(s) in their agencies as 

part of action periods where LC participants continue to receive ongoing education and support 

via expert consultation, in-house supervision, and monitoring of quality improvement (e.g., client 

engagement and outcomes, clinician competence and adherence; Hanson et al., 2019; IHI, 

2017; Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nadeem et al., 2013; 2014). While expert consultation allows 

participants the opportunity to discuss implementation of targeted-EBP(s) with training cases 
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and collaboratively problem-solve EBP-implementation obstacles (Nadeem et al., 2014), quality 

improvement metrics help to determine the type and intensity of education necessitated to 

support participants and their organizations in sustainably implementing targeted-EBPs 

overtime (Markiewicz et al., 2006; Nadeem et al., 2014). 

Given the promise of this rigorous model, LCs are being utilized increasingly, with more 

than 35 statewide trials conducted in the US (Nadeem et al., 2014). Overall, results from these 

LCs support the model’s efficacy and effectiveness. For example, LC trainees historically have 

found LCs to be both acceptable and feasible (e.g., Ebert et al., 2012; Haine-Schlagel et al., 

2013; Katzelnick et al., 2005; Meredith et al., 2006; Roosa et al., 2011; Stephan et al., 2011; 

Strating & Nieboer, 2010; Vannoy et al., 2011; Versteeg et al., 2012). Past LCs’ benefits include 

improved process of care and uptake of novel practices (e.g., Duffy et al., 2008; Ebert et al., 

2012; Epstein et al., 2010a; Haine-Schlagel et al., 2013; Katzelnick et al., 2005; Meredith et al., 

2006; Roosa et al., 2011; Stephan et al., 2011; Strating et al., 2010; Vannoy et al., 2011). More 

importantly, evidence suggests positive, large pre- to post-LC improvements in both client 

engagement (e.g., ηp
2s = .27–.47; Cavaleri et al., 2006, 2010; Hoffman et al., 2008; McCarty et 

al., 2007; Roosa et al., 2011; Rutkowski et al., 2010; c.f., Gustafson et al., 2013) and client 

symptoms (e.g., ds = 1.45–1.70; Epstein et al., 2008; Epstein et al., 2010a; Katzelnick et al., 

2005; Strating et al., 2012). Additionally, findings typically indicate these gains in practices 

and/or procedures are sustained, post-LC (e.g., Cavaleri et al., 2007; Ebert et al., 2012; Epstein 

et al., 2010b; Hoffman et al., 2008; Meredith et al., 2006; Stephan et al., 2011).  

 TF-CBT-specific. Over the past 2 decades, several TF-CBT-specific LCs have been 

conducted. Consistent with general LC outcome research, these LCs have produced promising 

evidence for TF-CBT dissemination and implementation within the context of the LC model. 

Indeed, notable outcomes include improvements in both clinician practices (including fidelity) 

and client functioning–as well as organizational factors that support these related targets, such 

as clinical supervision.  
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In regard to supervision practices, Cohen and Mannarino (2008) reported on an LC 

sponsored by the NCTSN, the TF-CBT Breakthrough Series Collaborative (BSC). This LC 

involved 12 NCTSN agency sites with 6–10 professionals per agency (i.e., 30 senior leaders, 30 

supervisors, 70 therapists) and 485 TF-CBT clients. For supervisors, the LC included training on 

TF-CBT-specific supervisory practices. Pre- to post-LC, the number of sites offering regular 

supervision in TF-CBT reportedly doubled, and the quantity and quality of supervision allegedly 

increased–though the authors did not report how these variables were measured or any specific 

values.  

Ebert and colleagues (2012) also utilized the LC model to disseminate TF-CBT, this time 

to 11 community mental health agencies and 109 of their staff (i.e., 18 agency administrators, 

27 clinical supervisors, and 64 clinicians). In regard to supervision, clinical supervisors were 

asked, after the last learning session and during a 1-year follow-up, to retrospectively report on 

their “experience supervising TF-CBT at pre-LC, post-LC, and follow-up;” whereas, clinicians 

were surveyed on “the amount and type of TF- CBT supervision they had received during the 

past month” at post-LC and follow-up. Similar to Cohen and Mannarino (2008), Ebert et al., 

(2012) unfortunately did not provide any more details on how these variables were measured. 

Notwithstanding, Ebert et al. (2012) reported that the number of agencies reportedly offering 

regular (i.e., a minimum of biweekly) TF-CBT-focused supervision increased from five (50%) to 

nine agencies (90%), pre- to post-LC (once again, the authors did not report how “TF-CBT-

focused supervision” was defined or why data were collapsed per agency versus per 

supervisor). At the 1-year follow-up, 10 of the 11 participating agencies (91%) reported 

providing at least 1 hour of TF-CBT supervision per month, while five agencies (45%) reported 

offering weekly TF-CBT supervision to their providers.  

Adding to these promising if imprecise findings, Bunger and colleagues’ (2018) 

prospective study on clinicians’ advice-seeking further supports the notion that LCs may 

improve supervisee-supervisor interactions related to TF-CBT. Namely, they reported on a TF-
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CBT-targeting LC that involved 32 community agencies and 206 of their staff. Of those staff, 

126 completed a pre- and post-LC survey on self-reported general and TF-CBT-specific advice-

seeking behaviors. Results indicated that both general and TF-CBT-specific advice-seeking 

relationship significantly increased, pre- to post-LC, between both (a) clinicians and external TF-

CBT consultants and (b) clinicians and in-agency clinical supervisors. Although pre- to post-LC 

gains were larger for the former versus latter ties, data also suggested that professionals co-

located within the same agency (versus different ones) were significantly more likely to form 

and/or maintain both general and TF-CBT-specific advice-seeking. Aside from–or perhaps partly 

due to–these improvements in supervision and related interprofessional behaviors, LCs also 

have evinced positive changes in clinicians’ provision of clinical services. 

In fact, independently conducted research indicates that TF-CBT-targeted LCs not only 

increases access to TF-CBT (Cohen & Mannarino, 2008; Ebert et al., 2012; Lang, 2017), but 

also increases agencies’ readiness and ability to address trauma as a whole (Ebert et al., 2012; 

Lang, 2017). Additional research suggests LCs can improve clinicians’ skills to reduce 

secondary stress and burnout. To elaborate, Deblinger and colleagues (2020) found that 

clinicians’ (n = 115) utilization of coping skills increased significantly after a TF-CBT-specific LC 

that also included a trauma-informed “PRACTICE What You Preach” (PWYP) self-care focus. 

More specifically, they reported significant, small-to-medium pre- to post-LC improvements in 

clinicians’ self-reported use of instrumental social support (d = 0.26), active coping (d = 0.32), 

humor (d = 0.26), and restraint (d = 0.26). Moreover, there was a significant, medium pre- to 

post-LC decrease in clinicians’ self-reported secondary traumatic stress (d = -0.34).  

Yet, even more germane to the current prospectus, preliminary evidence also supports 

the effectiveness of LCs in improving clinicians’ fidelity to TF-CBT. For instance, Cohen and 

colleagues’ (2008) prospective study reported an 85% increase in the number of clinicians who 

provided TF-CBT with “high fidelity” from pre- to post-LC–though the means by which fidelity 

was measured was not identified. Similarly, Stewart and colleagues (2020) reported that their 
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LC project trainers were able to correct errors in fidelity and thereby improve clinicians’ 

adherence to TF-CBT, though no data were presented to support this claim. Fortunately, three 

other LC studies have assessed TF-CBT fidelity using standardized measures with specific 

reported values.  

In Ebert and colleagues’ (2012) previously mentioned study, fidelity was assessed 

retrospectively in two ways: 1) clinician self-report on a 49-item standardized measure of 

adherence (i.e., TF-CBT Practice-Checklist-Self Report; Deblinger et al., 2005) and 2) 

supervisor-ratings on a study-specific 11-item measure of clinicians’ protocol-specific 

competence (i.e., TF-CBT Rating Form). Total scale scores on both measures had excellent 

internal consistency ( = .95 and .92, respectively). Furthermore, clinician- and supervisor-

ratings of TF-CBT fidelity significantly, positively correlated to a small-to-medium degree (r = 

.28, p = .04). Post-LC, seven out of 11 sites required regular evaluation of TF-CBT fidelity 

through clinician self-report and/or supervisor ratings. Based on those measures, self-reported 

clinician adherence was fair-to-good (mean score of 3.6 on a 1–5 Likert scale), and supervisor-

reported clinician competence was good (mean score of 4.2 on a 1–5 Likert scale). 

Unfortunately, as this was a retrospective study, it did not prospectively assess or compare 

fidelity, pre- to post-LC.  

Next, Amaya-Jackson and colleagues (2018) analyzed data from two TF-CBT-focused 

LC cohorts of the North Carolina Child Treatment Program. As part of this study, the authors 

assessed clinicians’ TF-CBT-specific fidelity via trainer-ratings on the TF-CBT Fidelity and 

Clinical Competency Consultation Metric (Potter et al., 2008). This standardized measure was 

designed specifically for the project with the approval of TF-CBT’s developers and consisted of 

12-items that correspond with TF-CBT’s core components (i.e., PRACTICE) as well as post-

treatment assessment and termination practice elements. Based on consultation call 

interactions and reviewed clinical documentations, TF-CBT-trainers rated each clinical trainee 

on each of the 12 items using a 5-point Likert scale that combined protocol-specific adherence 



 

 
 

34 

and competence in TF-CBT (0 = “not addressed”, 4 = “addressed with fidelity and advanced 

clinical skill”). A subset of trainees were rated by two trainers to assess and demonstrate inter-

rate reliability, with results indicating excellent concordance (93%). Scores were then averaged 

across the items to produce an overall measure of each trainee’s protocol-specific fidelity to TF-

CBT during the LC. Clinical trainees participating in the LCs were required to meet a mean 

fidelity score equal to or greater than 2.0. Of those clinicians who met fidelity (n = 77; 62%), the 

mode fidelity score post-LC was 3.6, further supporting LCs’ ability to improve clinician TF-CBT 

fidelity. Also, as previously noted, these protocol-specific fidelity ratings significantly moderated 

clients’ PTS outcomes (i.e., pre- to post-treatment improvements in youth-reported PTS). 

Notwithstanding, the authors did not separately measure adherence and competence, and they 

only measured protocol-specific fidelity (and not general fidelity as well) at one timepoint during 

the LC. 

Most recently, Deblinger and colleagues’ (2020) prospective LC study involved 115 

clinicians and supervisors from 19 agencies and five training cohorts, who completed a TF-CBT-

LC augmented with trauma-informed self-care curriculum. To assess LC-related changes in TF-

CBT fidelity, online surveys were administered pre- and post-LC with separate standardized 

measures to explicitly measure TF-CBT adherence and competence. Adherence was assessed 

with the TF-CBT PRACTICE Fidelity Checklist (Deblinger et al., 2014). Derived from the TF-

CBT Practices Scale (TPS; Hanson et al., 2019), this 48-item self-report measure assesses 

clinicians’ adherence to TF-CBT’s general and protocol-specific practice elements using a 5-

point Likert scale (i.e., “never” to “almost always”). Competency, in turn, was assessed with the 

TF-CBT Competency Self-Report Survey (CARES Institute, 2014), a 20-item self-report 

measure of a clinician’s perceived competence in TF-CBT-relevant general and protocol-

specific practice elements (e.g., identifying appropriate cases, balancing flexibility with 

adherence to protocol, adapting protocol to varying trauma types). Items used a 5-point scale of 

self-efficacy with TF-CBT practice elements, ranging from “not at all” to “exceptionally” in regard 
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to how competent a trainee felt in implementing TF-CBT-specific skills. Both measures evinced 

excellent internal consistency across timepoints (αs = .95–.97). Moreover, results indicated 

significant, large pre- to post-LC increases in clinician-reported TF-CBT adherence (d = 0.92) 

and competence (d = 1.58). Despite these promising results, the authors did not separately 

report on general versus specific adherence or competence. Regardless, this growing literature 

demonstrates that LCs may strongly benefit clinicians and other mental health professionals–

particularly in regards to TF-CBT fidelity.  

Likely as a product of the above improved supervisor and clinician practices, TF-CBT-

treated clients and their families also have greatly benefitted from LCs (Amaya-Jackson et al., 

2018; Barnett et al., 2019; Cohen et al., 2016; Deblinger et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2015; Stewart 

et al., 2020). For example, the aforementioned retrospective study authored by Cohen and 

Colleagues (2008) reported improved post-LC family engagement in TF-CBT, as assessed by 

caregiver participation in TF-CBT, average number of attended TF-CBT sessions, and clinician 

ratings of family involvement in TF-CBT. Yet, even more convincingly, five studies have 

prospectively measured changes in client functioning during the course of TF-CBT-targeted, 

community-implemented LCs, via well-validated standardized client- and caregiver-report 

measures (i.e., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Cohen et al., 2016; Deblinger et al., 2020; Lang et 

al., 2015; Stewart et al., 2020). All five found significant, large pre- to post-TF-CBT reductions in 

youth-reported PTS (d = 0.81–2.04; Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Cohen et al., 2016; Deblinger 

et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2015; Stewart et al., 2020). Of the four studies that also assessed 

clients’ PTS via caregiver-report, three found significant, large pre- to post-treatment reductions 

(ds = 1.12–2.23; Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Deblinger et al., 2020; Stewart et al., 2020); 

whereas, one found a significant, moderate reduction (d = 0.54; Lang et al., 2020).  

Beyond PTS, other clinical outcomes found during TF-CBT-focused LCs were 

significant, large pre- to post-treatment reductions in internalizing symptoms (d = 0.83; 

Deblinger et al., 2020), including large decreases in youth anxiety (youth-report: d = 1.67 
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[Stewart et al., 2020], caregiver-report: d = 1.91 [Stewart et al., 2020]) and medium-to-large 

decreases in youth depressive symptoms (youth-report: ds = 0.47–1.68 [Amaya-Jackson et al., 

2018; Cohen et al., 2016; Lang et al., 2015; Stewart et al., 2020], caregiver-report: ds = 0.55–

2.28; [Lang et al., 2015; Stewart et al., 2020]). When measured, externalizing symptoms also 

significantly reduced pre- to post-treatment to a moderate degree (d = 0.56; Deblinger et al., 

2020). Overall child psychosocial functioning improved to a large, significant degree per 

caregiver-report (d = 0.96; Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Deblinger et al., 2020), as did 

caregivers’ self-reported psychosocial functioning (Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018). Notably, these 

positive results were achieved in diverse clinical settings, including residential treatment 

facilities (Cohen et al., 2016) and El Salvadorian schools and community-based mental health 

clinics (Stewart et al., 2020). Additionally, these LCs’ clinical outcomes are consistent with those 

obtained during TF-CBT efficacy trials–while better than those of recent, non-LC community 

evaluations (e.g., Rudd et al., 2019).  

Indeed, research directly comparing implementation models increasingly support the 

superior efficacy of the LC, particularly for TF-CBT. For example, Sprang and colleagues’ 

(2019) surveyed 119 clinicians who participated in one of three dissemination models (i.e., 

training-only, 2-day training plus ongoing consultation calls, and LC model) for one of three 

EBTs (i.e., Functional Family Therapy, and Encompass CBT+). These clinicians represented 

various mental health professions (i.e., social work [51.3%], psychology [13%], counseling 

[25.9%], and other disciplines [3.7%]) and completed a 70-item implementation survey at 

approximately 18-months post-training/LC. Results indicated that training format had a 

significant, medium influence on clinicians’ self-reported EBT use (r = .39), adherence (r = .36), 

and sustainment (r = .29), with those in the LC condition consistently outperforming those in the 

training-only condition across the three aforementioned variables (i.e., EBT use, adherence, 

sustainment). Regretfully, this study was not without its limitations, including its use of 

retrospective self-reports and analyses that did not differentiate between the three EBTs (i.e., 
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the study did not provide TF-CBT-specific results). Nevertheless, other studies have focused 

more precisely on TF-CBT dissemination and implementation. 

For instance, Ascienzo and colleagues (2019) reanalyzed the above data using only 

those who were trained in TF-CBT and once again found that training format (i.e., LC, training 

with consultation, and training only) still predicted TF-CBT-specific clinician outcomes. Namely, 

responses from TF-CBT-trained clinicians (n = 85; a majority of which [49.4%] were employed 

by community mental health agencies) indicated significant, large relations between training 

format and clinicians’ self-reported engagement with TF-CBT training (Cramér’s V = .59), 

confidence with delivering TF-CBT (V = .61), and sustainability of TF-CBT at both the provider 

and agency level (V = .56 and .52), respectively. Notably, LC-trained therapists reported the 

highest levels of engagement with TF-CBT training and the second-highest levels of TF-CBT 

confidence and sustainability. Moreover, training format had a significant, large relation with 

clinicians’ self-rated adherence to TF-CBT (V = .62), with those in the LC condition reporting the 

highest levels of TF-CBT adherence. Notwithstanding these promising results, this study, like 

Sprang et al. (2019), also relied on retrospective data collection, measured adherence using a 

single question (i.e., “How closely do you follow the intervention model?”), and did not randomly 

assign clinicians to different training models. 

In contrast, Cohen and Colleagues’ (2016) prospective study assigned 66 community 

clinicians from 18 residential treatment facilities to either (1) a web-based TF-CBT training with 

consultation model or (2) an LC. Clients were 12–17-year-old adjudicated youth from one of 18 

participating residential treatment facilities. Clinicians in the LC group had the highest rates of 

case completion (>83%). Results also suggested the LC condition was associated with 

significantly greater treatment engagement (r = .32) than the control condition. Furthermore, LC-

trained clinicians conducted significantly more trauma screenings than in the control condition (r 

= .30), suggesting greater engagement in trauma-focused practices. Of particular note, the LC 

condition also had significantly higher rates of expert-rated TF-CBT adherence (i.e., completing 
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all TF-CBT components in their prescribed order and pacing), both for overall cases and 

completed cases, to a moderate-to-large degree (r = .54 and .44, respectively). 

Notwithstanding these positive results, both in general and specific to TF-CBT, LCs have 

their limitations. Apart from inconsistent competition rates (e.g., 16%–73% of LC trainees drop-

out or fail to finish all LC requirements; Amaya-Jackson et al, 2018; Beveridge et al., 2015; 

Ebert et al, 2012; Fritz et al, 2013; Gleacher et al., 2011; Lang et al., 2015; Olin et al., 2016), 

LCs do not directly address or promote interprofessional collaboration (IPC) across agencies 

(Palinkas et al., 2014). Instead, LCs typically involve singular agencies from the same service 

sector (Hanson et al, 2018, 2019). Although the standard LC model can increase intra-agency 

collaboration and the supply of EBT-trained clinicians, the impact on the overall service system 

within a community may be hindered, as LCs do not also target or improve demand for those 

EBTs (Hanson et al, 2018, 2019). That is, other service sectors involved in mental health care 

(e.g., schools, juvenile justice system, child protective services) are not adequately informed 

when it comes to EBTs or the resources available to those they serve. Subsequently, referrals 

to EBT-providing mental health agencies are less likely to be made, collaboration between 

agencies is likely to remain low, and monitoring of services may fall short (Hanson et al, 2018, 

2019). One potential method to ameliorate these limitations is a novel augmentation of the LC 

model, the Community-Based Learning Collaborative (CBLC). 

CBLC. The CBLC was developed for Project BEST (Bringing Evidence-Supported 

Treatments to South Carolina Children and Their Families; www.musc.edu/projectbest), “…a 

multi-phase statewide initiative to promote trauma-focused practices” (Hanson et al., 2019). 

Specifically, the CBLC model strives to increase both the availability and use of EBPs in 

community-based settings (Hanson et al., 2016, 2018, 2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Saunders & 

Hanson, 2014). The CBLC model is unique in that it augments classic LC activities by 

incorporating community-focused strategies within both clinical and non-clinical settings 

(Hanson et al., 2019). In addition to involving clinicians and senior leaders, CBLCs also include 
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professionals (and their organizations) within a targeted community who do not directly provide 

clinical interventions but rather are responsible for identifying and referring those in need of 

mental-health services (e.g., child welfare workers, juvenile justice workers, school counselors, 

victim advocates; Hanson et al., 2016, 2018, 2019; Saunders & Hanson, 2014). Incorporation of 

these professionals (referred to as brokers in the CBLC model) not only increases the 

awareness of available EBPs but also promotes an understanding of their importance, 

specifically in the context of childhood trauma. Moreover, because the CBLC model was 

designed with the inclusivity of multiple community agencies in mind as well as related 

evidence-based practices (e.g., information sharing, goal consensus, mutual trust, and respect; 

Aarons et al., 2014; Chaudoir et al., 2013; Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Palinkas et al., 2014), it 

directly addresses problems related to inter-agency IPC. Therefore, the CBLC comports with 

previous research which indicates that greater IPC between child welfare and mental health 

service organizations can enhance service access, mental health treatment use, and treatment 

outcomes (Bai et al., 2009; Chuang & Lucio, 2011; Glisson & Hemmelgarn, 1998; Hanson et al., 

2018; Hurlburt et al., 2004; Palinkas et al., 2014). 

In recent years, studies have increasingly validated the CBLC’s effectiveness at 

bettering TF-CBT implementation in community settings. For example, Hanson and colleagues 

(2019) retrospectively examined the utility of the CBLC by analyzing data from six CBLC cohorts 

of Project BEST and their 639 participants. Post-CBLC, participants rated the degree to which 

nine specific CBLC components (e.g., learning sessions, action periods, consultation calls, 

metrics) helped them learn and implement practical skills for their specific track (i.e., clinician, 

broker, or senior leader). Each component was rated on a 5-point scale (i.e., 1 = “not useful”, 5 

= “extremely useful”). Results indicated approximately 69% of respondents rated all 

components as “very” or “extremely useful”. Further supporting the CBLC’s feasibility and 

acceptability, Hanson and colleagues (2019) found that CBLC participants, compared to 

participants in a similar TF-CBT-focused LC (i.e., Ebert et al., 2012), had significantly higher 
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rates of attending learning session and consultation calls, both to a moderate degree (h = .60 

and .72, respectively). 

Aside from general perceptions of utility and indications of feasibility, research also 

suggests that the CBLCs may address some of the barriers preventing clients and their families 

from receiving evidence-based trauma-treatments–particularly TF-CBT. To elaborate, Hanson 

and colleagues (2018) utilized a 13-item self-report measure, specifically developed for this 

study, to prospectively assess perceived prevalence of commonly occurring barriers to TF-CBT 

and similar evidence-based trauma treatment for youth (e.g., not enough trained clinicians, 

insurance not covering EBTs, brokers being unaware of EBTs, etc.). Results indicated a 

significant, large reduction in clinician-reported treatment barriers, pre- to post-CBLC (ηp
2 = .25). 

Moreover, these CBLC-related reductions significantly mediated the relation between 

significant, large pre- to post-CBLC gains in clinician-reported interorganizational collaboration 

(ηp
2 = .17) and significant, large pre- to post-CBLC increases in community utilization and 

completion of evidence-based trauma treatment for youth and their families (ηp
2 = .17).  

Other organizational benefits of CBLC were identified by Helseth and colleagues (2020) 

in their prospective study of 492 clinicians, 218 brokers, and 139 senior leaders from 10 TF-

CBT-focused CBLCs. Perceived organizational support for TF-CBT significantly improved pre- 

to post-CBLC, based on responses from both clinicians (d = 0.48) and senior leaders (d = 1.01), 

and these gains were significantly sustained during a 2–4-year follow-up assessment. During 

this follow-up timepoint, perceived organizational support for evidence-based practices in 

general also significantly improved (d = 0.24).  

 Particularly germane to the present study, research also has examined CBLCs’ impact 

on TF-CBT adherence. For example, in the aforementioned study conducted by Hanson and 

colleagues (2019), the researchers prospectively investigated pre- to post-CBLC changes in 

clinicians’ adherence to both general and TF-CBT-specific practices, as assessed by the TF-

CBT Practices Scale (TPS). Derived from the Clinical Practices Questionnaire (Deblinger et al., 
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2005), the TPS is a 44-item, clinician self-report measure of adherence to TF-CBT-indicated 

and -contraindicated practice elements. Based on TPS scores, clinicians significantly increased 

their overall adherence to TF-CBT, pre- to post-CBLC, to a large degree (ηp
2 = .23). However, 

gains in self-reported adherence varied significantly by practice elements, such that moderate 

adherence improvements occurred for psychoeducation (d = 0.68), gradual exposure (d = 0.57), 

and coping practices (d = 0.52); whereas, significant but small improvements occurred for 

personal safety (d = 0.43), behavior management (d = 0.38), and general clinical skills (d = 

0.26). Apart from clinicians, brokers’ adherence to evidence-based trauma-informed practices 

(as measured by the 29-item Broker Trauma Practices Scale) also significantly improved, pre- 

to post-CBLC, to large degree (ηp
2 = .23), with notable gains in brokers’ self-reported use of 

evidence-based trauma assessment (d = 0.68), psychoeducation (d = 0.43), and 

multidisciplinary collaboration (d = 0.46). Moreover, senior leaders’ adherence to role-specific, 

evidence-based practices also improved after the CBLC, per their retrospective self-report (as 

measured by the 13-item Senior Leader Practices Scale), with approximately 76% of senior 

leaders reporting that the CBLC improved all 13 practices either “a lot” or a “great deal”. Finally, 

Helseth and colleagues (2020) also found significant, moderate pre- to post-CBLC gains in 

clinicians’ self-reported adherence to TF-CBT (i.e., TPS scores; d = 0.62) that were significantly 

sustained 2–4 years at a follow-up assessment.  

Despite this promising evidence, the CBLC model needs further validation. For example, 

no extant study of a CBLC has studied explicitly how the model increases clinician adherence, 

either general or specific. Notwithstanding, one potential mechanism that may be responsible, at 

least in part, for CBLC-related improvements in general and protocol-specific adherence is 

supervision (Hanson et al., 2019; Helseth et al., 2020). 

Supervision 

Indeed, clinical supervision is increasingly being posited and tested as an 

implementation strategy to increase, improve, and sustain EBP use, particularly in community 
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settings (Alfonsson et al., 2017; Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Chorpita & Regan, 2009; Fairburn 

& Cooper, 2011; Herschell et al., 2010; Lucid et al., 2018; Milne, 2009; Milne & Reiser, 2012; 

Roth et al., 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2008, 2013). In fact, supervision is typically viewed if not 

mandated as an essential, irreplaceable element of both psychotherapist training and on-going 

practice (Alfonsson et al., 2017; Association for Counselor Education and Supervision Taskforce 

on Best Practices, 2011; Bearman et al., 2017; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Fouad et al., 2009; 

Freitas, 2002; Herschell et al., 2010; Kaslow et al., 2004; Liness et al., 2019; Milne et al., 2008; 

Rousmaniere et al., 2016). Notwithstanding, supervision–and specifically in-house or workplace 

supervision–remains one of the least studied implementation factors for improving clinician 

fidelity and related EBT client outcomes (Accurso et al., 2011; Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; 

Chorpita & Regan, 2009; Dorsey et al., 2013, 2018; Lucid et al., 2018; Milne et al., 2010; 

Pullman et al., 2018; Schoenwald et al., 2008, 2009, 2013; Wheeler & Richards, 2007). This 

surprising state of the literature can be attributed largely to supervision’s multifaceted nature 

and its plethora of definitions, goals, formats, content, techniques, guidelines, and related 

measurement and methodological issues; all of which have informed–or sometimes 

obfuscated–the empirical relation between supervision and clinician and client outcomes 

(Alfonsson et al., 2017, 2018; Bearman et al., 2017; Falender & Shafranske, 2014; Lucid et al., 

2018; Milne, 2007).   

Definitions and Goals 

 As noted above, an array of definitions for clinical supervision exists currently, making it 

challenging for researchers and practitioners to study, learn, and practice effective clinical 

supervision (Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Falender & Shafranske, 2014; Milne, 2007; Pullman et 

al., 2018). Exacerbating this challenge is the degree to which many of these definitions have 

been imprecise and/or non-inclusive, failing to specify essential objectives and elements, 

differentiate from other training or practice activities, operationalize to permit measurement, and 

corroborate with empirical data (Bernard & Goodyear, 2004; Falender & Shafranske, 2014; 
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Milne, 2007; Powell & Brodsky, 2004). For example, some definitions have focused only on 

supervision’s typology, while others have highlighted its functionality (Falender & Shafranske, 

2014; Milne, 2007). Despite these differences, more recent definitions of supervision (APA, 

2014; Association of State and Provincial Psychology Boards [ASPPB], 2015, 2019; Bernard & 

Goodyear, 2014; Milne, 2007) demonstrate growing conceptual consensus and clarity. 

Namely, most researchers, practitioners, and related experts by and large currently 

regard clinical supervision as a formal, relationship-based, evaluative, ongoing intervention in 

which the supervisor facilitates the supervisee’s development of clinical knowledge, skills, and 

practices in order to ensure quality service provision and attainment of agency- and profession-

level goals and standards (Alfonsson et al., 2017, 2018; APA, 2014; ASPPB, 2015, 2019; 

Bernard & Goodyear, 2014: Kavanagh et al., 2008; Milne, 2007; Pullman et al., 2018; Scaife & 

Inskipp, 2001; Spence et al., 2001). More specifically, supervisory objectives have been 

classified trichotomously as “normative” (i.e., quality control of supervisees’ client outcomes), 

“restorative” (i.e., fostering emotional support and processing for supervisees), and “formative” 

(i.e., facilitation of supervisee professional development; Bearman et al., 2017; Milne, 2007). 

That said, most definitions focus on formative goals as proximal targets of supervision and 

normative goals as distal targets. To elaborate, clinical supervision is meant to promote 

supervisee-therapists’ professional development, and thereby increase the fidelity of their 

implemented practice, which in turn, should protect client welfare and improve their clinical 

outcomes and well-being (Alfonsson et al., 2017, 2018; Falender & Shafranske, 2004; Wampold 

& Holloway, 1997; Watkins et al., 2011). Stated differently, supervision is an implementation 

strategy that can (or at least should) positively moderate the relation between initial EBP training 

and in situ EBP implementation (i.e., adoption, fidelity, and sustainment; Powell et al., 2012; 

Pullman et al., 2018).  

This latter conceptualization also helps to distinguish supervision from other 

implementation activities. For example, clinical courses and workshops also aim to formatively 
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educate and evaluate clinicians on intervention and/or assessment knowledge, skills, 

techniques, and practice elements, but they do not directly support clinicians in ongoing 

implementation of said competencies and practices with actual clients (Alfonsson et al., 2017, 

2018; Wampold & Holloway, 1997). Similarly, informal mentoring and peer consultation may 

provide or augment clinical education and training (even with direct service provision), but they–

unlike clinical supervision–lack a formal evaluative component (Milne, 2007). Lastly, clinical 

supervision may provide emotional support to a supervisee (i.e., restorative functions), but its 

ultimate aim is the emotional welfare of supervisees’ clients, not supervisees–i.e., supervision is 

not therapy, nor is the supervisory alliance intended to be a therapeutic relationship (Hoge et al., 

2011; Milne, 2007).  

Apart from these differentiations, clinical supervision can be separated into two different 

categories. The first is clinical or expert consultation, whereby EBP experts external to an 

agency provide recurrent support to agency clinicians providing services to clients (Cox et al., 

2018; Beidas et al., 2012; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Nadeem et al., 2013). 

Although expert consultation has become a best practice implementation strategy for improving 

EBP fidelity (e.g., Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Beidas et al., 2012; Creed et al., 2016; Edmunds 

et al., 2013; Funderburk et al., 2015; Lucid et al., 2018; Miller et al., 2004; Stirman et al., 2015), 

its cost compromises its feasibility and sustainability (Herschell et al., 2010; Lucid et al. 2018; 

Massatti et al., 2008; Stewart et al., 2016; Stirman, 2012). Consequently, some EBP and 

implementation experts have suggested that the other form of clinical supervision–i.e., 

workplace-based supervision–might be a more naturally occurring, lower-cost implementation 

strategy to improve and sustain EBP fidelity and outcomes (Dorsey et al., 2013, 2017; Lucid et 

al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). In contrast to expert consultation, workplace-based supervision 

(otherwise known as in-house supervision) involves an extant, more experienced clinician or 

professional already employed by an organization to supervise one or more of said 
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organization’s clinicians (Dorsey et al., 2018; Hoge et al., 2011; Lucid et al., 2018). This form of 

clinical supervision–hereto referred simply as supervision–is the focus of the present study.  

Formats and Techniques 

 In terms of format and techniques, supervision delivery varies widely, both in 

recommended models and in actual practice (Accurso et al., 2011; Alfonsson et al., 2017, 2018; 

Cummings et al., 2015; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2011; Milne et al., 2008, 2011; 

Milne & Reiser, 2017; Nakamura et al., 2014). Format-wise, supervision can be conducted 

individually or in group settings, and either way can occur in-person or remotely via mediating 

technology (e.g., phone, video conferencing, or similar synchronous or asynchronous telehealth 

media; Alfonsson et al., 2017; Falender et al., 2004, 2014; Frankel & Piercy, 1990). Additionally, 

supervision may occur retrospectively (e.g., discussing case reports, listening to archived audio 

recordings, and/or watching video recordings of past sessions), prospectively (i.e., discussing 

future cases and next-session implementation activities and techniques), and/or concurrently 

(i.e., live supervision where the supervisor is present and able to provide in vivo feedback during 

a supervisee’s psychotherapy session; Bartle et al., 2009; Jakob et al., 2013; Rousmaniere & 

Frederickson, 2013; Tanner et al., 2012; Weck et al., 2015; West et al., 1993). Various live 

supervision formats exist, including co-therapy (i.e., supervisor models and provides feedback 

to a supervisee in the direct presence of a client during a session), knock-on-door supervision 

(i.e., supervisor remotely observes a session and occasionally knocks on the door of the 

therapy room [or provides a similar signal] and provides feedback outside of the therapy room), 

bug-in-the-ear (i.e., supervisor observes a session indirectly [e.g., one-way mirror, synchronous 

videoconferencing or audio stream] and communicates vocally with the supervisee with some 

facilitative audio medium [e.g., telephone, ear-piece]), and bug-in-the-eye supervision (i.e., 

supervisor remotely observes session and provides textual feedback to a supervisee through a 

visual display that is otherwise not visible to clients; Carmel et al., 2016; Kivlighan et al., 1991; 

Klitzke & Lombardo, 1991; Smith et al., 2012; Thurber, 2005; Weck et al., 2015).  
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 Related to, yet distinct from, these formats are the numerous, discrete supervisory 

techniques or activities identified by clinical experts (Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; 

Milne et al., 2011; Nakamura et al., 2014) and/or empirical research (Accurso et al., 2011; Milne 

et al., 2008; Milne & Reiser, 2017). The most common supervision techniques across treatment 

and theoretical models are: agenda setting, supportive listening, information-gathering, didactic 

instruction, provision and/or review of clinical suggestions, elicitation, collaborative problem-

solving, review of progress notes, and assignment and review of additional training/learning 

resources (i.e., supervisee homework; Alfonsson et al., 2018; Dorsey et al., 2018; Falender et 

al., 2004, 2014). Overall, these common or general supervision techniques reflect parallel 

therapeutic counterparts (Alfonsson et al., 2017; 2018; Barker & Hunsley, 2013; Cummings et 

al., 2015; Rosenbaum & Ronen, 1998; Spence et al., 2001), and by and large, these general 

techniques and their related conceptualizations have not changed in several decades 

(Alfonsson et al., 2017; Beck et al., 2008; Liese & Beck, 1997; Padesky, 1996).  

In contrast, more recent literature has emphasized a new “gold standard” set of 

supervision techniques (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013). 

These techniques include symptom monitoring, review of actual supervisee-client sessions via 

audio/video recording or in-vivo observation and feedback, standardized fidelity/adherence 

assessment, supervisor modeling of clinical practice elements and related techniques, and 

behavioral rehearsal of practice elements by supervisees; Alfonsson et al., 2018; Bearman et 

al., 2013, 2017; Beidas et al., 2014; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Gross et al., 

2014; Lambert & Shimokawa, 2011; Reese et al., 2009; Sheidow et al., 2008; Schoenwald et 

al., 2009). The latter technique of behavioral rehearsal–especially when paired with immediate 

supervisor feedback–has been referred to as active or experiential learning (Bearman et al., 

2013, 2017; 2017; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; 

Rosenbaum & Ronen, 1998). Congruent with well-validated basal learning theories, active 

learning techniques (when regularly and appropriately used) are believed to improve clinician 
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fidelity and client outcomes (Alfonsson et al., 2018; Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Beidas et al., 

2014; Edmunds et al., 2013; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Sheidow et al., 2008; see section below 

for a review of literature supporting this position). Yet, supervisory formats and techniques only 

entail how a supervisor evaluates and teaches supervisees; they do not determine or explain 

what a supervisor is evaluating and/or teaching.  

Content and Intensity 

 Supervisory content refers to the information, clinical skill(s), and/or practice element(s) 

covered in supervision (Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Pullman et al., 2018). 

Content can be administrative (e.g., teaching how to bill insurance or use an electronic record 

system) or clinical (Accurso et al., 2011; Bearman et al., 2017; Carroll & Rounsaville, 2007; 

Dorsey et al., 2017, 2018; Hoge et al., 2011; Pullman et al., 2018; Schoenwald et al., 2013). 

Clinical content, like adherence, can be general (i.e., apply to many treatment models, 

programs, and/or protocols) or specific (i.e., pertain to only one model, program, or protocol, 

such as TF-CBT; Alfonsson et al., 2018; Dorsey et al., 2018; Follette & Callaghan, 1995; 

Gonsalvez et al., 2016; Pullman et al., 2018; Rosenbaum & Ronen, 1998; Schoenwald et al., 

2009; Sheidow et al., 2008; Turner et al., 2016).  

Much like general fidelity, general supervision content focuses on supervisees’ 

competent adherence to practice elements that are broadly applicable across interventions 

(e.g., therapeutic alliance-building, promoting positive expectancies, focusing treatment, 

instigating change, responsiveness, and multicultural competency; Barth et al., 2012; Blackburn 

et al., 2001; Brown et al., 2018; Castonguay & Beutler, 2006; Grencavage & Norcross, 1990; 

Hanson et al., 2019; Kazantzis et al., 2000, 2010; Mausbach et al., 2010; McLeod et al., 2016; 

Norcross, 2002; 2011; Mueser et al., 2008; Kirsch et al., 2018; Ormhaug et al., 2014; Ovenstad 

et al., 2020). For TF-CBT-delivering supervisees, general supervision content could entail a 

supervisor asking supervisees about their therapeutic alliance with their clients, modeling how to 

collaboratively set session agendas with clients, and discussing whether supervisees assigned 
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homework for clients and/or reviewed treatment goals. Additionally, general supervision content 

includes topics more indirectly related to supervisee-client interventions, such as supervisory 

working alliance relationships, supervisee self-care, addressing supervisee feedback, and 

boundary-setting (ASPPB, 2019). Of the above examples, the supervisory alliance–and its 

collaborative focus on goal identification and achievement–has been described as the most 

important component of a positive supervisory experience (Ellis, 1991; Falender & Shafranske, 

2014). Yet, notwithstanding the posited and/or empirically validated importance of general 

content in supervision (see supervision research summary below), the degree to which 

supervision also focuses on competent, adherent delivery of protocol-specific EBPs (i.e., 

specific versus general supervision content) is critical (Alfonsson et al., 2018; Bearman et 

al.,2017; Dorsey et al., 2018; Follette & Callaghan, 1995; Gonsalvez et al., 2016; Pullman et al., 

2018; Rosenbaum & Ronen, 1998; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Sheidow et al., 2008; Turner et al., 

2016).  

 As mentioned above, specific clinical content in supervision focuses on supervisees’ 

competent use of protocol/program-specific and/or -differentiating practice elements (which are 

presumably evidence-based). Recent proposed supervision models–including those applied to 

TF-CBT–suggest that supervision is an implementation strategy that moderates the relation 

between EBT training and EBT implementation, and supervision’s effectiveness in this respect 

is positively moderated by the degree to which supervision content is specific and negatively 

moderated by the degree to which its content is general and/or administrative (Dorsey et al., 

2017; Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018; Roth et al., 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2009; 

Sheidow et al., 2008). In the case of TF-CBT, specific content includes supervision techniques 

that focus on teaching, modeling, rehearsing, implementing, and/or reviewing TF-CBT’s 

differentiating elements such as explicit exposure components (e.g., managing caregiver 

reactions to in-session trauma narrative work, assigning and reviewing clients’ between-session 

in vivo exposures) and trauma-related safety enhancement components (Dorsey et al., 2018; 
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Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). Additionally, TF-CBT-specific supervision content can 

involve supervisory techniques focusing on supervisees implementing non-differentiating CBT 

elements in a trauma-sensitive manner (e.g., allowing a child to keep their eyes open during 

relaxation components, doing implicit trauma exposures during affect identification techniques, 

correctly administering and interpreting trauma-specific and sequelae-related assessment 

measures), and flexibly tailoring TF-CBT components in a way that addresses clients’ 

developmental, diagnostic, cultural, and social needs while maintaining fidelity to TF-CBT’s core 

components and values (Dorsey et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). Ultimately, specific 

supervision content (like its general counterpart) varies not only in its targeted practice 

element(s) (as well as utilized supervision formats and/or techniques; e.g., role-plays versus 

didactics), but also in its intensity.  

To elaborate, intensity refers to the frequency (e.g., amount and/or proportion of time) 

and thoroughness (e.g., briefly mention versus detailed review) that specific practice elements 

are covered during supervision (Accurso et al., 2011; McLeod & Weisz, 2010; Pullman et al., 

2018). To give an example germane to TF-CBT, high intensity coverage of the trauma narrative 

component (i.e., protocol-specific content) could involve detailed supervisor-supervisee 

discussion and video-review of trauma narrative work in prior sessions as well as in-depth 

discussion, modeling, and role-play of trauma narrative techniques for a following session. In 

contrast, low intensity coverage of trauma narrative content might entail only a brief mention of 

the component (e.g., “It may be time to start the trauma narrative”; Pullman et al., 2018). Low 

intensity coverage of EBT-specific content is unlikely to provide adequate fidelity monitoring or 

support–and thus result in EBT adoption, implementation, and sustainment insufficient to 

achieve optimal client outcomes (Bearman et al., 2017; Henggeler, 2002; Pullman et al., 2018). 

This is especially true for EBT practice elements that supervisees are less likely to engage in 

(Garland et al., 2010), particularly those techniques that clinicians find challenging (e.g., 

behavior management, cognitive processing, and exposure; Allen et al., 2012; Ascienzo et al., 
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2019; Forgatch et al., 2013; Hanson et al., 2014). Thus, it may be the case that such TF-CBT-

related content requires more intense coverage in supervision (Dorsey et al., 2018). All that 

said, there must be time to allow for such coverage, both in terms of frequency and duration of 

supervision sessions. Consequently, researchers have studied supervision’s efficacy in relation 

to not only the quality of supervisory content and techniques, but also its quantity.  

Empirical Research on Supervision 

Consistent with supervision’s “core” role in the field of mental health (Falender et al., 

2004), anecdotal examples of supervision’s critical role in EBP implementation exist in spades 

(Murray et al., 2010; Reinke et al., 2012; Woo et al., 2013). Yet, empirical research on 

supervision–both normative and optimal–has significant gaps (Accurso et al., 2011; Alfonsson et 

al., 2017, 2018; Bearman et al., 2017; Chorpita & Regan, 2009; Dorsey et al., 2013; Hoge et al., 

2011; Lucid et al., 2018; McLeod et al., 2019; Milne et al., 2010; Pullman et al., 2018; 

Schoenwald et al., 2009, 2013; Watkins, 2014; Wheeler & Richards, 2009). Indeed, the majority 

of supervision research has been descriptive and/or exploratory, largely focusing on relational 

factors between supervisors and supervisees without explicit examination of how supervisor 

behavior affects clinician practices and/or client outcomes (Ellis et al., 1996; Hoge et al., 2011; 

Lucid et al., 2018). Of the more limited studies of supervision’s impact on clinicians’ and clients’ 

behaviors, most have been substandard at best, with significant methodological deficits (e.g., 

inadequate reporting of power analyses, limited utilization of randomization procedures, lack of 

controls; neglected reporting of negative effects, overreliance on retrospective self-report data, 

use of psychometrically weak and/or unvalidated measures) that produce unclear and/or 

uncertain findings (Alfonsson et al., 2017, 2018; Bearman et al., 2017; Ellis et al., 1996; Freitas, 

2002; Milne & James, 2000; Milne et al., 2008; Olds & Hawkins, 2014; Rousmaniere et al., 

2016; Watkins, 2011; Wheeler & Richards, 2007). Additionally, few of these studies have 

examined workplace supervision’s impact on EBT-specific implementation (Accurso et al., 2011; 

Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018; Schoenwald et al., 2009).   
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Indeed, multiple systematic reviews of supervision research have confirmed this relative 

scarcity of high-quality and EBT-specific empirical studies (e.g., Alfonsson et al., 2018; Ellis et 

al., 1996; Milne & James, 2000; Watkins, 2011; Wheeler & Richards, 2007). Notwithstanding 

this dearth, most reviews also have reported that the preponderance of extant studies support 

the efficacy of supervision in improving clinician practices, if not also client outcomes (e.g., 

Milne, 2007; Milne & James, 2000; Watkins, 2011; Wheeler & Richards, 2007). For example, 

Milne’s (2007) review of 24 supervision-implementation studies found that the vast majority of 

those studies’ supervision effects were positive for both clinician (80%) and client outcomes 

(77%). Even more importantly, these same reviews’ results indicate that the most 

methodologically rigorous studies of supervision’s efficacy (e.g., experiments with randomized 

supervision conditions versus non-supervision controls) have more consistently supported 

supervision’s significant, positive, and substantial effect on clinician and client outcomes (e.g., 

Bambling et al., 2006; Mannix et al., 2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2012).  

Focusing first on clinician practices, RCTs repeatedly find that supervision significantly 

improves clinician fidelity–particularly in the context of CBT implementation (e.g., Mannix et al., 

2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016; Sholomskas et al., 2005). For instance, Mannix and colleagues 

(2006) trained 20 palliative care practitioners in CBT, providing didactic CBT training and 6 

months of CBT-focused supervision before randomly assigning clinicians to either another 6 

months of supervision or a discontinued supervision control. Clinicians’ fidelity to CBT was 

assessed at pre-training and at 6- and 12-month follow-up assessments (i.e., before and after 

random assignment to supervision or control groups) using both blind expert review of audio-

recorded sessions and clinicians’ self-reported competence using standardized measures. 

Overall, clinician fidelity significantly improved after CBT training and the initial 6 months of 

supervision (d = 1.18)–but thereafter, fidelity significantly increased only for clinicians in the 

continued supervision group while fidelity significantly decreased for clinicians in the 

discontinued supervision condition, such that expert-rated competence was significantly higher 
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in the supervision condition at the 12-month timepoint, to a large degree (d = 2.17). Moreover, 

self-rated competence with CBT was significantly higher for the continued versus discontinued 

supervision groups with multiple CBT-specific skills (i.e., modifying automatic thoughts and core 

beliefs, case formulation, and use of the cognitive model of depression).  

Likewise, Sholomskas and colleagues (2005) randomly assigned 78 community-based 

substance abuse counselors to one of three CBT training methods (i.e., manual review only, 

manual review plus a CBT web-based training, and manual review and CBT training plus 

supervised casework). CBT fidelity was measured at three timepoints (i.e., baseline, 4 weeks 

after baseline, and a 3-month follow-up) using three standardized roleplays that were rated 

blindly using a standardized expert-rating scale for CBT adherence and competence (e.g., Yale 

Adherence Competence Scale; Carroll et al., 2000). Additionally, a 55-item, multiple-choice test 

on information from a CBT manual (Carroll, 1998) was administered at baseline and post-

training (i.e., 3-month follow-up). From the first to second time-points, therapists receiving 

supervision had the highest expert-rated adherence and competence, and these differences 

were significant and moderate when compared to the manual only control across roleplays (dM = 

0.67 and 0.69, respectively). These supervision-related contrasts increased further to a large 

degree from post-training to follow-up, both for adherence (dM = 1.20) and competence (dM = 

1.20). Moreover, those assigned to the supervision condition had the highest increase in CBT 

knowledge, with the difference in objective knowledge gains being small-to-moderate between 

the supervision and manual only conditions (d = 0.44). Furthermore, clinicians’ self-rated 

adherence to, satisfaction with, and barriers to CBT were consistently the best for the 

supervision condition at a 3-month follow-up.  

More recently, Rakovshik and colleagues (2016) conducted a CBT- and supervision-

focused RCT in a clinical setting, involving 61 therapist participants. Participants were randomly 

assigned to one of three CBT-training conditions (i.e., internet-based CBT didactics with video 

conference-delivered supervision, the same didactics without supervision, and a waitlist control 
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with neither didactics nor supervision). Like the former study, CBT fidelity was assessed via 

expert ratings of recorded sessions at three timepoints (i.e., pre-, mid-, and post-training). At the 

final timepoint (i.e., after 3 months of training or waitlist), therapists in the supervision condition 

had significantly higher CBT fidelity than those in the instruction only condition (d = 0.72) and 

the waitlist condition (d = 1.29). Similarly positive and rigorous findings were found by 

experimental comparisons of supervision and non-supervision training in a specific, non-CBT 

EBT (i.e., Motivational Interviewing; MI), with supervised MI therapists consistently 

outperforming non-supervised therapists in terms of MI-specific competence with clients (Miller 

et al., 2004) and MI-specific adherence with analogue sessions (Smith et al., 2012). 

As would be expected given the above findings, experimental studies of supervision also 

consistently demonstrate that supervision benefits clients. For example, in the aforementioned 

RCT conducted by Miller and colleagues (2004) with 140 community substance use counselors, 

only the clients of therapists who received supervision feedback and coaching showed 

significantly better pre- to post-treatment functioning, per client-report. Another experiment by 

Bambling et al. (2006) randomly assigned 127 community therapists and their in-house 

supervisors (n = 40) to either supervision or no supervision conditions while therapists provided 

eight sessions of problem-solving treatment to 127 randomly assigned clients with major 

depressive disorder. Clients receiving treatment from supervised therapists, versus 

unsupervised therapists, reported significantly better clinical outcomes to a moderate-to-large 

degree, including stronger working alliances (d = 1.51), greater pre- to post-treatment 

reductions in depressive symptoms (d = 0.53), satisfaction with therapy (d = 0.76), and lower 

dropout rates (d = 0.96). Collectively, these experimental findings–and those from quasi-

experimental and non-experimental supervision-outcome studies (e.g., Bradshaw et al., 2007; 

Callahan et al., 2009; Frankel & Piercy, 1990; Schoenwald et al., 2009; cf., Rousmaniere et al., 

2016)–present substantive evidence for the efficacy of supervision. However, research also has 
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begun to examine if and how supervision’s efficacy may vary based on the quantity and/or 

quality of supervision. 

Quantity. Although supervision is partially defined by its recurrent nature (Alfonsson et 

al., 2017; APA, 2014; ASPPB, 2015, 2019; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014: Dorsey et al., 2018; 

Kavanagh et al., 2008; Milne, 2007; Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018) and nominally 

requires “an adequate amount of professional time” (Falender & Shafranske, 2014), neither 

optimal nor minimally sufficient frequencies and duration of supervision have yet to be 

established empirically. For those few studies that have examined supervision quantity in 

community settings, veridical rates and amounts (and the methods used to measure them) have 

ranged widely (Choy-Brown & Stanhope, 2018; Dorsey et al., 2013, 2017, 2018; Gabbay et al., 

1999; Kolko et al., 2009; Liness et al., 2019; Schoenwald et al., 2008). For example, early 

research on supervision frequency indicated that a significant percentage (i.e., 28%) of the 127 

surveyed British psychotherapists, counselors, and psychologists reported receiving no 

supervision at all, despite professional guidelines and local legal requirements mandating 

regular supervision for therapists (Gabbay et al., 1999). Approximately a decade later in the US, 

Schoenwald et al. (2008) conducted a large national structured interview survey of directors of 

child mental health organizations (n = 200), and nearly all (i.e., 90%) of the surveyed 

organizations reported providing weekly clinical supervision. A year later, Kolko et al. (2009) 

surveyed US practitioners seeking training in TF-CBT and found notable inconsistency in 

reported weekly supervision in community-based child mental health agencies. More recently, 

Dorsey and colleagues (2017) examined workplace-based clinical supervision in community 

agencies participating in a US state-funded TF-CBT initiative, and found that most but not all 

clinicians (i.e., 75%) reported receiving weekly supervision. Yet, when Dorsey et al. (2018) had 

TF-CBT supervisors prospectively report on 697 supervision sessions, results indicated that 

weekly supervision occur inconsistently. Moreover, less than half (i.e., 49%) of 45 UK 

community-based CBT clinicians received weekly supervision when surveyed 1 year after a 
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CBT training, though most (i.e., 89%) received clinical supervision at least fortnightly (Liness et 

al., 2019). Thus, of the relatively little research that has examined supervision frequency in 

community settings, results typically indicate that most–but not all–clinicians receive 

supervision, and when delivered, supervision often–but far from universally–occurs weekly. Still, 

frequency is only one facet of supervision quantity. 

In regard to supervision duration, Gabbay and colleagues (1999) found that the majority 

of their surveyed clinicians (62%) received less than 1 hour of supervision per week. In contrast, 

Dorsey et al. (2017) reported that 75% of their surveyed TF-CBT therapists received 

approximately 1 hour of supervision per week. Choy-Brown and Stanhope (2018) also used 

retrospective self-report of supervision duration with a sample of 273 community-based 

clinicians. The average reported amount of clinical supervision per week was 2.2 hours (SD = 

1.9, Mdn = 1.6, Mo = 0.5). Similarly, Liness and colleagues’ (2019) also used retrospective self-

report of supervision duration and found a median supervision duration of 1.5 hours. However, 

when Dorsey et al. (2018) examined prospective recordings of 638 supervision sessions of TF-

CBT community trainees, supervision only lasted 26 minutes on average (SD = 15.0, range: 1–

72). Yet, regardless of supervision measurement, no study has empirically linked supervision 

quantity (frequency or duration) to clinician or client outcomes. Instead, Liness and colleagues’ 

(2019) study indicated that neither duration nor frequency significantly predicted clinician or 

client outcomes. In contrast, far more ample and rigorous research suggests that the quality of 

supervision–i.e., formats, activities, and content–does significantly affect both clinician and client 

outcomes.   

Quality. Consistent with aforementioned conceptions of supervision, supervision quality 

pertains to the formats and techniques in which the supervisor and supervisee engage, as well 

as the content that it covered with those formats and techniques. Increasingly, research has 

tested empirically the degree to which some supervision formats, techniques, and content are 

more effective than others (e.g., Bartle-Haring et al., 2009; Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; 
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Bradshaw et al., 2007; Carmel et al., 2016; Grossl et al., 2014; Henggeler et al., 2002; Kivilghan 

et al., 1991; Klitzke & Lombardo, 1991; Milne et al., 2011; Reese et al., 2009; Schoenwald et al., 

2009; Sheidow et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2012; Tanner et al., 2012; Thurber, 2005; Weck et al., 

2016). As previously noted, this literature has collectively identified a new “gold standard” for 

evidence-based supervision quality that augments and/or replaces the more traditional practices 

that comprise supervision as usual (SAU; Bearman et al., 2017; Bradshaw et al., 2007; Dorsey 

et al., 2018).  

Format. As far as format is concerned, promising though not always consistent evidence 

suggests that live supervision can outperform SAU, or more precisely, the traditional format 

wherein supervision occurs exclusively between, versus during, client sessions (Bartle-Haring et 

al., 2009; Carmel et al., 2016; Kivilghan et al., 1991; Thurber, 2005; Weck et al., 2016; cf., Smith 

et al., 2012; Tanner et al., 2012). Apart from non-experimental research that supports live 

supervision’s acceptability, feasibility, and efficacy in improving treatment progress (e.g., Bartle-

Haring et al., 2009; Rousmaniere & Frederickson, 2013; Klitzke & Lombardo, 1991; Thurber, 

2005), several controlled studies further substantiate live supervision’s greater efficacy over 

SAU. Notably, these studies include those with randomization (e.g., Carmel et al., 2016; Weck 

et al., 2016; cf., Smith et al., 2012) and without it (e.g., Kivlighan et al., 1991; cf., Tanner et al., 

2012).  

For instance, Carmel and colleagues (2016) randomly assigned eight therapists being 

trained in a specific EBT (i.e., Dialectical Behavior Therapy) to either bug-in-the-eye (BITE) live 

supervision or SAU, with results indicating that BITE-supervised therapists had better case 

formulation as well as DBT theoretical and protocol knowledge, skills, and client outcomes–

though these differences were not statistically significant, likely due to the small sample size and 

related power. Comparatively, Weck and colleagues (2016) randomized 23 therapists to receive 

either BITE (n = 11) or delayed video-based supervision (n = 12), and found statistically 

significant, moderate benefits of BITE compared to SAU in regard to CBT competence (ds = 
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0.39–0.66) and working alliance (ds = 0.66–0.78). However, once again, there was no 

significant difference detected for client outcomes, though this analysis was also underpowered 

(i.e., only able to detect large effects). Similar to BITE, live bug-in-the-ear and knock-on-the-

door supervision formats have preliminary, if somewhat mixed, empirical support in regards to 

improving protocol-specific adherence (ds = -0.36 and 0.54; Smith et al., 2016) and enhancing 

clinician- and client-rated therapeutic alliance during interpersonal-dynamic psychotherapy 

(Kivlighan et al., 1991). Overall, the above findings suggest live-supervision formats may have 

potential advantages, though more experimental research with larger samples (and perhaps 

more diverse EBT contexts) is needed before rigorous conclusions can be rendered. 

Regardless, any potential advantage of different supervision formats are meaningless if 

supervisors are not engaging in effective supervisory techniques. 

Techniques. Far more consistently than the above research on supervision format, 

empirical literature evinces the use of “gold-standard” techniques instead of, or in addition to, 

SAU techniques. As previously mentioned, several supervisory techniques fall under this gold 

standard umbrella. These include techniques related to measurement-based care (e.g., 

symptom monitoring and review of client symptoms, standardized fidelity/adherence 

assessment), direct review of client sessions (either via in-vivo session observation or 

audio/video recordings), and observational-experiential learning with accompanied feedback 

(e.g., behavior rehearsal of practice elements by supervisees with supervisor modeling, 

coaching, and/or feedback; Alfonsson et al., 2018; Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Beidas et al., 

2014; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Gross et al., 2014; 

Reese et al., 2009; Rosenbaum & Ronen, 1998; Sheidow et al., 2008; Schoenwald et al., 2009; 

c.f., Milne et al., 2011).  

Consistent with more general literature on measurement-based care (MBC; see Connors 

et al., 2020; Fortney et al., 2017; Lewis et al., 2019), a growing number of individual and meta-

analytic studies support the inclusion of continuous, standardized client progress monitoring and 
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related feedback practices to improve psychotherapy outcomes (e.g., larger or faster symptom 

reduction, higher therapeutic alliance, better client retention and engagement; Anker et al., 

2009; Duncan et al., 2006; Hawkins et al., 2004; Knaup et al., 2009; Lambert & Shimokawa, 

2011; Lambert et al. 2001, 2002, 2003; Sapta et al., 2005; Whipple et al., 2003). Furthermore, 

multiple controlled studies indicate that supervision that incorporates these MBC techniques 

typically outperforms SAU (e.g., Anker et al., 2009; Grossl et al., 2014; Reese et al., 2009). 

More specifically, therapists randomly assigned to supervision with versus without MBC 

feedback, on average, reported higher supervisory alliances (ds = 0.35–0.59; Grossl et al., 

2014; Reese et al., 2009) and satisfaction with supervision (d = 0.70; Grossl et al., 2014). 

Additionally, clients of these MBC-supervised clinicians typically had significantly better 

outcomes than SAU control clients, to a moderate degree (ds = 0.50–0.55; Anker et al., 2009; 

Reese et al., 2009; c.f., Grossl et al., 2014). Notably, the above studies focused on MBC 

feedback related to client functioning, though MBC-incorporated supervision can also include 

feedback related to routine, standardized assessment of clinician fidelity (Allen et al., 2018; 

Connors et al., 2020; Henggeler et al., 2002; Dorsey et al., 2018; Schoenwald et al., 2009).  

Equally if not more robustly, empirical research also indicates that experiential learning 

techniques in supervision (i.e., modeling, roleplay, and behavioral rehearsal with feedback) are 

superior to didactic or discussion-based supervision techniques (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; 

Beidas et al., 2014; Bradshaw et al., 2007; Dorsey et al., 2018; Edmunds et al., 2013; Roth et 

al., 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2009). For example, Bradshaw et al.’s (2007) quasi-experimental 

study compared SAU to supervision that incorporated gold standard techniques, particularly 

experiential learning, and found that the latter significantly (a) improved clinician’s treatment 

knowledge and (b) better reduced clients’ positive psychotic and overall symptoms. Additionally, 

Bearman and colleagues (2013) prospectively studied supervision techniques with 57 EBT-

trained community therapists, their 12 workplace supervisors, and their 136 youth clients 

receiving EBTs. Results indicated that supervisors’ use of modeling and roleplay techniques in 
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supervision improved clinicians’ EBT-specific adherence with their clients, to a moderate, 

significant degree (rs = .32 and 30; ps = .008 and .014, respectively); whereas, greater use of 

discussion-based techniques in supervision correlated with lower EBT-specific adherence to a 

small, albeit non-significant, degree (r = -.22, p = .46). Still, neither of these studies was a RCT.  

In contrast, Bearman and colleagues (2017) randomly assigned 40 participating 

graduate clinicians to one of two supervision conditions: (1) supervision as usual (SAU) 

techniques (i.e., rapport building, agenda-setting, case narrative and conceptualization, planning 

for subsequent sessions, discussing alliance, and case management/administrative issues) or 

(2) enhanced supervision (SUP+) techniques (i.e., review of recordings, modeling, and role-play 

accompanied with feedback). All participants attended a 3-hour workshop on cognitive 

restructuring for youth with depression followed by three supervision meetings. Both groups had 

large pre- to post-training gains in cognitive restructuring, CBT, and general fidelity (ds = 0.84–

1.00), as rated by blind coders during standardized behavioral observations of analogue therapy 

sessions. Yet, once post-training supervision began, clinicians receiving SUP+ versus SAU had 

additional significant, moderate improvements in cognitive restructuring adherence (d = 0.63), 

cognitive restructuring competence (d = 0.70), and model-general CBT competence (d = 0.64). 

However, general adherence to common factors (i.e., affirmations and validating statements) 

did not significantly change for either supervision condition.  

In all, these results suggest that supervision that involves more MBC and active learning 

techniques may be more beneficial than SAU techniques, at least for EBT-specific adherence. 

Notwithstanding this evidence, experiential and other gold standard supervision techniques 

occur rarely in community settings, particularly relative to efficacy trials where they are more 

common (Dorsey et al., 2018; Roth et al. 2010). Nevertheless, even if these evidence-based 

supervision techniques are employed, they must be focused on the right content. 

Content. As previously noted, supervisory content pertains to the clinical skills and/or 

practice elements targeted by techniques implemented during supervision (Dorsey et al., 2018; 
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Edmunds et al., 2013; Pullman et al., 2018). As with other supervision-focused research topics, 

few studies have empirically examined typical, much less optimal, supervisory content–including 

the extent to which supervision provided by community agencies includes EBT-specific content 

(Accurso et al., 2011; Carroll & Rounsaville, 2007; Dorsey et al., 2013; Hoge et al., 2011; Lucid 

et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). That said, extant literature consistently indicates that EBT-

specific content in community treatment contexts (e.g., substance abuse, behavior problems, 

trauma, depression) is relatively rare and brief (i.e., low intensity), particularly in comparison to 

administrative content (e.g., billing, filing paperwork), more general clinical content (e.g., crisis 

management, case conceptualization), or even non-work content (Accurso et al., 2011; 

Bearman et al., 2017; Carroll & Rounsaville, 2007; Dorsey et al., 2017, 2018; Pullman et al., 

2018). This relative dearth in EBT-specific content is concerning, especially since growing 

evidence suggests that EBT-focused supervision significantly improves EBT delivery and client 

outcomes, chiefly by enhancing clinicians’ protocol-specific fidelity (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; 

Henggeler et al., 2002; Kitchiner et al., 2006; Liness et al., 2019; Schoenwald et al., 2009; 

Sheidow et al., 2008).  

For example, Bearman et al.’s (2017) aforementioned experimental study randomly 

assigned CBT-trained clinicians to receive either (a) SAU or (b) enhanced supervision (SUP+) 

that consisted of gold standard supervision techniques (e.g., modeling, roleplay, and corrective 

feedback) focused on a CBT-specific practice element (i.e., cognitive restructuring). As 

previously noted, condition-blind, objective ratings of analogue client interactions indicated that 

clinicians who received SUP+, versus SAU, had higher cognitive restructuring fidelity (d = 0.63), 

cognitive restructuring competence (d = 0.70), and model-general CBT competence (d = 0.64), 

all to a moderate, significant degree. As discussed above, one potential explanation for the 

superior clinician outcomes of SUP+ over SAU was the condition’s differentiating techniques 

(i.e., SUP+ had more experiential learning techniques; whereas, SAU had more typical 

discussion techniques). Yet, another potential mechanism was how content differed between 
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SAU and SUP+ to a large, significant degree. Namely, SUP+, compared to SAU, had not only 

significantly more experiential learning techniques, but those techniques (i.e., modeling, 

roleplay, and corrective feedback) were focused primarily on CBT-specific content (particularly 

cognitive restructuring; ds = 5.10, 2.78, and 7.55, respectively). At the same time, the SAU 

condition spent significantly more time focused on administrative content (d = 1.66) and general 

versus CBT-specific clinical content, such as supervisory alliance (d = 0.84), therapeutic 

alliance (d = 1.21), case narrative and conceptualization (d = 1.56), and case management (d = 

0.88). Unfortunately, Bearman et al.’s (2017) study did not separately assess the unique effects 

of techniques and content (or potential interactions), though optimal supervision quality likely 

requires evidence-based techniques focused on evidence-based content. Moreover, their use of 

standardized client analogue interactions did not permit any conclusions about how SUP+ 

versus SAU affects client outcomes, particularly in the context of a highly differentiated EBT 

(versus the more general CBT model or a single CBT practice element).  

Fortunately, other research has overcome the latter two limitations. Namely, Schoenwald 

and colleagues (2009) conducted a non-experimental, prospective, longitudinal study, using 

mixed effects regression models to determine the relations between supervisor adherence to 

EBT-specific supervision protocol (Henggeler et al., 1998), clinician adherence to the related 

EBT (i.e., Multisystemic Therapy; MST), and outcomes for clients receiving said EBT. 

Participants included 1,979 youth clients with clinical conduct problems and their families, as 

well as 429 therapists from 45 community agencies. Findings revealed that supervisors’ 

average use of MST-specific supervision content (measured by standardized supervisee-report) 

significantly predicted clinicians’ MST-specific adherence (measured by standardized caregiver-

report). In turn, therapist adherence to MST significantly predicted greater decreases in clients’ 

caregiver-reported externalizing and internalizing problems, with the speed of externalizing 

reductions being significantly faster for cases with high versus low EBT-specific adherence. 

Follow-up mixed-level analyses further showed that greater EBT-focused supervision content 
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and techniques predicted significantly greater and faster improvements in client externalizing, 

internalizing, and functioning problems. In contrast, supervision focused on general clinical 

content, versus EBT-specific content, predicted significantly weaker decreases in client 

functioning problems. Collectively, results from this study suggest that EBT-specific supervision 

techniques and content, compared to general supervision practices, consistently produce better 

clinician and client outcomes–at least for MST. Whether these findings generalize to other 

EBTs, such as TF-CBT, remains unknown.  

TF-CBT-Specific Supervision. Compared to the aforementioned literature on 

supervision quantity and quality, research on supervision in the specific context of TF-CBT 

implementation is more limited, and largely descriptive (e.g., Dorsey et al., 2018; Kitchiner et al., 

2006, Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). Of these studies, Kitchiner and colleagues’ 

(2006) prospective study attempted to increase TF-CBT availability by training mental health 

professionals in TF-CBT with Liese and Beck’s (1997) group clinical supervision (GCS), a 

structured supervision model that involved a focus on EBT-specific content using a combination 

of didactic and experiential supervision techniques (e.g., direct instruction of TF-CBT 

components, case discussions, role-play, and review of audio-recordings of client sessions). 

Results from the study indicated that the TF-CBT supervisees’ clients (n = 16) significantly 

improved pre- to post-treatment on PTS, depressive symptoms, and overall functioning at work 

and during private leisure, with all TF-CBT completers (n = 11) achieving complete PTSD 

remission by post-treatment. These findings suggest a GCS supervision model (or at least its 

EBT-focused content and/or experiential techniques) may help clinicians, particularly those new 

to TF-CBT, to successfully implement TF-CBT. That said, this study had several limitations, 

including a small sample size; no standardized measurement of implemented supervision 

content, intensity, and/or techniques; no control group or pre- to post-training assessment; no 

explicit measurement of clinician fidelity (specific or general); and no reported effect sizes. 

Fortunately, more contemporary research has addressed some of these limitations. 
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For example, Lucid and colleagues (2018) conducted a cross-sectional study intended to 

examine clinician-, supervisor-, and organization-level factors related to the intensity of TF-CBT-

focused content and techniques in community workplace-based supervision. Participants 

included 56 supervisors and 207 clinicians from 25 community mental health agencies (n = 37 

clinics). A baseline supervision survey used standardized measures to assess clinician-reported 

intensity of TF-CBT-specific supervision (EBT Supervision Practice Assessment; Lucid et al., 

2018), supervisors’ perceived self-efficacy with TF-CBT-specific supervision (Self-Efficacy in 

Supervision Index; Deblinger, Child Abuse Research Education and Service Institute, & Rowan 

University, 2013), supervisors’ objective TF-CBT knowledge (adapted from Denver Post Health 

Survey; Fitzgerald, 2010), supervisors’ general EBT-related attitudes (Modified Practice 

Attitudes Scale; Park et al., 2016), and clinician-reported EBT organizational climate at their 

agency (Evidence-Based Organizational Checklist; Ehrhart et al., 2014). Survey results 

indicated that clinician-perceived organizational climate correlated significantly, positively, and 

to a moderate degree with supervisors’ objective TF-CBT knowledge (r = .31) and supervisors’ 

self-reported attitudes towards EBTs (r = .31). However, in contrast to supervisor experience, 

knowledge, and attitudes, only clinician-perceived EBT organizational climate significantly 

predicted TF-CBT supervision intensity (b = .73). In regards to supervision intensity, TF-CBT 

clinicians typically reported that their supervisors, on average, included a relatively low intensity 

of TF-CBT-specific supervision (i.e., between “rarely” and “sometimes” on a 5-point scale; 1 = 

“never”, 5 = “almost always”). Even the most frequently reported supervision techniques and 

targeted content (i.e., providing constructive feedback, discussing engagement techniques, and 

helping clinicians overcome client avoidance of exposure) occurred, on average, only between 

“sometimes” and “often.” Contrastingly, reported supervisor engagement in TF-CBT-focused 

experiential learning techniques (i.e., role-play) typically “never” to “rarely” happened. Clinicians 

also reported that supervisors seldom (i.e., between “rarely” and “sometimes”) reviewed clients’ 

progress through TF-CBT components or encouraged completion of treatment in 16–20 
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sessions, suggesting there was little supervisory support for TF-CBT fidelity, specifically 

adherence to protocol. 

As a follow-up study, Dorsey and colleagues (2018) examined a subsample of Lucid et 

al.’s (2018) participants (i.e., 28 supervisors and 70 clinicians). Supervisors not only completed 

the above baseline survey, but also submitted over 43 weeks (1) audio-recordings of their 

supervision sessions (n = 438) and (2) weekly surveys on whether supervision occurred and 

whether a TF-CBT case was discussed. The Supervision Process Observational Coding 

System (SPOCS), a study-specific adaptation of the Therapeutic Process Observational Coding 

System for Child Psychotherapy Strategies scale (TPOCS-S; McLeod, 2001, 2010), was used 

to code what general and TF-CBT specific supervision strategies (n = 29), techniques (n = 13), 

and content (n = 16) occurred during recorded supervision of TF-CBT cases.  

Overall, results indicated significant room for improvement in TF-CBT supervision in 

community settings. Namely, data indicated that SAU techniques were ubiquitous, particularly 

supportive listening (99%), information gathering (97%), didactic instruction (93%), and 

providing clinical suggestions (86%). In contrast, gold standard techniques were rarer, with few 

supervision sessions including any behavioral rehearsal (16%) or review of actual practice (5%), 

although most sessions did include some form of fidelity assessment (64%). Intensity varied 

notably across techniques, with some techniques’ variance being more attributable to clinicians 

(e.g., didactic instruction: 30%, behavioral rehearsal: 25%, modeling: 23%) versus supervisors 

(e.g., elicitation: 27%, symptom monitoring: 23%, fidelity assessment: 12%).  

In terms of supervision content, case management was the most commonly occurring 

topic (96%), and when it was covered, it was typically done so to a moderate (50%) or high 

intensity (27%). Other prevalent content areas were treatment engagement (92%), exposure 

(81%), trauma history (78%), coping skills (76%), creative application of TF-CBT elements 

(64%), parent-level challenges that impact TF-CBT (62%), psychoeducation (60%), and 

assessment (54%). Content areas covered infrequently included trauma-related safety (25%), 
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preparation for conjoint sessions (23%), client behavioral rehearsal (22%), and clinician 

modeling (6%). Furthermore, content areas with variance largely attributable to clinicians 

included assigning/reviewing client homework (21%), creative application of TF-CBT elements 

(20%), cognitive processing (17%), parent-level challenges (16%), trauma history (16%), and 

coping skills (16%). Comparatively, content areas with variance largely attributable to 

supervisors included case management (34%) and assessment (23%). Overall, the low intensity 

of many TF-CBT-specific content areas and gold standard techniques suggests room for 

improvement in community TF-CBT supervisory practices. Moreover, the fact that significant 

variance in several TF-CBT supervision content areas and techniques was attributable to 

clinicians may suggest that some clinicians are interested in covering this information and/or 

receiving these evidence-based techniques over SAU practices, even as many supervisors are 

not meeting this demand. 

These findings were expanded by another study conducted by the same research team 

with the same community participants (28 supervisors, 70 clinicians). Namely, Pullmann and 

colleagues (2018) examined the degree to which supervision of TF-CBT cases focused on TF-

CBT exposure, assessment, and/or non-EBT content (e.g., crisis/case management, 

administrative work, and non-work topics), and the extent to which TF-CBT supervision intensity 

related to agency-, supervisor-, clinician-, and session-level factors. As in Lucid and colleagues’ 

(2018) study, the Evidence Based Organizational Checklist (Ehrhart et al., 2014) was used to 

assess clinician-perceived organizational climate, and the Modified Practice Attitudes Scale 

(Park et al., 2016) was used to measure supervisors’ general attitudes towards EBTs. 

Additionally, clinicians’ TF-CBT self-efficacy was assessed using a study-adapted 11-item 

version of the TF-CBT Clinical Skills Questionnaire (TCSQ; National Crime Victims Research 

and Treatment Center, 2010). TF-CBT fidelity (i.e., combined adherence and competence) was 

further assessed via clinician- and supervisor-report with the Skill in Implementing Components: 

Trauma and PTSD scale, an 11-item measure with a 6-point scale (i.e., 0 = “do not use”, 5 = 



 

 
 

66 

“advanced”). Lastly, just as in Dorsey and colleagues’ (2018) study, supervision content and 

intensity in 438 supervision sessions were observed and coded using the Supervision Process 

Observational Coding System. 

Results from this study revealed that 82% of recorded supervision sessions mentioned 

exposure; however, the intensity with which it was addressed ranged (i.e., 24% of sessions had 

low intensity, 41% had moderate intensity, and 17% had high intensity). This variance in 

exposure intensity was attributable to factors at the supervisor (16%), clinician (19%), and 

individual supervision session level (65%). In terms of assessment, this content occurred in 55% 

of supervision sessions, typically with low (32%) versus moderate (18%) or high intensity (5%). 

Variance in assessment content intensity was more attributable to supervisors (23%) than 

clinicians (2%), though most variance was once again attributable to session-level factors 

(75%). Although it is encouraging that these TF-CBT-specific content areas were covered 

frequently (though often at low-to-moderate intensity), non-TF-CBT supervision content– 

particularly case backgrounds, administrative work, case management, non-TF-CBT/general 

practice elements, non-work issues, and crisis management–occurred more frequently (i.e., 

96% of sessions) and intensely (i.e., 19% low, 50% moderate, 27% high). As with assessment, 

variance in non-TF-CBT intensity was attributable more at the supervisor (35%) rather than the 

clinician level (8%), though most variance was again at the session level (58%).  

Findings also highlighted specific agency, supervisor, clinician, and session factors that 

predict TF-CBT supervision intensity. First, more intense TF-CBT exposure content in 

supervision was linked to more time and time per case during supervision sessions, as well as 

better organizational climate. Second, greater assessment intensity was predicted by greater 

supervisor use of EBTs, positive organizational climate, and supervisor CBT orientation (as 

opposed to family systems orientation which predicted less intense assessment content). Third, 

greater coverage of non-TF-CBT supervision content was significantly predicted by more 
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session time and time per case, lower supervisor knowledge of TF-CBT, and lower training in 

TF-CBT.  

Collectively, these findings highlight not only normative levels of TF-CBT supervision 

techniques, content, and intensity in community settings, but also several targets for improving 

supervision quality via implementation initiatives that provide TF-CBT training to improve TF-

CBT-specific knowledge and use, increase supervision quantity as well as quality techniques 

and content, and enhance organizational climate. However, no known study has directly 

examined how TF-CBT-related supervision quantity or quality changes, pre- to post-training, nor 

the degree to which said supervision practices affect adherence, general or specific, during TF-

CBT implementation. Relatedly, no study has yet examined the degree to which LCs, CBLC or 

otherwise, improve TF-CBT-specific, in-house supervision quantity or quality. To bridge these 

practice-relevant gaps in the research literature, the present study was the first to both examine 

(1) supervision within the context of a CBLC and (2) the relation between TF-CBT-specific and 

general supervision and adherence.  

Present Study and Aims 

 Childhood trauma and its sequalae remain prevalent, persistent, and costly (Bartlett & 

Smith, 2019; de Bellis & Zisk, 2014; Dye, 2018; Finkelhor et al., 2013; Kilpatrick et al., 2003; 

Lippard & Nemeroff, 2020; McLaughin et al., 2012, 2013; Saunders & Adams, 2014: Skar et al., 

2020). Consequently, there remains a strong need for improved dissemination and 

implementation of empirically supported trauma interventions, such as TF-CBT, a best practice 

treatment for youth ages 3–18 with diverse trauma exposure, post-traumatic stress, and related 

comorbidities (Allen & Johnson, 2012; American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 

2010; Cohen et al., 2017; de Arellano et al., 2014; Lenz & Hollenbaugh, 2015; Lucid et al., 

2018). Previous studies have evinced that didactic training alone insufficiently sustains 

community integration of EBPs (Bearman et al., 2017; Beidas et al., 2012; Beidas & Kendall, 

2010; Dorsey et al., 2018; Dimeff et al., 2009; Fixsen et al., 2005; Frank et al., 2019; Herschell 
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et al., 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; McHugh & Barlow, 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2004). Thus, 

most implementation models, such as the LC and related CBLC, include additional components 

(e.g., training cases with external consultation and quality improvement metrics) to promote EBT 

delivery with fidelity (Hanson et al., 2019; Nadeem et al., 2013). Prior LCs and CBLCs have had 

promising results pertaining to TF-CBT-adherent adoption and sustainment (Ebert et al., 2012; 

Hanson et al., 2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Lang et al., 2015, 2017). Still, the role in-house 

supervision plays in EBT adherence–particularly for TF-CBT and specifically during a CBLC–

remains unknown. Notwithstanding, prior evidence suggests that gold standard supervision 

techniques (e.g., supervisory fidelity monitoring, observation of client sessions, modeling, 

behavioral rehearsal with feedback) may be key to increasing and sustaining treatment 

adherence, especially adherence to specific EBPs (Aarons, 2009; Carpenter et al., 2012; Swain 

et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2014), though these effects may differ between EBP-specific versus 

general supervision content (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; McLeod et al., 2019; Milne et al., 

2011; Schoenwald et al., 2009). Relatedly, supervision frequency and duration may also affect 

adherence, as intense coverage of EBT-specific content with evidence-based supervision 

techniques likely requires a regular dosage of supervision quantity (Pullman et al., 2018; Roth et 

al., 2010). Thus, the current study had two primary goals: (1) to examine how the quantity and 

quality of supervision may change during CBLCs (and by extension, LCs) and (2) to examine 

relations between general and TF-CBT-specific supervision practices and therapist adherence 

to general and trauma-specific EBPs. More specifically, the current study tested the following 

hypotheses: 

1. Therapist supervision practices would improve significantly, pre- to post-CBLC, such 

that: 

a. Supervision quantity (i.e., duration and frequency) would increase significantly, 

pre- to post-CBLC, and 
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b. Supervisory quality (i.e., techniques and content) would improve significantly, 

pre- to post-CBLC, in that reported use of evidence-based supervisory 

techniques–particularly those specific to TF-CBT content–would increase 

significantly, pre- to post-CBLC. 

2. Treatment adherence would improve significantly, pre- to post-CBLC, such that: 

a. General adherence practices would increase significantly, pre- to post-CBLC, 

and 

b. TF-CBT-specific adherence would increase significantly, pre- to post-CBLC. 

3. The hypothesized pre- to post-CBLC improvements in supervision quality, particularly in 

TF-CBT-specific supervision practices, would significantly predict the above 

improvements in treatment adherence, and especially TF-CBT-specific adherence. 
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Chapter 2: Methods 

Research Context 

 The current study utilized data collected from Project BEST’s statewide Community-

Based Learning Collaborative (CBLC) initiative (see Hanson et al., 2016, 2018, 2019; Saunders 

& Hanson, 2014). In short, Project BEST is a statewide, decade-long implementation initiative in 

South Carolina, funded by the Duke Endowment and the National Institute of Mental Health, 

which developed and utilized CBLCs to train community-based mental health professionals (i.e., 

clinicians, brokers, and senior leaders) in trauma-focused, evidence-based practices (EBPs) for 

youth and affected caregivers. Community-based mental health professionals from multiple 

service sectors (e.g., child welfare, advocacy, and mental health organizations) were involved in 

an effort to improve community access to said EBPs. Congruent with these goals, the primary 

aims for Project BEST’s participating clinicians were sustainably improving their adherence to 

and competence with Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (TF-CBT). To meet those 

aims, the CBLC model was developed and implemented to provide the requisite dissemination, 

training, implementation support, and outcome evaluation. The present study used prospective, 

quantitative survey data collected during the six CBLCs of Project BEST’s third phase (i.e., the 

largest and most recently completed phase focusing on TF-CBT, which lasted from 2014–2016; 

see Hanson et al. [2019] for more details on Project BEST’s phases).  

Participants 

 In total, 338 clinicians participated in one of six CBLCs comprising Project BEST’s third 

phase (i.e., attending a CBLC’s first Learning Session). Of those initially participating clinicians, 

224 (66%) finished all of the CBLCs’ training requirements. For clinicians, these requirements 

included a preliminary online web course (i.e., TF-CBTWeb; https://tfcbt2.musc.edu), two 2-day 

Learning Sessions focused on TF-CBT, 12 or more consultation calls with national TF-CBT 

trainers, and two or more graduated TF-CBT cases (see Hanson et al., 2019). Change in 
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employment was the most common reason reported by clinicians for not completing CBLC 

training requirements (44%). 

 Clinician participants included both therapists and their direct supervisors that provided 

psychotherapy. The number of participating clinicians per CBLC ranged 50–68 (M = 58.6; SD = 

6.6). These participants worked in 52 agencies, with 1–25 participating clinicians per agency (M 

= 5.3; SD = 6.7), though most agencies (69%) only had two or fewer clinicians participating in a 

CBLC. The majority of participating clinicians (80%) were employed by community clinics 

operated by South Carolina’s Department of Mental Health. The remainder of participating 

clinicians were employed in Child Advocacy Centers (7%), private practices (2%), South 

Carolina’s Department of Juvenile Justice (<1%), hospitals or pediatric offices (<1%), or “Other” 

agencies (11%). As Project BEST is primarily focused on improving implementation, collected 

data were predominantly focused on program evaluation and quality improvement. Thus, 

participant demographics (e.g., age, gender, and race) were not gathered. However, a follow-up 

study of CBLC clinicians from Project BEST (see Helseth et al. [2020]) did collect 

demographics. Results indicated that this convenience subsample of 35 clinicians were 

predominantly European-American (73%), non-Hispanic/Latina (97%) women (92%) with a 

master’s degree and an average age of 38.6 years (SD = 9.8), and this subsample did not 

significantly differ from the full sample of CBLC clinicians in terms of CBLC engagement 

(Helseth et al., 2020). 

Procedures 

 As part of each CBLC’s Community Assessment, an online survey via Survey Monkey 

was administered to all CBLC participants, including therapists, at two time-points: (1) pre-CBLC 

(i.e., before the first Learning Session) and (2) post-CBLC (i.e., after consultation calls and all 

other CBLC activities ended). These surveys included a battery of questionnaires assessing 

individual, organizational, and community variables related to EBP, and especially TF-CBT, 

adoption and implementation (see Hanson et al., 2018, 2019). The current study analyzed 
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survey responses on three questionnaire sets that assessed supervision quantity and quality as 

well as general and TF-CBT-specific adherence (see below). On average, there was a gap of 

approximately 20 months (SD = 4.6) between pre- and post-CBLC surveys. The aforementioned 

survey measures, procedures, and sharing of data were approved by MUSC’s Institutional 

Review Board, and related data were collected in accordance with APA’s (2017) Ethical 

Guidelines for Research. 

Measures  

Supervision Quantity 

 To assess CBLC clinicians’ quantity of formal and informal supervision, the current study 

used four CBLC survey items designed for Project BEST that targeted recent supervision 

frequency and duration. The first item (i.e., “In the past 3 months, have you received any clinical 

supervision [directly concerning the clinical assessment and treatment of your cases] from a 

supervisor in your organization?”) provided a dichotomous response option (i.e., “Yes” or “No”). 

Clinicians who answered affirmatively to the above question were then asked to indicate, via 

free response, the typical duration of scheduled supervision (i.e., “Over the past 3 months, how 

long did scheduled supervision sessions usually last?”). For the current study, all answers were 

converted to minutes (i.e., 1.5 hours = 90 minutes) to facilitate analyses. The last two items 

assessed the recent frequency of formal and informal supervision as follows: 

1. “Over the past 3 months, how frequently did you have planned in person, group, or 

individual supervision with your primary clinical supervisor?” and  

2. “Over the past 3 months, how often did you receive informal, unscheduled consultation 

with your primary clinical supervisor?”  

Both of these questions had a 5-point Likert response scale (0 = “Never”, 4 = “Once a week or 

more”). 
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TF-CBT Supervision Checklist–Therapist-Report (TSC-T) 

 To assess the quality (i.e., techniques and related content) of CBLC clinicians’ 

supervision, the current study utilized the TSC-T. Created by the TF-CBT national trainers 

directing Project BEST, the TSC-T is a 29-item, therapist-report measure on the techniques and 

related content of personally received in-house supervision. Specifically, respondents were 

asked to “rate how frequently the following things occurred during supervision provided by your 

agency” using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Never” to 5 = “Most of the time”). The TSC-T has two 

rationally developed subscales. The first, General Supervision Practices, consists of 18 

supervisory techniques whose content is not specific to TF-CBT, but otherwise considered good 

SAU practice. Example items from this subscale include: 

• “Supervisor reviewed your specific treatment goals for clients”,  

• “Supervisor reviewed client homework,” 

• “Supervisor was well organized, well prepared, and engaged in the supervision 

sessions,” and 

The TSC-T’s second subscale, TF-CBT-Specific Supervision, has 11 items involving 

supervisory techniques whose content is specific to TF-CBT practice elements. Subscale item 

examples include:  

• “Supervisor regularly reviewed your use of TF-CBT techniques with each of your cases”, 

• “Supervisor provided specific constructive feedback when you had difficulty doing TF-

CBT techniques”, and 

• “Supervisor demonstrated knowledge and skill in teaching and supervising TF-CBT” (see 

Appendix B for all TSC-T items per subscale). 

Notably, the TSC-T has four items that involve “gold standard” supervision techniques 

that are not part of general SAU techniques (i.e., live supervision/co-therapy, MBC, behavioral 

rehearsal of practice elements, observation of client session recordings). One of these items is 



 

 
 

74 

from the TSC-T’s Specific subscale and thus entails using a “gold standard” supervision 

technique explicitly with TF-CBT-specific content (i.e., “Supervisor asked you to role-play or 

practice a TF-CBT technique in supervision”). In contrast, three of these items are from the 

General subscale and do not otherwise specify whether they pertain to general or protocol-

specific content (i.e., “Supervisor did co-therapy with you as part of supervision”, “Supervisor 

encouraged the regular use of standardized measures of symptoms and problems to assess 

client progress in therapy”, “Supervisor listened to audiotapes or viewed videotapes of some of 

your therapy sessions”). To better isolate the influence of EBT-focused content in supervision 

versus the impact of content-agnostic techniques, these four items were excluded from final 

analyses (though exploratory analyses demonstrated that their inclusion/exclusion did not 

change the significance or relative magnitude of hypotheses-tested effects).  

For each subscale, included items were summed, and then averaged by the number of 

included items in the subscale to facilitate cross-subscale comparisons. With the current 

sample, both subscales demonstrated excellent internal consistency, pre-CBLC (General: ⍺ = 

.93; TF-CBT Specific: ⍺ = .95) and post-CBLC (General: ⍺ = .94; TF-CBT Specific: ⍺ = .92).  

TF-CBT Practices Scale (TPS) 

 To evaluate community therapists’ general and specific treatment adherence to TF-CBT, 

pre- and post-CBLC, the TPS (Hanson et al., 2019) was utilized. Based on an earlier measure 

of TF-CBT adherence (i.e., Clinical Practices Questionnaire; Deblinger et al., 2005), the TPS is 

a 44-item, self-report measure of therapists’ relative use of TF-CBT-adherent (n = 40) and non-

adherent (n = 4) practice elements and related procedures during youth trauma treatment 

cases. Respondents are instructed to consider all of the child trauma-focused cases they have 

seen over the past 3 months before identifying the percentage of cases with which they utilized 

each practice. Response options use a 6-point Likert scale (0 = none, 1 = 1%–20%, 2 = 21%–

40%, 3 = 41%–60%, 4 = 61%–80%, and 5 = 81%–100%). Reverse scoring is applied to the four 

items with TF-CBT-contraindicated (i.e., nonadherent) practices (e.g., allowing the youth or their 
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caregiver to direct most of the sessions, playing fun activities without any discussion of the 

traumatic event, stopping talk about traumatic events because a youth becomes distressed, 

encouraging youth to engage in destructive cathartic exercises to vent their negative feelings). 

Total TPS scores range 0–220, with higher total TPS scores indicating greater TF-CBT-

adherence.  

 Beyond the total scale, seven subscales comprise the TPS. These rational subscales 

include the General Therapy Practices subscale, whose seven items assess therapists’ self-

reported adherence to evidence-based, but non-protocol specific practices (i.e., general 

adherence; e.g., “Established an agenda and structure for each therapy session”, “Explained 

the rationale and benefits of the intervention and described the treatment approach”, and 

“Regularly assigned homework or activities to complete for the next session”). Five other 

subscales assess therapists’ adherence to TF-CBT-specific practices (i.e., specific adherence). 

First, Trauma Psychoeducation has two items on trauma-specific psychoeducation (i.e., 

“Provided specific information about the types of traumatic event(s) the child has experienced”, 

“Provided information about common reactions to traumatic events”). Second, Behavior 

Management includes five items assessing adherence to TF-CBT’s parenting skills component 

(e.g., “Discussed with parents how to use a behavioral reward system”, “Taught parents to use 

praise effectively”) to traumatic events”). Third, Coping has eight items on adherence to TF-CBT 

relaxation, affect modulation, and cognitive coping components (e.g., “Helped the child identify 

and correct maladaptive thoughts”, “Taught the child to tighten and relax his/her muscles to feel 

less tense”). Fourth, Exposure has 14 items on explicit trauma exposure practices prescribed by 

TF-CBT’s protocol (e.g., “Encouraged the child to describe thoughts, feelings, or sensations 

experienced during the trauma”; Used imaginal or in-vivo exposure to help the child cope with 

trauma reminders”), Fifth, Personal Safety has items on adherence to TF-CBT’s enhancing 

safety component (e.g., “Taught the child how to identify people, places, or situations that could 

be dangerous”; “Talked about ways the child can keep safe in the future”). Finally, the TPS also 
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includes a Multidisciplinary Collaboration subscale, whose four items focuses on therapists’ 

collaboration with child welfare workers during cases that involved Child Protective Services 

(CPS; e.g., “When CPS  was involved, you worked with the worker to overcome obstacles to the 

family coming to treatment consistently”; “For cases where CPS was involved, you had frequent 

communication with the worker about the family’s progress in treatment”; see Appendix C for all 

TPS items). As this particular subscale is more pertinent to the CBLC’s goal of multidisciplinary 

collaboration than treatment adherence (and has not been included in other TF-CBT-specific 

adherence studies that have used TPS items; e.g., Deblinger et al., 2020), this subscale was 

excluded from the study’s analyses. As with the TSC-T, TPS subscale scores were computed 

by summing items per subscale, then averaging scores to facilitate standardized cross-subscale 

comparisons. 

For the TPS, prior studies (i.e., Hanson et al., 2019; Helseth et al., 2020) have reported 

excellent internal consistency for the total TPS scale score across CBLCs and timepoints (⍺ = 

.91–.97). The same studies also reported good to excellent internal consistency for the TPS’ 

subscales (⍺ = .82–.96). They also found evidence of the TPS’ construct validity (i.e., high, but 

nonredundant standardized, inter-subscale correlations; rs = .57–.86 [M = .74, SD = .10]) and 

intervention sensitivity (i.e., responsiveness). With this study’s sample, the TPS’ total scale once 

again had excellent internal consistency (pre-CBLC: ⍺ = .96; post-CBLC: ⍺ = .95). As for the 

subscales, the General subscale’s internal consistency was good pre-CBLC (⍺ = .83) and 

adequate post-CBLC (⍺ = .69). To facilitate comparisons between general and protocol-specific 

specific adherence, the current study combined the TPS’ five specific subscales into a singular, 

overall Specific subscale, which demonstrated excellent internal consistency across timepoints 

(pre-CBLC: ⍺ = .96; post-CBLC: ⍺ =.95). 

  



 

 
 

77 

Analytic Plan 

Preliminary Analyses 

Nesting. Potential nesting effects related to agency type (i.e., Department of Mental 

Health, Juvenile Justice, Child Advocacy Center, private practice) or specific CBLC on variables 

of interest were modeled as linear mixed-effects, and found to be non-significant (i.e., ps = .20–

.40) as well as trivial in magnitude (i.e., ICCs < .002–.08; Hox, 2010). Consequently, both were 

excluded from further analyses. Modeling potential nesting effects at the agency-level was 

unviable due to the data’s relative singularity (i.e., the mode and median of CBLC-participating 

clinicians per agency for Project BEST were both 2). Thus, all subsequent analyses were 

conducted at the participant-level (Hox, 2010). Additionally, given Project BEST’s original nature 

as a statewide training initiative versus research study, the identities of participants’ supervisors 

were not collected; thus, the relative overlap or independence of supervisors for the few 

clinicians nested in shard agencies cannot be ascertained or statistically modeled. On a final 

note, time between pre- and post-CBLC survey administration did not significantly relate to any 

of the Project BEST survey measures (see Helseth et al., 2020). 

Missing data. In addition to a visual scan for missing data patterns across variables, 

cases, and items, Little’s (1988) missing completely at random (MCAR) test was employed to 

assess missing data patterns at pre- and post-CBLC. Pre-CBLC, 62 items (92.5%) from the 

TPS and TSC-T, 71 cases (29.3%), and 312 values (1.9%) had missing data. Little’s test 

indicated that these data were MCAR, 𝜒2(3,322) = 3,090.67, p = 1.00. Post-CBLC, 52 items 

(77.6%), 29 cases (29.3%), and 150 values (2.26%) had missing data. As with pre-CBLC data, 

Little’s test indicated that these data were MCAR, 𝜒2(1,727) = 1,630.63, p = .95. Furthermore, 

independent samples t-tests were utilized to ensure completers and non-completers of the post-

CBLC survey did not significantly differ from one another on any pre-CBLC variable measures 

(e.g., child trauma practices, interprofessional collaboration, TF-CBT skills and knowledge, 

organization and community support/barriers, and supervision). Results confirmed that clinicians 
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who only submitted pre-work, compared to those who also submitted post-work, did not 

significantly differ from on pre-CBLC variables of interest, including TPS and TSC-T scores (ps 

= .12–.95).  

Based on missing data analyses–and consistent with other CBLC studies that found 

missing data to be similarly MCAR and less than 5% of all values (i.e., Hanson et al., 2018, 

2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Peer et al., 2021), the current study implemented the expectation-

maximization (EM) algorithm to replace missing values for partially completed surveys. Under 

such conditions, EM is an appropriate method as it generates values similar to other best-

practice methods, such as multiple imputation and observed data (Graham, 2009; Lin, 2010; 

Twala, 2009). Lastly, every analysis was conducted with and without EM. Since significant 

values from each method were found to be equivalent to one another (i.e., p-values less than 

.05 with EM-imputed data remained below .05 regardless of imputation and vice versa), only 

EM-imputation results are reported. 

Outliers. In order to identify outliers in supervision frequency and duration, TSC-T, and 

TPS responses, the interquartile range (IQR) multiplier approach (Tukey, 1977) was employed. 

This method is ideal given its robustness across distributions (Seo, 2006). A multiplier of 2.2 

times the IQR was used to identify outliers since evidence suggests it more accurately identifies 

true outliers than traditional 1.5 IQR methods (Hoaglin et al., 1986; Hoaglin & Iglewicz, 1987).  

This method identified six total outliers across all measures and timepoints. These 

sparse outliers were spread across three variables: supervision duration (n = 3), the pre- to 

post-CBLC difference score for the TSC-T General Practices subscale (n = 1), and the pre- to 

post-CBLC difference score for the TPS General Practices subscale (n = 2). Each of these six 

outliers were winsorized (i.e., values were truncated one unit away from the closest reported 

non-outlier value; Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen et al., 2003; Pedhauzer, 1997). 

Power analyses. G*Power software (Faul et al., 2007) was utilized to estimate the 

sample size required for the primary analyses (see next section for details). Specifically, power 
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analyses were conducted with an associative power of .95. for (1) comparing pre- to post-CBLC 

supervision and (2) adherence and (3) predicting the latter with the former, based on planned 

MANOVAs and multiple multivariate regression. Effect size parameters were based on 

benchmark literature findings. Namely, given that past relevant studies have found large pre- to 

post-training improvements in supervision practices (e.g., np
2 = .36; Foxwell et al., 2017) and 

moderate-to-large gains in TF-CBT adherence (e.g., np
2 = .09–.23; Hanson et al., 2019; Helseth 

et al., 2020), power analyses indicated a sample size of at least 48 clinicians with data at both 

CBLC-timepoints were necessary to detect significant CBLC-related effects on supervision and 

adherence. Additionally, since prior research on supervision-adherence relations has indicated 

a small-to-large effect size (f2 = .11–.42; Rakovshik et al., 2016; Weck et al., 2016), a sample 

size of at least 144 clinicians was sufficient to detect a similarly sized effect. These results 

suggest primary analyses with the archival dataset had sufficient statistical power.   

Primary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics. Descriptives were computed and reported for the above 

measures, including TSC-T and TPS scale and subscale scores, at each timepoint.  

 Inferential statistics. The following analyses were conducted to test the current study’s 

aforementioned hypotheses.   

Pre- to post-CBLC changes in supervision quantity. A Cochran’s Q-test (Cochran, 

1950; Conover, 1999) was utilized to compare pre- to post-CBLC differences between clinicians 

who reported receiving any versus no supervision. To determine the magnitude of the 

difference, the maximum-correlated measure of effect size was used (η2
Q; Serlin et al., 1982). 

To further assess changes in supervision quantity, three paired samples t-tests were employed 

to respectively analyze pre- to post-CBLC changes in therapist-reported (1) supervision 

duration, (2) frequency of planned supervision, and (3) frequency of informal, unscheduled (i.e., 

unplanned) supervision. The magnitude of these changes were computed with Cohen’s d 

values.    
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Pre- to post-CBLC changes in supervision quality and adherence. To assess 

hypothesized pre- to post-CBLC changes in supervision quality and adherence, a pair of 

repeated measures MANOVA were employed. The first analyzed pre- to post-CBLC changes in 

therapist-reported (a) general supervision practices and (b) TF-CBT-specific supervision 

practices, as measured by the TSC-T’s General Supervision Practices and TF-CBT-Specific 

Supervision Practices subscales, respectively. Similarly, the second MANOVA was utilized to 

analyze pre- to post-CBLC change in therapist-reported (a) general adherence and (b) TF-CBT-

specific adherence, as measured by the corresponding TPS subscales. 

Repeated measures MANOVAs were conducted rather than multiple paired-samples t-

tests or repeated-measures ANOVAs, since MANOVAs can (a) analyze multiple outcome 

variables (e.g., general and TF-CBT-specific supervision practices) simultaneously, (b) assess 

patterns between multiple outcome variables, (c) reduce Type I error rates, and (d) thereby 

reveal differences not otherwise discoverable by ANOVAs (French et al., n.d.; Frost, 2020). To 

facilitate comparisons of assessed supervision and adherence types, subscale scores were 

transformed to a consistent metric by dividing each raw subscale score by the number of items 

in said subscale. If homogeneity assumptions had been violated for either or both MANOVAs, 

Pillai’s trace would have been used. Similarly, if sphericity assumptions had been violated, p-

values would have been corrected using the Greenhouse-Geisser (if ε < .75) or Huynh-Feldt 

correction (if ε > .75). All significant main effects were followed by univariate contrasts. For the 

former, effect sizes were measured by partial-eta squared values; for the latter, Cohen’s d was 

used.  

Relation between changes in supervision and adherence. To test whether pre- to 

post-CBLC changes in supervision quality predict changes in therapist-reported adherence, 

change in both types of supervision and adherence practices were calculated via difference 

scores (i.e., difference between standardized post- and pre-CBLC scores). Thereafter, multiple 

multivariate regression analysis were conducted to assess the degree to which changes in both 
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types of supervision practices (i.e., general vs. TF-CBT-specific) positively predicted changes in 

both types of adherence (i.e., general vs. TF-CBT specific). Multivariate and follow-up univariate 

effect sizes were calculated, respectively, with Cohen’s f2 and semi-partial correlations. 
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Chapter 3: Results 

Change in Supervision Quantity 

 Pre-CBLC, most therapists (n = 121; 87.1%) indicated receiving at least some 

supervision in the 3 months prior to the CBLC; whereas, 18 therapists (12.9%) indicated 

receiving no supervision. The percentage of therapists reportedly receiving any supervision did 

not significantly change pre-CBLC (87.1%) to post-CBLC (82.2%), Q(1) = 1.64, p = .20, 2
Q =  

.01. Among those therapists who reported receiving supervision, the reported frequency of 

planned supervision did not significantly change from pre-CBLC (Mdn = 3.0; M = 2.8, SD = 0.9) 

to post-CBLC (Mdn = 3.0; M = 2.9, SD = 0.9, Z = -0.36, p = .72, r = -.04); whereas, the reported 

frequency of unplanned supervision decreased significantly from pre-CBLC (Mdn = 3.0; M = 3.2, 

SD = 0.9) to post-CBLC (Mdn = 3.0; M = 2.9, SD = 1.1, Z = -2.27, p = .02), to a small degree (r 

= -.24). Still, the reported frequency of both planned and unplanned supervision occurred 

roughly 2–3 times a month across timepoints. Similarly, the average reported duration of 

supervision decreased significantly pre- to post-CBLC to a small degree, t(86) = 2.83, d = 0.38, 

p = .006. Notwithstanding, the average reported duration of supervision was approximately 1 

hour at both pre-CBLC (M = 63.4 min, SD = 30.1) and post-CBLC (M = 53.9 min, SD = 16.0, M 

difference = 9.5 min; see Table 1 for a summary of supervision quantity results). Additionally, 

post-hoc analyses indicated that neither pre- to post-CBLC changes in supervision duration nor 

frequency, planned or unplanned, significantly predicted changes in either general or TF-CBT-

specific adherence (ps = .05–.86).  

Change in Supervision Quality 

 As hypothesized, MANOVA results using Wilks’ lambda revealed a significant main 

effect for CBLC time-point, such that supervisee-reported content of in-house supervision (as 

measured by overall TSC-T scores) significantly increased, pre- to post-CBLC; F(1, 85) = 9.03, 

p < .01; to a medium degree, np
2 = .10. A main effect for the type of supervision content was 

also found, indicating that supervisees reported significantly more general versus TF-CBT-
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specific supervision content (as measured by TSCT General and Specific subscales); F(1, 85) = 

52.62, p < .001; to a large degree, np
2 = .40. This difference was significant across CBLC 

timepoints, though it was large at pre-CBLC (d = 0.80, t[85] = 7.44, p < .001), but only small at 

post-CBLC (d = 0.32, t[85] = 2.96, p = .004).  

However, an interaction between CBLC timepoint and type of supervision content was 

also observed, indicating that the aforementioned pre- to post-CBLC changes in reported 

supervision content varied significantly by the type of supervision content (i.e., TSC-T subscale); 

F(1, 85) = 35.75, p < .001; to a large degree, np
2 = .30. Specifically, and consistent with study 

hypotheses, the reported frequency of TF-CBT-specific supervision content increased 

significantly to a moderate degree, pre- to post-CBLC; t(85) = 5.18, p < .001, d = 0.56; such that 

the average reported frequency of TF-CBT-specific supervision content increased from “rarely” 

at pre-CBLC (M = 2.3, SD = 1.2) to “sometimes” at post-CBLC (M = 3.0, SD = 0.9). 

Contrastingly, general supervision content did not significantly change, pre-CBLC (M = 3.1, SD 

= 0.9) to post-CBLC (M = 3.1, SD = 0.8), t(85) = -0.13, p = .45, d = -.01; occurring “sometimes”, 

on average, at both timepoints. Table 1 and Figure 1 summarize these results.  

Change in Adherence 

 As hypothesized, MANOVA results using Wilks’ lambda revealed a significant main 

effect for CBLC time-point, such that therapist-reported adherence (as measured by TPS 

scores) with child trauma cases significantly improved pre- to post-CBLC; F(1, 85) = 10.00, p < 

.01; to a moderate degree, np
2 = .11. A main effect for type of adherence was also observed, 

indicating that therapists, overall, reported significantly greater general versus protocol-specific 

adherence (as measured TPS subscales) with their child trauma cases, F(1, 85) = 47.22, p < 

.001 , np
2 = .36. Across timepoints, this difference was significant, though it was large at pre-

CBLC (d = 0.95, t[85] = 8.84, p < .001) but only small at post-CBLC (d = 0.29, t[85] = 2.72, p = 

.008).  
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Moreover, a significant interaction between CBLC timepoint and adherence type was 

found, indicating that pre- to post-CBLC improvements in reported adherence varied 

significantly by adherence type (i.e., TPS subscale); F(1, 85) = 22.82, p < .001; to a large 

degree, np
2 = .21. Follow-up analyses revealed that consistent with study hypotheses, reported 

TF-CBT-specific adherence improved significantly pre- to post-CBLC; t(85) = 4.87, p < .001; to a 

moderate degree, d = 0.53, such that therapists, on average, reported using TF-CBT-specific 

practice elements with 21%–40% of their child trauma cases, pre-CBLC (M = 3.1, SD = 1.0) but 

with 41%–60% of cases, post-CBLC (M = 3.6, SD = 0.9). Comparatively, therapist-reported 

general adherence also improved, pre-CBLC (M = 3.6, SD = 1.1) to post-CBLC (M = 3.8, SD = 

0.9), but only to a trivial, non-significant degree, t(85) = 1.42, p = .08, d = 0.15 (see Table 1 and 

Figure 2). 

Relation Between Supervision and Adherence 

Multiple multivariate regression results supported the hypothesis that pre- to post-CBLC 

changes in supervision content–particularly TF-CBT-specific content–significantly predicted the 

above pre- to post-CBLC improvements in therapist-reported general and TF-CBT-specific 

adherence. Indeed, the overall model significantly predicted pre- to post-CBLC changes in both 

therapist-reported general adherence; F(2, 82) = 16.61, p < .001, R2 = .29, R2
adjusted = .27; and 

TF-CBT-specific adherence; F(2, 82) = 6.88, p = .002, R2 = .14, R2
adjusted = .12; such that pre- to 

post-CBLC changes in general and TF-CBT-specific supervision content (i.e., TSC-T subscale 

scores) jointly explained approximately 29% and 14% of the respective variance in pre- to post-

CBLC change in therapist-reported general and TF-CBT-specific adherence (i.e., TPS subscale 

scores). More specifically, increases in TF-CBT-specific supervision and general supervision 

content both significantly predicted gains in general adherence (TF-CBT-specific supervision: β 

= .34, 95% CI [.10, .57], p = .006; general supervision: β = .37, 95% CI [.09, .64], p = .01). 

However, only increases in TF-CBT-specific supervision significantly predicted gains in TF-CBT-

specific adherence (β = .23, 95% CI [.01, .46], p = .045); whereas, changes in general 
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supervision content did not significantly predict change in TF-CBT-specific adherence (β = .19, 

95% CI [-.07, .46], p = .15). Indeed, after controlling for pre- to post-CBLC change in general 

supervision, increases in TF-CBT-specific supervision significantly correlated with CBLC-related 

increases in both general (r = .30, p = .006) and TF-CBT-specific adherence (r = .22, p = .04) to 

a small-to-moderate degree. Contrastingly, when controlling for change in TF-CBT-specific 

supervision, change in general supervision significantly correlated only with changes in general 

adherence to a small-to-moderate degree (r = .28, p = .01), and not with TF-CBT-specific 

adherence (r = .16, p = .14). 

  



 

 
 

86 

Chapter 4: Discussion 

Previous research indicates that didactic training alone inadequately promotes fidelitous 

community-based integration of EBTs, such as TF-CBT. In contrast, evidence-based 

implementation models–such as LCs and its CBLC augmentation–include additional training 

and implementation components (e.g., action periods with metrics, expert consultation, and 

training cases) to better enhance community EBT implementation with fidelity. Nevertheless, the 

mechanisms by which this adherent EBT adoption occur within the context of a LC (or CBLC) 

are still being explored. Supervision is one potential mechanism to increase therapist adherence 

(Aarons, 2009; Carpenter et al., 2012; Swain et al., 2010; Lu et al., 2014). Thus, the present 

study’s primary aims were to examine (1) how supervision quantity (i.e., frequency, duration) 

and quality (i.e., EBT-specific or general content) changed during a LC (and specifically a TF-

CBT-focused CBLC), and (2) the relations between general and EBT-specific supervision and 

therapists’ general as well as protocol-specific adherence.  

Pre- to Post-CBLC Changes in Supervision 

Supervision Quantity 

 The present study examined multiple dimensions of supervision quantity at both pre- and 

post-CBLC, including therapist-reported supervision prevalence, frequency of formal and 

informal supervision, and duration. In regard to supervision prevalence, the vast majority of 

CBLC-participating therapists (whose agency role did not include providing clinical supervision) 

reported receiving at least some in-house supervision pre-CBLC (87.1%), and this proportion 

did not significantly change at post-CBLC (82.2%). Although contrary to study expectations that 

supervision would be less common (and thus have significant room to improve), these findings 

are in line with prior research indicating that most community therapists report receiving at least 

some in-house supervision (e.g., 82% of 172 CBT therapist participants [Gabbay et al., 1999]; 

92% of 383 TF-CBT therapist participants [Kolko et al., 2009]). Collectively, these findings 

suggest that most community therapists (at least in the United States and Great Britain) may be 
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receiving in-house supervision. This is encouraging not only since most therapists are required 

by law to work under supervision (Social Work Guide, 2021), but also because of supervision’s 

empirically validated benefits to both clinicians (e.g., improved fidelity; Mannix et al., 2006; 

Rakovshik et al., 2016; Sholomskas et al., 2005) and their clients (e.g., improved treatment 

outcomes; Bambling et al., 2006; Miller et al., 2004). 

Notwithstanding, approximately 12%–18% of the sample’s non-supervising clinicians 

reported receiving no supervision across timepoints. Although consistent with other community 

supervision research (e.g., Gabbay et al., 1999), this non-negligible proportion is concerning 

given the aforementioned supervision standards. However, some of the clinicians who 

reportedly did not receive supervision may not have been required to do so by law (e.g., 

licensed clinical psychologists versus social workers). Unfortunately, therapists’ licensure and 

degree were not assessed during the CBLC, given Project BEST’s primary role as a training 

initiative versus research study. Yet, even if some of the CBLCs’ therapists forewent supervision 

because they were not legally obligated to do so, they might still have benefitted from 

supervision, particularly when learning a new EBT.  

Regardless, among those who indicated receiving supervision, supervision quantity was 

further assessed in terms of frequency and duration. For frequency, the present study found that 

a minority of therapists reported receiving weekly supervision, regardless of whether it was 

planned (pre-CBLC: 29.9%; post-CBLC: 29.9%) or unplanned (pre-CBLC: 46.0%; post-CBLC: 

35.6%). Rather, planned and unplanned supervision each occurred reportedly 2–3 times a 

month on average. Overall, these results largely comport with those from other studies, which 

found similar therapist-reported rates of weekly supervision across community settings (i.e., 

35%–54%; Gabbay et al., 1999; Kolko et al., 2009; Liness et al., 2019). In contrast, research 

assessing supervision frequency using supervisor- or agency-report (rather than supervisee-

report) has reported substantially higher rates of weekly supervision (i.e., 72%–90%; Dorsey et 

al., 2017; Schoenwald et al., 2008), which may indicate rater-bias effects. Indeed, direct review 
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of supervision sessions typically indicates that weekly supervision is inconsistent in community 

settings (and specifically TF-CBT implementation contexts; Dorsey et al., 2018). Taken 

together, current and previous findings suggest that supervision typically occurs on a weekly to 

fortnightly basis in community settings.  

Notably though, these studies–unlike the present one–did not differentiate between 

planned and unplanned supervision, but rather investigated supervision on the whole. The one 

exception was Dorsey and colleagues (2017), which reported high rates of weekly or more 

planned (i.e., 71.8%) and unplanned supervision (i.e., 75.4%). Both of these values are much 

higher than the pre- or-post CBLC counterparts observed in the present study, though Dorsey et 

al.’s (2017) rates were partly based on supervisor- versus solely supervisee-report.  

The present study also differs from the above research by its longitudinal nature, 

particularly in the context of pre- to post-CBLC changes in supervision frequency. Specifically, 

therapist-reported frequency of planned supervision did not significantly change, pre- to post-

CBLC. In contrast, therapist-reported frequency of unplanned supervision decreased, pre- to 

post-CBLC, to a small yet significant degree. Potentially, CBLC components (e.g., TF-CBT web 

course, 2-day TF-CBT learning sessions, action periods with consultation, training cases, and 

metrics) allowed participants to improve their competency in delivering TF-CBT to the point 

where they no longer required as much unplanned supervision. In fact, prior evidence suggests 

that Project BEST’s participants generally (69%) found all CBLC components “very” to 

“extremely useful” in the development of TF-CBT skills (Hanson et al., 2019). Thus, CBLC 

activities may have improved not only therapists’ competency (and thus prompted their 

supervisors to offer less impromptu supervision to address urgent service provision concerns), 

but these same activities may have improved therapists’ clinical self-efficacy, causing them to 

less frequently seek informal supervision). If so, the reported reduction in unplanned supervision 

would be a small yet significant saving in clinicians’ and supervisors’ time (i.e., a scarcity in 

community-practice; Green et al., 2014; Luther et al., 2017; Paris & Hoge, 2010). Alternatively, it 



 

 
 

89 

is possible that TF-CBT consultation calls over the course of the CBLC (i.e., 12+ calls) 

displaced some unplanned supervision. That is, clinicians perhaps did not seek unplanned 

supervision as often at the end of the CBLC because consultation calls had been filling that 

need and/or time. Another potential explanation could be that supervisees and supervisors 

engaged in less frequent informal supervision as the quality (but not quantity) of their 

supervision (particularly formal/planned supervision) significantly improved, pre- to post-CBLC, 

potentially leading to increased therapist adherence to TF-CBT.  

Yet, regardless of the reason(s) for the changes in reported supervision frequency, 

frequency is only one facet of supervision quantity. The present study also found that therapist-

reported duration of supervision significantly decreased, pre- to post-CBLC. However, the 

average reported supervision duration remained at about 1 hour at both timepoints, with a mean 

decrease of less than 10 minutes. Compared to other studies, these findings are on par with 

Dorsey and colleagues’ (2017) retrospective reports of TF-CBT supervision duration (i.e., 75% 

of clinicians reported 1-hour of supervision per week), but longer than Dorsey and colleagues’ 

(2018) prospective reports of TF-CBT supervision duration (i.e., an average of 26-minute 

supervision sessions). Still, the small but significant decrease in reported supervision duration 

(like the decrease in reported frequency of unplanned supervision) may once again suggest a 

CBLC-related increase in supervision efficiency, especially given the study-observed 

improvements in therapist-reported supervision quality and adherence (discussed below).  

Still, the present study found that CBLC-related changes in therapist-reported 

supervision quantity (either frequency or duration) did not significantly predict therapist-reported 

adherence (either general or TF-CBT-specific) across or within CBLC timepoints. These findings 

are similar to those obtained by Liness and colleagues (2019), who reported that neither 

duration nor frequency significantly predicted clinicians’ post-CBT-training outcomes, including 

adherence. Rather, as noted in the literature review, ample research supports the quality of 

supervision influencing clinician outcomes (e.g., adherence).  
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Supervision Quality  

In regard to supervision quality, the present study examined pre- to post-CBLC changes 

in supervision content, both general and TF-CBT-specific (as measured by therapists’ ratings on 

the TSC-T). As hypothesized, therapists’ reported supervision content significantly improved 

overall, pre- to post-CBLC, to a moderate degree. This is a novel finding, as no prior study has 

longitudinally examined the extent to which training, within the context of an LC (TF-CBT-

focused or otherwise), is linked with changes in supervision practices, and specifically content.  

Nevertheless, three other TF-CBT/LC studies (i.e., Bunger et al., 2018; Cohen & 

Mannarino, 2008; Ebert et al., 2012) provide some comparison for the present findings. First, 

Cohen and Mannarino (2008) anecdotally reported that supervision quality for clinicians 

practicing TF-CBT improved, pre- to post-LC. However, this study neglected to describe its 

methodology; thus, it is unknown how researchers defined supervision quality (e.g., content vs. 

techniques), or assessed it (e.g., prospectively vs. retrospectively, clinician- versus supervisor-

report, etc.). Second, Ebert and colleagues (2012) reported sustained LC-related increases in 

“TF-CBT-focused supervision”, based on clinicians’ retrospective ratings at post-CBLC and 

during a 1-year follow-up on the “amount and type of TF-CBT supervision”. However, this study 

also failed to note how supervision quantity or quality were operationalized and measured. 

Third, Bunger and colleagues’ (2018) prospectively examined therapist-reported advice-seeking 

behavior within the context of a TF-CBT-focused LC, and reported that therapists’ general and 

TF-CBT-specific advice-seeking with in-agency clinical supervisors both significantly improved, 

pre- to post-LC. Although advice-seeking is different from actual supervision, these findings may 

suggest that CBLC activities in the present study may have increased therapists’ advice-seeking 

of both general and TF-CBT-specific content, in turn, eliciting improvements in reported 

supervision content. Whether such speculation is accurate or not, these collective findings 

appear to support the LC’s effectiveness at improving supervision quality, and specifically its 

content.  
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Results from the present study also elucidated the relative type of supervision content 

(i.e., general and EBT-specific) that occurs in community settings, particularly in the context of 

TF-CBT implementation. Specifically, therapists reported that their supervisors more frequently 

covered general versus TF-CBT-specific content at both pre- and post-CBLC. This finding is in 

line with prior research, which suggests that community supervisors are more likely to cover 

general rather than EBT-specific content during supervision (Bearman et al., 2017; Carroll & 

Rounsaville, 2007), including TF-CBT-specific content (Accurso et al., 2011; Dorsey et al., 2017, 

2018; Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). Particularly within the context of TF-CBT, 

previous research using both supervisee-report and expert-coding of supervision recordings 

have found that community supervision typically contains relatively low intensity of TF-CBT-

specific content, even with TF-CBT cases (Dorsey et al., 2018; Lucid et al., 2018; Pullmann et 

al., 2018). Rather, community supervision tends to mainly focus on general clinical content (e.g., 

case management, treatment engagement; Dorsey et al., 2018; Pullmann et al., 2018) and/or 

non-clinical content (e.g., administrative work, non-work issues; Pullmann et al., 2018). Notably, 

Pullmann et al. (2018) also reported that supervisors were more likely to spend supervision 

covering non-TF-CBT-specific content when they (a) spent more time overall and per case 

during supervision, (b) had lower knowledge of TF-CBT, and (c) had less training in TF-CBT. In 

contrast, greater coverage of TF-CBT-specific content in supervision was associated with 

greater organizational support for TF-CBT and longer supervision duration overall and per case. 

Therefore, findings from the present study may reflect limited supervisor knowledge of, lack of 

training in, and poor organizational support for TF-CBT, particularly prior to CBLC participation.  

Fortunately, results from the present study suggest LCs (and particularly CBLCs) can 

significantly improve the relative intensity of EBT-specific supervision content in community 

settings. As hypothesized, the frequency of TF-CBT-specific supervision content significantly 

increased pre- to post-CBLC, per therapist-report, to a moderate degree; whereas, general 

content did not significantly change. Notably, this significant increase in reported TF-CBT-
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specific content substantively reduced the gap between reported general and TF-CBT-specific 

content, from a large disparity at pre-CBLC to a small one at post-CBLC. Moreover, because 

the reported degree of general supervision did not significantly change pre- to post-CBLC, and 

reported supervision duration remained relatively the same, pre- to post-CBLC, results may 

suggest there was still adequate time to cover both general and TF-CBT-specific content.  

Potentially, this was due to possible reductions in administrative and non-work content (or 

intensity), which are otherwise highly prevalent in community-based settings (Accurso et al., 

2011; Bearman et al., 2017; Carroll & Rounsaville, 2007; Dorsey et al., 2017, 2018; Pullman et 

al., 2018).  

For the present study, the aforementioned improvements in reported supervision content 

are likely attributable to multiple CBLC components. Namely, the learning sessions and action 

periods may have influenced clinicians’ need and/or desire to seek supervision, specifically TF-

CBT-specific supervision content, as they were actively learning a new protocol and working 

with TF-CBT training cases. Subsequently, this demand for more TF-CBT-specific supervision 

content may have shifted supervisor practices towards providing more TF-CBT-specific rather 

than general content, as prior research indicates that supervisee preferences and behaviors 

substantially account for variance in TF-CBT-specific and general supervision content (Dorsey 

et al., 2018). Additionally, clinical supervisors were able to participate in CBLC pre-work, 

learning sessions, training cases, and consultation calls. Consequently, supervisors’ TF-CBT-

specific knowledge and competency likely increased over the course of their CBLC. In 

conjunction with CBLC-related increases in organizational support for TF-CBT (Helseth et al., 

2020), gains in these factors likely improved supervisors’ supervision content, consistent with 

prior TF-CBT supervision research (Pullmann et al., 2018). Finally, weekly clinician metrics 

during the CBLC action periods likely increased both supervisees’ and supervisors’ critical 

introspection about TF-CBT-specific practice elements in need of improvement. Regardless of 

the cause(s), the significant pre- to post-CBLC increase in the amount (both relative and 
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absolute) of reported TF-CBT-specific content is promising, particularly since mounting research 

posits that EBT-focused supervision significantly improves EBT delivery and client outcomes, 

primarily by increasing therapists’ protocol-specific fidelity (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; 

Henggeler et al., 2002; Kitchiner et al., 2006; Liness et al., 2019; Schoenwald et al., 2009; 

Sheidow et al., 2008). 

Pre- to Post-CBLC Changes in Adherence  

Indeed, not only did reported supervision content significantly improve, pre- to post-

CBLC, but so too did therapists’ self-rated adherence to evidence-based practice elements with 

their child trauma cases. As hypothesized, overall adherence ratings on the TPS improved 

significantly, pre- to post-CBLC. This improvement is similar to gains in supervisor-, trainer-, and 

self-rated adherence from other TF-CBT-focused LCs (Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Ascienzo et 

al., 2019; Cohen et al., 2008, 2016; Deblinger et al., 2020; Ebert et al., 2012; Sprang et al., 

2019), including CBLCs with related samples that competed the TPS (e.g., Hanson et al., 2019; 

Helseth et al., 2020). Taken together, these findings further support the use of LCs over one-

time workshops, web-trainings, and manual-reading to increase clinician adherence to EBTs 

(Bearman et al., 2017; Beidas et al., 2012; Beidas & Kendall, 2010; Dorsey et al., 2018; Dimeff 

et al., 2009; Fixsen et al., 2005; Frank et al., 2019; Herschell et al., 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; 

McHugh & Barlow, 2010; Schoenwald et al., 2004). This finding is salient, as a lack of effective 

EBT training is considered the key barrier to sustainably disseminate and implement EBTs in 

community-based settings to optimize client outcomes (Frank et al., 2019; Garland et al., 2010; 

Gyani et al., 2014; Kilbourne et al., 2018; Shiner et al., 2013; Weissman et al., 2006).  

At the same time, results from the present study indicated that therapists’ self-rated 

adherence to evidence-based practice elements differed significantly based on the type of 

practice elements (i.e., general vs. TF-CBT-specific), to a large degree across CBLC timepoints. 

Namely, at both pre- and post-CBLC, therapists reported using general practice elements with 

significantly more of their child trauma cases, compared to the percentage of cases with which 
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they reported using TF-CBT-specific practice elements. This finding is unsurprising as prior 

research suggests that community clinicians are more likely to use general practice elements 

than EBT-specific practice elements, particularly those involving exposure (Becker-Haimes et 

al., 2017; Olatunji et al., 2009). TF-CBT-specific research has repeatedly evinced this same 

trend, especially with trainer- and trainee-rated adherence to TF-CBT’s model-general 

components (e.g., psychoeducation, relaxation, cognitive coping) versus protocol-differentiating 

components (e.g., trauma narrative, conjoint caregiver-child sessions; Allen et al., 2012; 

Ascienzo et al., 2019; Hanson et al., 2014; Woody et al., 2015). This difference may exist due to 

common EBT-specific adherence barriers in community settings; such as greater perceived or 

real complexity of EBT-practice elements, lack of funding for EBTs, organizational climates 

unsupportive of EBTs, and foremost a relative lack of EBT-specific training, supervision, and 

consultation (Aarons, 2005; Asgardy-Eden & Lee, 2012; Beidas et al., 2014, 2015; Frank et al., 

2019; Garland et al., 2010; Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Greer et al., 2013; Gyani et al., 2014; 

Kilbourne et al., 2018; Lang & Connell, 2016; Land et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2015; Ramanadhan 

et al., 2012; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Shiner et al., 2013; Weiner et al., 2009; Weissman et al., 

2006). Yet, even during and after training, community therapists routinely are viewed (by 

themselves and their trainers) as having less competence with TF-CBT-specific versus general 

practice elements (Espeleta et al., 2021; Hanson et al., 2014; Woody et al., 2015), which may 

explain post-training differences in adherence from this and past TF-CBT studies. Collectively, 

these findings highlight the need to identify, improve, and implement training models and post-

training implementation strategies that focus on improving fidelity to EBT-specific practice 

elements. This is especially vital in the case of TF-CBT, as optimal client outcomes require 

therapist fidelity foremost to its protocol-specific components (Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; 

Deblinger et al., 2011; Espeleta et al., 2021).  

Fortunately, the present study provides some of the first evidence that LCs (and 

specifically CBLCs) may significantly improve TF-CBT-specific adherence, while not sacrificing 



 

 
 

95 

adherence to evidence-based but general (i.e., non-protocol-differentiating) practice elements. 

Namely, pre- to post-CBLC changes in adherence ratings varied significantly by adherence type 

(i.e., general and TF-CBT specific). As hypothesized, therapist-reported adherence to TF-CBT-

specific practice elements with their child trauma cases improved significantly, pre- to post-

CBLC, to a moderate degree; whereas; reported adherence to general practice elements also 

increased, but only to a trivial, marginally significant degree. Moreover, the gap between 

reported general and TF-CBT-specific adherence shrunk pre- to post-CBLC from a large to 

small difference, to the extent that therapists, on average, reported using both evidence-based 

general and TF-CBT-specific practice elements with most of their child trauma cases, post-

CBLC. Overall, these findings mirror those reported by Hanson et al. (2019), which used a 

related, though larger, sample of therapists (i.e., 136 versus 86) from Project BEST’s Phase-3 

CBLCs, and found significant, moderate pre- to post-CBLC gains in reported adherence to TF-

CBT-specific practice elements (e.g., trauma-related exposures: d = 0.52, trauma 

psychoeducation: d = 0.68) with small, significant gains in reported general adherence (d = 

0.26). Findings from these two studies are the first to simultaneously examine pre- to post-

training changes in general and protocol-specific adherence in the context of either TF-CBT or a 

LC. As previously noted, they also suggest that LCs (or at least CBLCs) can improve EBT-

specific adherence (at least for TF-CBT) while not diluting use of adherence to more general, 

common elements of evidence-based treatment (at least with child trauma cases and per 

therapist-report). Moreover, past research suggests that the CBLC-related gains in adherence, 

at least overall (versus protocol-specific or general), were significantly sustained at a 2–4-year 

follow-up (Helseth et al., 2020).  

Despite such convergent, promising results, it remains unknown exactly how and which 

CBLC components may have contributed to the above improvements in reported adherence. 

Notably, the CBLCs not only trained clinicians in TF-CBT-specific skills and reduced individual 

barriers to adherence (e.g., lack of EBT-specific knowledge and/or training [Frank et al., 2019; 
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Kilbourne et al., 2018; Weissman et al., 2006]), but also targeted organizational factors to 

reduce intra- and inter-agency barriers to TF-CBT implementation (Hanson et al., 2018; Helseth 

et al., 2020). For instance, the CBLCs’ Learning Sessions (paired with Pre-Work) were designed 

and implemented by TF-CBT national trainers using best-practice adult educational strategies 

that combined TF-CBT-specific didactic and experiential learning exercises that were role-

specific (Dunst & Trivette, 2009; Stuart et al., 2004; see Hanson et al., 2019). For clinicians, this 

curriculum not only targeted clinicians’ cognitive ability to adherently use TF-CBT-specific 

practices (e.g., TF-CBT knowledge), but also their motivation to do so (as the learning sessions 

provided rationale for using TF-CBT, including its evidence-base). The inclusion of 

interdisciplinary brokers and senior leaders to learning sessions may have helped foster pre- to 

post-CBLC improvements in organizational support for TF-CBT (Helseth et al., 2020) and 

interdisciplinary collaboration (Hanson et al., 2019). Apart from learning sessions, subsequent 

action periods offered therapists the opportunity to practice implementing TF-CBT from start to 

finish with multiple training cases. During these training cases, adherence was putatively 

supported via consultation calls with TF-CBT-experts–just as brokers and senior leaders 

received role-specific consultation that included a focus on how to support therapists’ fidelitous 

implementation of TF-CBT. Finally, as may have been the case for change in supervision 

content, weekly metrics assessing therapist fidelity (including adherence to TF-CBT-specific 

practice elements with training cases) may have led to increased introspection on the part of the 

therapists, subsequently leading them (and their agency administrators) to actively work on TF-

CBT-specific adherence areas in need of improvement. Notably, these same CBLC components 

may have improved supervisors’ motivation, ability, and efforts to improve their supervisees’ TF-

CBT-specific adherence over the course of the CBLC. 

Relation Between Supervision and Adherence  

As hypothesized, the CBLC-related improvements in reported supervision content 

significantly predicted the aforementioned gains in reported adherence. Also as hypothesized, 
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results indicated that TF-CBT-specific rather than general supervision content was the strongest 

predictor of pre- to post-CBLC improvements in adherence. Namely, increases in both types of 

reported supervision content (i.e., TF-CBT-specific and general) uniquely predicted increases in 

therapist-reported general adherence, both to a significant, moderate degree. In contrast, only 

pre- to post-CBLC gains in reported TF-CBT-specific content significantly predicted 

improvements in TF-CBT-specific adherence; whereas, the relation between general 

supervision content and TF-CBT-specific adherence was trivial and nonsignificant.  

These findings are consistent with past research that supports a positive, causal link 

between supervision quality and EBT-specific fidelity (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Mannix et al., 

2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Sholomskas et al., 2005). For example, 

Schoenwald and colleagues’ (2009) study of MST training outcomes found that MST-focused–

but not general–supervision content significantly improved community therapists’ MST-specific 

adherence (which in turn directly and indirectly predicted significantly better MST client 

outcomes in terms of internalizing, externalizing, and functional problems). Similar results were 

obtained by Bearman and colleagues’ (2017) experimental study that found that supervision 

with CBT-specific content significantly outperformed SAU (which had more general content and 

less CBT-specific content), to a moderate degree in terms of trainees’ fidelity to a CBT-specific 

practice element. Despite these similarities, the present study is the first to examine the relation 

between training-related changes in TF-CBT-specific supervision and adherence.  

Additionally, the current study is the first to investigate supervision-adherence relations 

in the context of a LC (or CBLC). Notwithstanding, results of the present study also comport with 

multiple RCTs that found that supervision, when preceded by CBT-specific training workshops, 

significantly improves therapists’ CBT-specific fidelity, particularly when compared to therapists 

randomly assigned to either (a) training but no supervision or (b) supervision but no training 

(Mannix et al., 2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016). Thus, the present study’s CBLC-related gains in 

reported TF-CBT-specific adherence were likely due (at least in part) to the synergistic 
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combination of TF-CBT learning sessions followed by TF-CBT-specific supervision (as well as 

TF-CBT consultation and metrics) of TF-CBT training cases during CBLC action periods.  

 As previously noted, CBLC clinical supervisors and supervisees both had the opportunity 

to participate in TF-CBT-focused training activities (i.e., pre-work, learning sessions) to attain 

TF-CBT-specific knowledge and skills. During subsequent action periods, CBLC-trained 

supervisors might have been more likely to proactively offer greater TF-CBT-specific 

supervision, due to increased TF-CBT-specific knowledge, self-efficacy, and perceived 

organization support (Helseth et al., 2020; Pullmann et al., 2018). Meanwhile, supervisees 

engaged in TF-CBT training cases may have been more likely to seek TF-CBT-specific 

supervision, not only from TF-CBT expert consultants, but also from their in-house supervisors 

(Bunger et al., 2019). Thus, supervisors may also have been more likely to reactively provide 

TF-CBT-specific supervision. Whether provided proactively or reactively, this increase in TF-

CBT-specific supervision likely further improved clinicians’ TF-CBT knowledge and self-efficacy. 

This in turn likely helped clinicians more adherently implement what they were taught in CBLC 

training activities and supervision sessions, particularly in regards to TF-CBT-specific practice 

elements–which prior to the CBLC, they likely had limited exposure to or competence delivering 

compared to more general practice elements. During these action periods, consultation calls 

may have further informed supervisees about what type of supervision they should seek for their 

training cases (i.e., TF-CBT-specific content). In a similar vein, expert consultation calls may 

have served to model to supervisors how to provide supervision for TF-CBT cases. Lastly, as 

mentioned previously, metrics could have led to greater self-reflection and subsequent focus on 

areas in need of improvement for both supervision and adherence.  

Although the exact mechanisms of the LC (and their relative import) remain unknown, 

findings from the current study provide further support for the CBLC (and LCs by extension), 

adding to a growing literature base (e.g., Cavaleri et al., 2006, 2010; Duffy et al., 2008; Epstein 

et al., 2008; Epstein et al., 2010a; Epstein et al., 2010b; Gustafson et al., 2013; Haine-Schlagel 
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et al., 2013; Hoffman et al., 2008; Katzelnick et al., 2005; McCarty et al., 2007; Meredith et al., 

2006; Roosa et al., 2011; Rutkowski et al., 2010; Stephan et al., 2011; Strating & Nieboer, 2010; 

Vannoy et al., 2011; Versteeg et al., 2012), particularly for TF-CBT implementation (e.g., 

Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Ascienzo et al., 2019; Barnett et al., 2019; Bunger et al., 2018; 

Cohen et al., 2016; Cohen & Mannarino, 2008; Debliger et al., 2020; Ebert et al., 2012; Hanson 

et al., 2016, 2018, 2019; Helseth et al., 2020; Lang, 2017; Lang et al., 2015; Saunders & 

Hanson, 2014; Sprang et al., 2019; Stewart et al., 2020). Additionally, current results strengthen 

prior research that indicates the importance of EBT-specific supervision to improve and sustain 

EBT-fidelity, post-training (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Mannix et al., 2006; Rakovshik et al., 

2016; Schoenwald et al., 2009; Sholomskas et al., 2005). Concurrently, the present study 

provides the first substantial evidence explicitly linking the LC model with improvements in 

supervision practices–and how these TF-CBT-specific versus general supervision practices may 

promote TF-CBT-specific as well as general adherence. 

Limitations 

Despite the promising aforementioned findings, the current study has several limitations. 

Indeed, one prominent limitation was the present study’s use of archival data from a project that 

was primarily designed for training and implementation purposes, rather than research. As a 

consequence, certain variables were not assessed. For example, the CBLC survey did not have 

supervisees identify their supervisors, which prohibited testing for supervisor-level nesting 

effects or examining convergence in supervisor-supervisee ratings of supervision and/or 

adherence. Moreover, as noted above, participants were not queried on their licensure status, 

making it impossible to know whether or not those who indicated receiving no supervision were 

actually required to do so by law. Furthermore, the TSC-T did not incorporate a measure of 

intensity or time spent on various content items. Therefore, the measure may have not 

adequately captured supervision quality, as intensity of content coverage likely impacts the 

overall quality of supervision. 
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Apart from data that Project BEST did not collect (and thus could not be analyzed by the 

present study), there are notable limitations in the data that were collected and analyzed. First, 

all measures analyzed by the present study (i.e., TSC-T, TPS, quantity items) were therapist-

self-report, and thus did not include any supervisor- or trainer-ratings or observational coding by 

experts. Consequently, the measures used (and their responses) could have been subject to 

several biases, including social desirability, demand characteristics, and beta change (Allen et 

al., 2018; Herschell et al., 2019; Hogue et al., 2015; Martino et al., 2009; Peavey et al., 2014; 

Woody et al., 2015). In regard to the social desirability bias, respondents may have rated 

(consciously or otherwise) their supervisors and themselves more favorably in terms of 

supervision practices and adherence than either actually were, which could have inflated results 

across all CBLC timepoints. As for demand characteristics (APA, 2020), respondents may have 

provided responses in line with what they believed CBLC trainers were seeking (e.g., low levels 

of supervision and/or adherence, particularly on TF-CBT-specific items at the pre-CBLC survey, 

and higher levels of both, post-CBLC). That said, clinicians were not paid or compensated for 

their completion of the CBLC or its surveys, which may have attenuated demand characteristics. 

Furthermore, because these were therapist-report measures and not supervisor- or trainer-

report measures, there is a possibility that respondents–especially pre-CBLC–did not have the 

TF-CBT-specific competence necessary to accurately identify content addressed in supervision 

or their adherent use of specific practice elements, particularly TF-CBT specific ones (Allen et 

al., 2018). As a result, the pre- to post-CBLC improvements in reported adherence and 

supervision content may be inflated (or alternatively attenuated if therapists still lacked requisite 

TF-CBT-specific competence to detect changes in TF-CBT-specific supervision content).  

Relatedly, the present study did not assess supervisor perspectives, either of their 

supervisees (e.g., supervisee adherence, content asked for during supervision) or themselves. 

Regarding the latter, it would have been helpful to examine potential pre- to post-CBLC changes 

in supervisors’ self-efficacy with TF-CBT supervision (CARES Institute, 2013; MUSC, 2017; 
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Pullmann et al., 2018; Woody et al., 2015). Supervisor-report would have been essential to 

measure this personally subjective construct, which cannot be readily assessed indirectly by 

supervisee-report or via expert observation/coding (Allen et al., 2018), but likely still influences 

supervision–and by extension, clinician and client–outcomes (Lucid et al., 2018). 

Apart from rater-specific biases, all of the measures relied upon retrospective recall of 

supervisory practices and adherence during supervision and client sessions occurring over a 3-

month-span. Although it is uncertain whether this would have positively or negatively skewed 

the results at either timepoint, the use of 3-month retrospective recall may have reduced the 

accuracy of results (Allen et al., 2018; Bhar & Beck, 2009; Perepletchikova et al., 2007). Rather, 

accuracy of data (and confidence in their results) could have been improved by using either 

retrospective recall using a shorter timeframe or (even better) prospective recording and/or 

observation of clinician and supervisor practices (e.g., Dorsey et al., 2018; Espeleta et al., 2021; 

Pullmann et al., 2018; see Allen et al., 2018).  

Additionally, individual items and scales used by the present study also had limitations. 

For example, the four quantity measures were all single-item scales that varied greatly in terms 

of scales of measurement (i.e., nominal/dichotomous, ordinal, and ratio/continuous), making it 

challenging to draw solid conclusions from or across these measures. Similarly, anchors on the 

measures that used Likert scales; such as the supervision frequency items (i.e., “never”, 4 = 

“once a week or more”), TPS (i.e., “never” to “most of the time”), and TSC-T (i.e., “none” to 

“81%–100%”); were largely subjective and/or may have truncated the full spectrum of 

experiences.  

A related limitation pertains to the TSC-T’s items and their relative assessment of 

supervision content versus techniques. Namely, four items on the TSC-T contained explicit 

references to either supervision techniques alone or techniques and content, so researchers (as 

previously noted) opted to exclude these four items and only analyze items that were 

exclusively on supervision content. Prima facie, this may have better isolated the potential effect 
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of supervision content (although results did not significantly change with or without these four 

items). However, the fact that almost all of the TSC-T’s items addressed content, but not 

techniques, means it was impossible to know what supervision techniques (per therapist-report 

or otherwise) were being used. Consequently, findings from this study cannot be readily 

compared to others that have examined gold standard versus SAU techniques, either in the 

context of TF-CBT implementation (Dorsey et al., 2018; Pullmann et al., 2018) or with other 

EBTs (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Schoenwald et al., 2008). Additionally, the present study 

could not compare the degree to which supervision techniques versus content (or their 

interaction) uniquely predicted adherence. This is unfortunate, since as previously noted, 

optimal supervision quality likely requires evidence-based techniques focused on evidence-

based content (e.g., Bearman et al., 2017).  

Notwithstanding these limitations related to assessing supervision quality, the present 

study was notable for having a substantial range in therapist-reported adherence and 

supervision content, which is essential for detecting associations between adherence and 

supervision quality. In contrast, the present study’s ability to detect relations between adherence 

and supervision quantity was limited. That is, even though post-hoc analyses indicated that 

neither frequency nor duration of supervision significantly predicted clinician adherence across 

CBLC timepoints, the interpretability of this result is hindered by the restricted variability in the 

sample’s reported supervision frequency and duration. To elaborate, the majority of clinicians 

reported receiving supervision at least 2–3 times a month (85.3%), and of those clinicians, 

approximately 78.9% reported receiving an average of 45 minutes or more per session. Thus, 

the vast majority of clinicians may have been receiving (at both timepoints) a minimally sufficient 

‘dosage’ of supervision quantity, such that the influence of supervision quantity on adherence 

could not be detected. However, if there had been greater variance in supervision quantity 

(either due to natural variance or experimental control), supervision quantity (i.e., duration 

and/or frequency) may have been significantly associated with adherence. Moreover, if the 
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quantity of supervision had been lower (e.g., often occurring less than once a month and only 

for 15-minutes), the relation between supervision quality and adherence likely would have been 

attenuated, as evidence-based supervision content (and techniques) requires at least a 

minimally sufficient level of intensity and time to be efficacious (Dorsey et al., 2018; Lucid et al., 

2018; Pullmann et al., 2018).  

Additionally, the present study’s non-experimental design limits validating the study’s 

hypothesized mechanisms of change (i.e., role of the CBLC in changing supervision quality, and 

the related putative influence of supervision content on adherence, particularly TF-CBT-specific 

aspects). According to Weisz and Kazdin (2017), full validation of a mechanism of change 

requires demonstrating a statistically and practically significant covariation, non-spuriousness 

(i.e., ruling-out alternative plausible processes not associated with said change), scientific 

plausibility (i.e., comports with larger scientific literature and validated theories), temporality (i.e., 

changes in the proposed mediator or mechanism occur before changes in an outcome variable), 

and experimental manipulation, including testing of gradient or dosage effects of the 

mechanisms. Importantly, the present study does demonstrate scientific plausibility and 

temporality in regard to observed changes in supervision (i.e., general and TF-CBT specific) 

and adherence (i.e., general and TF-CBT specific). However, temporality was not demonstrated 

in analyses examining how change in supervision (i.e., general and TF-CBT specific) predicted 

change in adherence (i.e., general and TF-CBT specific), as difference scores were utilized, 

collapsing timepoints. Furthermore, control conditions were not employed, nor was manipulation 

of supervision, including gradient manipulation. Taken together, the present study provides 

preliminary support for supervision acting as a mechanism of change for adherence; however, 

further research is necessitated to affirm findings. 

Contrastingly, neither change in therapist competence nor change in client outcomes 

were examined. For competence, ample prior research investigated how in-house supervision 

may improve therapist competence (e.g., Alfonsson et al., 2017; Bearman et al., 2017; Beidas & 
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Kendall, 2010; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Cox et al., 2019; Funderburk et al., 2015; Herschell 

et al., 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; Milne, 2007; Perepletchikova et al., 2007; Powell et al., 

2015; Roth et al., 2010; Rousmaniere et al., 2016; Scaife & Inskipp, 2001; Schoenwald et al., 

2013; Spence et al., 2001), including TF-CBT-specific competence (Dorsey et al., 2018; Lucid et 

al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). More pertinently, evidence suggests LCs may improve not only 

TF-CBT adherence but also competence (e.g., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; Cohen & 

Mannarino, 2008; Deblinger et al., 2020; Ebert et al., 2012; Espeleta et al., 2021; Stewart et al., 

2020). However, this study did not investigate competence, and supervision-related 

improvements in adherence without similar gains in competence are unlikely to improve client 

outcomes.  

As for client outcomes, substantial research has demonstrated that supervision (e.g., 

Bambling et al., 2006; Bradshaw et al., 2007; Callahan et al., 2009; Frankel & Piercy, 1990; 

Miller et al., 2004; Schoenwald et al., 2009; cf., Rousmaniere et al., 2016) and adherence (e.g., 

Barber et al., 2007; Collyer et al., 2019; Goense et al., 2016; Rapley & Loades, 2018; Webb et 

al., 2010; Zarafontis-Muller et al., 2014) can improve client outcomes. Moreover, both Amaya-

Jackson et al. (2018) and Espeleta et al. (2021) found positive fidelity-outcome relations for TF-

CBT clients (and both in the context of a LC). However, the present study did not examine the 

relation between therapist TF-CBT adherence and TF-CBT client outcomes, or how supervision 

might moderate that relation. Ultimately, CBLC-related improvements in TF-CBT-specific (or 

general) adherence mean little if these gains do not translate into better client outcomes, 

particularly as remediation of trauma-related sequalae is TF-CBT’s primary goal (as well as the 

ultimate aim of a TF-CBT-focused CBLC),  

Lastly, the present study examined change in reported supervision practices and 

adherence over the course of the CBLC and how those pre- to post-CBLC changes in 

supervision predicted change in adherence. However, the present study did not examine the 

sustainability of pre- to post-CBLC improvements for either variable. Indeed, little is known 
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about the sustainment of LC-related training and implementation gains (Ebert et al, 2012; 

Helseth et al, 2020; Lang et al, 2015, 2016, 2017; Nadeem et al., 2014, 2016). That said, 

Helseth and colleagues (2020) examined therapist-reported TF-CBT adherence (as measured 

by overall TPS scores) among clinicians (i.e., practicing supervisors and non-supervising 

therapists) who participated in one of 10 Project BEST CBLCs. Based on overall TPS scores at 

pre-CBLC, post-CBLC, and a follow-up approximately 21 months after a CBLC, findings 

suggested that overall pre- to post-CBLC gains in TF-CBT adherence were, on average, 

sustained at follow-up (as were other variables related to TF-CBT-specific supervision quality, 

such as perceived organizational support for TF-CBT). However, this study did not examine 

sustainment of supervision practices. In contrast, Ebert et al. (2012) reported that pre- to post-

LC improvements in TF-CBT-focused supervision quantity and quality were sustained at a 1-

year follow-up, though as noted before, their study did not adequately describe their 

measurement and statistical methods. Moreover, neither of the above studies separately 

assessed either types of adherence or supervision (i.e., general and TF-CBT-specific). Given 

these limitations (of present and past research), it is unclear if the pre- to post-CBLC gains in 

adherence and supervision content (TF-CBT-specific or otherwise) were sustained after CBLC 

support ended. Thus, further research in this area is needed to determine whether and what 

additional support may be required post-LC to maintain gains in EBT-specific adherence, 

particularly because the present study’s results suggest supervision only supports EBT-specific 

adherence when its content is EBT-specific. Thus, sustainment of EBT-specific adherence (at 

least for TF-CBT) may likely require continued EBT-specific supervision content.  

To explain, both Mannix and colleagues’ (2006) and Sholomskas and colleagues’ (2009) 

experiments demonstrated that continued in-house supervision post-training not only sustained 

pre- to post-training gains in therapists’ CBT-specific fidelity (and specifically adherence), but 

also led to significantly further post-training improvements during follow-up assessments. Likely, 

this sustainment (much less additional improvement) can be attributed, at least in part, to the 
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post-training persistence of supervision, as compared to terminal training components (e.g., pre-

work, training cases, learning sessions, and consultation calls). In regard to Project BEST’s 

CBLCs, the continuation of supervision post-CBLC may help to sustain the gains in TF-CBT-

specific and general adherence (Helseth et al., 2020), even as the post-CBLC sustained gains 

in agency-level support for TF-CBTs (Helseth et al., 2020) may have helped to sustain TF-CBT-

specific supervision content (Pullmann et al., 2018). Still, subsequent research in this area is 

necessary to definitively show the merits of the CBLC model, and by extension, any related 

gains in EBT-specific supervision and adherence.  

Implications and Future Directions 

 Notwithstanding the above limitations, the present study’s results inform several 

pertinent recommendations not only for TF-CBT supervisors and their supervisees, but also for 

community-based agency administrators and TF-CBT-trainers. To explain, findings from the 

present study provide preliminary support for supervision serving as a mechanism of change for 

improving community therapist’s adherence, particularly within the context of a TF-CBT-focused 

LC. Consequently, findings suggest it would behoove TF-CBT supervisors to focus on TF-CBT-

specific content, rather than general content, during supervision sessions of TF-CBT cases, so 

as to best improve their supervisees’ adherence to TF-CBT’s prescribed general and protocol-

specific practice elements. In a similar vein, TF-CBT clinicians should seek supervision that is 

focused more on TF-CBT-specific, rather than general, content. Still, the ability to provide and 

seek TF-CBT content likely depends respectively on a supervisor’s and supervisee’s TF-CBT-

specific knowledge and competence. Therefore, senior leaders of agencies providing TF-CBT 

should facilitate organizational support for TF-CBT (and EBTs in general), including engaging in 

evidence-based training strategies, including those that comprise LCs (e.g., interdisciplinary 

pre-work, learning sessions, action periods with training cases, consultation, and metrics). 

Relatedly, TF-CBT trainers should focus efforts on promoting TF-CBT-specific supervision 

content in trainings. While these empirically informed recommendations are most applicable to 
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TF-CBT, as that was the present study’s EBT of focus, they may also generalize to other 

treatment protocols and models, particularly given similar findings with other CBT, non-trauma-

focused EBTs (e.g., Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Mannix et al., 2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016; 

Schoenwald et al., 2009; Sholomskas et al., 2005). However, future research is necessitated to 

confirm the generalizability of these findings.  

 Relatedly, replications are needed to further validate the study’s identified mechanisms 

(Weisz & Kazdin, 2017), and such efforts should attempt to overcome the present study’s 

aforementioned limitations. For instance, future studies should query participants on their 

licensure status, so as to evaluate whether or not clinicians not receiving supervision are legally 

required to do so. Additionally, future researchers may add an intensity scale to the TSC-T to 

account for the time/intensity with which certain content is covered in supervision. Further, 

researchers should have clinicians identify their supervisors, so as to account for supervisor-

level nesting effects. Moreover, future studies should include supervisor-ratings of supervision 

and adherence, as well as self-efficacy, so as to 1) account for supervisors’ unique 

perspectives, 2) examine convergence of supervisor-supervisee ratings of supervision and 

adherence, and 3) account for supervisees’ potential lack of competence in accurately 

identifying content addressed in supervision or their relative adherent use of practice elements, 

particularly protocol-specific ones that may be especially unfamiliar to supervisees. 

Beyond supervisor-reports, future studies should also include direct observational 

measures of both supervision practices and therapist adherence. Direct observational measures 

would ideally involve extensively trained, independent raters, who are TF-CBT treatment 

experts and blind to study conditions and hypotheses (Allen et al., 2018; Barber & Crits-

Christoph, 1996; Breitenstein et al., 2010). By incorporating these raters, aforementioned biases 

(e.g., social desirability and demand characteristics) would be reduced. Furthermore, evidence 

supports direct observations as yielding more valid data, as compared to self-report measures 

(e.g., Allen et al., 2018; Breitenstein et al., 2010; Perepletchikova et al., 2007). Moreover, direct 
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observational measures would remedy the aforementioned problem of delayed recall on the part 

of therapists, as they can occur live or retrospectively through audio- or video-recordings (Allen 

et al., 2018; Bhar & Beck, 2009). Similarly, direct observational measures could remedy 

problems related to the subjectivity of anchors for individual items.  

More than just improving upon measures, future researchers should advance the current 

findings with improved study designs. Namely, they should conduct experimental studies, which 

utilize control conditions, better establish a timeline in which the proposed mechanism (i.e., 

changes in supervision, both general and EBT-specific) precedes putative effects (i.e., changes 

in adherence, both general and EBT-specific), and/or manipulate the proposed mechanism(s), 

including testing of gradient or dosage effects (Weisz & Kazdin, 2017). By conducting 

experiments in this way, future results may more definitively validate supervision as a 

mechanism of change for adherence, as the present study alone only provides promising, yet 

still preliminary evidence. 

Additionally, future research should investigate four areas not covered in the current 

study, including supervisory techniques, treatment competence, client outcomes, and 

sustainment. First, as the current study focused on supervision content rather than techniques, 

future research should investigate whether implementation models such as LCs also improve 

supervision techniques (e.g., general and gold standard), and whether these potential changes 

also significant predict change in therapist adherence (i.e., general and EBT-specific). Such an 

inquiry would be particularly germane, as prior research suggests a significant, positive relation 

between gold-standard supervision techniques and EBT-specific adherence, both within the 

context of TF-CBT implementation (Dorsey et al., 2018; Pullmann et al., 2018) and more 

broadly (Bearman et al., 2013, 2017; Schoenwald et al., 2008). Moreover, comparisons 

between the degree to which supervision techniques versus content (or their interaction) 

uniquely predicts adherence could be made. 
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Future research also should examine if and how changes in supervision practices (i.e., 

general and TF-CBT-specific) predict changes in clinician competence, both general and TF-

CBT-specific) over the course of a LC. This research would be particularly salient, as the 

competency movement has become a highly relevant topic in mental healthcare, pushing for 

increased accountability and advocacy in terms of training and supervisory practices rooted in 

empirical research (APA, 2014). Moreover, such research may inform shifts towards a more 

competency-based approach to supervision, which is defined as:  

A metatheoretical approach that explicitly identifies the knowledge, skills, and attitudes 

that comprise clinical competencies, informs learning strategies and evaluation 

procedures, and meets criterion-referenced competence standards consistent with 

evidence-based practices (regulations), and the local/cultural clinical setting (APA Board 

of Education Affairs, 2014).  

Furthermore, as previously noted, there is already substantial evidence to support in-house 

supervision improving therapist competence (e.g., Alfonsson et al., 2017; Bearman et al., 2017; 

Beidas & Kendall, 2010; Bernard & Goodyear, 2014; Cox et al., 2019; Funderburk et al., 2015; 

Herschell et al., 2010; Kavanagh et al., 2008; Milne, 2007; Perepletchikova et al., 2007; Powell 

et al., 2015; Roth et al., 2010; Rousmaniere et al., 2016; Scaife & Inskipp, 2001; Schoenwald et 

al., 2013; Spence et al., 2001), including TF-CBT-specific competence (Dorsey et al., 2018; 

Lucid et al., 2018; Pullman et al., 2018). Additionally, prior evidence supports LCs in improving 

not only TF-CBT-specific adherence but also competence (e.g., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; 

Cohen & Mannarino, 2008; Deblinger et al., 2020; Ebert et al., 2012; Espeleta et al., 2021; 

Stewart et al., 2020). Nevertheless, further investigation is necessary to determine whether 

supervision is a mechanism of change by which to improve therapist competence, particularly 

because adherence alone is unlikely to improve client outcomes.  

Additionally, researchers should investigate how changes in fidelity, including general 

and TF-CBT-specific adherence and/or competence, influence client outcomes. As the CBLC 
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from the present study was concerned with promoting TF-CBT as an EBT for child traumatic 

stress, it is vital that future research validate mechanisms of change (e.g., adherence) that 

ultimately improve client outcomes, particularly within the context of a LC or other 

implementation model. Furthermore, as prior LC research (e.g., Amaya-Jackson et al., 2018; 

Espeleta et al., 2021) has demonstrated positive fidelity-outcome relations for TF-CBT clients in 

the context of a LC, future research may add to the literature by examining supervision as a 

mediator or moderator for this relation.  

Lastly, the present study only examined pre- to post-CBLC changes in reported 

supervision practices and adherence. As previously noted, future studies should investigate 

whether and how these provisional improvements were sustained. Future examination of 

sustainment is particularly important because little remains known about the sustainment of LC-

related training and implementation gains (Ebert et al, 2012; Helseth et al, 2020; Lang et al, 

2015, 2016, 2017; Nadeem et al., 2014, 2016). Notwithstanding, some evidence supports 

sustainment of CBLC-related gains in TF-CBT adherence and organizational support (Helseth 

et al., 2020) as well as supervision’s ability to sustain if not further improve EBT-specific fidelity, 

post-training (Mannix et al., 2006; Rakovshik et al., 2016). Still, further research is needed to 

clarify these outcomes and their relative robustness across EBTs and implementation contexts.  

Conclusion 

Despite the aforementioned limitations and areas for future research, the present study 

presents novel findings, suggesting supervision may serve as a mechanism of change for 

therapist adherence within the context of a CBLC. More specifically, results of this study 

suggest LC models, and particularly CBLCs, may not only significantly improve the quality (i.e., 

increased EBT-specific content) of in-house supervision in community-based settings, but also 

therapist adherence to targeted LCs (i.e., TF-CBT). Moreover, these improvements in 

supervision content, particularly EBT-focused content, significantly predicted CBLC-related 

gains in therapist adherence, both general and EBT-specific. Still, these findings are preliminary 
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and further research is necessitated to more definitively affirm the above findings. Nevertheless, 

results of the current study suggest dissemination and implementation initiatives should focus 

on EBT-specific supervision content, as opposed to general content, in order to best support 

improvement in therapist adherence to both evidence-based general and EBT-specific practice 

elements. 
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Appendix A 

Tables and Figures 

Table 1 
 
Pre- to Post-Community-Based Learning Collaborative (CBLC) Changes in Therapist-Reported 
Supervision Quantity and Quality 
 

Supervision Quantity   

Variable Pre-CBLC Post-

CBLC 

    

Frequencya M (SD)  M (SD)  Z  p r 

Planned 2.8 (0.9)  2.9 (0.9)   0.36   .72  .04 

Unplanned 3.2 (0.9)  2.9 (1.1) -2.27   .02 -.24 

       

 M (SD)  M (SD)  t df p d 

Duration (min)a 63.4 

(30.1) 
53.9 (16.0) 

 2.83 86  .006  0.38 

       

 Supervision Content   

TSC-Tb M(SD) M(SD) t df p d 

General 3.1 (0.9) 3.1 (0.8) -0.13 85 .45 -0.01 

TF-CBT-Specific 2.3 (1.2) 3.0 (0.9)  1.20 85 <.001  0.56 

  

 Therapist Adherence  

TPSb M(SD) M(SD) t df p d 

General 3.6 (1.1) 3.8 (0.9)  4.87 85 .08  0.15 

TF-CBT-Specific 3.1 (1.0) 3.6 (0.9)  1.42 85 <.001  0.53 

 

Note. TF-CBT = Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavior Therapy. TSC-T = TF-CBT Supervision 
Checklist–Therapist Report. TPS = TF-CBT Practices Scale. a n = 87, b n = 86. 
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Figure 1 

Changes in Therapist-Reported General and TF-CBT-Specific Supervision, Pre- to Post-
Community-Based Learning Collaborative (CBLC) 

 

 
Note. This figure illustrates pre- to post-CBLC changes in therapist-reported general and TF-
CBT-specific supervision content (as measured by standardized subscale scores of the TF-CBT 
Supervision Checklist–Therapist Report [TSC-T]).  
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Figure 2 

Changes in Therapist-Reported General and TF-CBT-Specific Adherence with Child Trauma 
Cases, Pre- to Post-Community-Based Learning Collaborative (CBLC) 
 

 
Note. This figure illustrates pre- to post-CBLC changes in therapist-reported percentage of their 
child trauma cases with which they used general and TF-CBT-specific practice elements (as 
measured by standardized subscale scores of the TF-CBT Practices Scale [TPS]).  
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Appendix B 

TF-CBT Supervision Checklist Therapist Report (TSC-T) 

Rate how frequently the following things occurred during supervision provided by your agency: 

1 = Never 2 = Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4 = Often 5 = Most of the time 

1. An agenda for each supervision session was established.  

2. Supervisor reviewed your specific treatment goals for parent sessions. 

3. Supervisor reviewed your specific treatment goals for child sessions. 

4. Supervisor reviewed your specific treatment goals for joint parent-child sessions. 

5. Supervisor reviewed the client homework you assigned. 

6. Supervisor followed up on recommendations made during the previous supervision session. 

7. Supervisor did co-therapy with you as part of supervision. 

8. Supervisor provided specific positive feedback when you described using TF-CBT strategies 

appropriately. 

9. Supervisor helped you with how to help your clients complete their trauma narratives. 

10. Supervisor encouraged the regular use of standardized measures of symptoms and problems to 

assess client progress in therapy. 

11. Supervisor asked you to role-play or practice a TF-CBT technique in supervision. 

12. Supervisor explained and described TF-CBT techniques in sufficient detail for you to do them in 

therapy. 

13. Supervision sessions were collaborative and encouraged your critical thinking about your cases. 

14. Supervisor was encouraging when you considered creative ways to implement a TF-CBT 

component or technique. 

15. Supervisor provided guidance on scoring and interpreting standardized measures of symptoms 

and problems. 

16. Supervisor was well-organized, well-prepared, and engaged in the supervision sessions. 

17. Supervisor regularly reviewed your progress through the TF-CBT PRACTICE components with 

each of your cases. 

18. Supervisor listened to audiotapes or viewed videotapes of some of your therapy sessions. 

19. Techniques were discussed to encourage greater family engagement and participation in 

therapy. 
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20. Supervisor helped you manage “crisis of the week” (COW) situations and stay on track working 

through the TF-CBT PRACTICE components. 

21. Supervisor helped you find solutions to logistical and administrative barriers that impeded 

treatment participation, engagement, and progress. 

22. Supervisor provided specific constructive feedback when you had difficulty doing TF-CBT 

techniques. 

23. Supervisor helped you prioritize your interventions when clients had many problems. 

24. Supervisor encouraged you to complete the TF-CBT treatment protocol in about 16 sessions or 

less. 

25. Supervisor divided time effectively between reviewing cases that were responding well and 

those that were more difficult or complex. 

26. Supervisor encouraged the application of TF-CBT interventions to both the abuse-related and 

non-abuse-related symptoms and problems your clients experienced. 

27. Supervisor demonstrated knowledge and skill in teaching and supervising TF-CBT. 

28. Client outcomes were discussed in observable and measurable terms. 

29. Supervision was very useful. 

 
Note. The general subscale includes items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 23, 25, 28, and 29. 
The protocol-specific subscale includes items 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 26, and 27. Items 
assessing gold-standard techniques that were excluded were items 7, 10, 11, and 18. 
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Appendix C 

Therapist Practices Scale (TPS) 

Throughout this questionnaire, please think about the clinical cases that you have seen as a 
therapist over the past 3 months in which the primary focus of treatment was helping a child or 
adolescent with symptoms or problems related to having experienced traumatic events such as 
abuse or violence.  The following questions are about what you did in therapy with those child 
trauma cases.  
 
In what percentage of the child trauma cases you saw in the past 3 months did you use each of 
the following procedures?  
 

0 1 2 3 4 

None 1%–20% 21%–40% 61%–80% 81%–100% 

 

1. Established an agenda and structure for each therapy session. 

2. Provided specific information about the types of traumatic event(s) the child has 

experienced. 

3. Taught the child to identify people, places, or situations that could be dangerous. 

4. Helped the child and parent to expand their vocabularies to describe emotions. 

5. Helped the child and parent understand the connection between thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviors. 

6. In more than one session, directly discussed with the child specific details of what 

happened during the child’s traumatic event(s). 

7. Explained the rationale and benefits of the intervention and described the treatment 

approach. 

8. Talked about ways the child can keep safe in the future.  

9. Helped the child identify and correct maladaptive thoughts. 

10. Discouraged caregivers from talking with their child about the traumatic event(s) he/she 

experienced. 

11. Regularly assigned homework or activities to complete for the next session. 

12. In more than one session, encouraged the child to describe thoughts, feelings, or 

sensations experienced during the traumatic event(s) or related experiences. 

13. Taught parenting strategies to enhance the parent/child relationship, such as active 

listening, free play, differential attention, and effective instructions. 

14. Allowed the child or their supportive parent to lead or direct most of the sessions.  

15. Helped the child and parent understand that negative feelings after traumatic event(s) 

happen with a lot of people. 
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16. Provided education about OK touches, not OK touches, and confusing touches. 

17. Used imaginary or in-vivo exposure to help the child cope with traumatic reminders. 

18. Conducted a joint session with the parent and child to talk about the traumatic event(s). 

19. For many of the sessions, dealt with crises or events that happened to the child in the 

past week or two. 

20. Taught the child about positive things they could say to themselves to feel better. 

21. Taught the child to tell a trusted adult if someone hurts them or if they see someone else 

being hurt. 

22. Taught the child to tighten and relax their muscles to feel less tense. 

23. Taught the child to think of or imagine something positive, like a pleasant place, person, 

or situation. 

24. Discussed the use of effective discipline strategies, such as proper use of time out, work 

chores, privilege losses, and active ignoring. 

25. Taught the child to breathe deeply and exhale slowly to feel calmer. 

26. Taught anger management skills. 

27. Discouraged caregivers from disciplining their child when he/she becomes upset or 

misbehaves. 

28. Helped the child do an activity, such as writing a book, drawing a set of pictures, or 

writing poems or songs that describe the traumatic event(s) and the child’s reactions. 

29. Observed the child’s play activity to understand what was bothering them. 

30. In more than one session, practiced using coping skills to deal with trauma reminders or 

trauma related distress. 

31. Played a fun activity (e.g., board game, videogame) without any discussion of the 

traumatic event(s). 

32. Discussed with parents how to use a behavioral reward system. 

33. Had the parent and child discuss the traumatic event(s). 

34. Used games, books, art, or play materials to facilitate discussion of the traumatic 

event(s) with the child. 

35. Allowed the child to choose whether or not they talked about the traumatic event(s). 

36. Encouraged the child to stop thinking about things that made them upset by thinking of 

other things. 

37. Saw only the child in most sessions. 

38. Taught parents to use praise effectively. 

39. Often stopped talking about the traumatic event(s) because the child became distressed. 
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40. Encouraged child to engage in a cathartic exercise to vent their negative feelings about 

the trauma or the offender (e.g., tearing up paper, destroying an object). 

 
Note. The general subscale includes items 1, 7, 11, 14, 19, 31, and 37. The protocol-specific 
subscale includes items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, and 40. Items 10, 14, 19, 27, 29, 35, 37, 39, and 40 
were reverse coded.  
 

 


