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Abstract

The School Refusal Assessment Scale (SRAS) wasogeekto identify four factors that
might maintain a youth’s school attendance proli8&P) and thus be targeted in treatment.
There is still limited support for the 4-factor nrednherent to the SRAS and its revision
(SRAS-R). Recent studies indicate problems withwbeding of 8 items added to the SRAS
to form the SRAS-R. We examined the factorial vlidf an adapted item set comprising 16
of the 24 SRAS-R items and 8 items developed fisrdtudy. The 8 items paralleled the
content of the SRAS-R items being replaced but wes® complex and ambiguous. Data
were gathered from 199 youth with a SAP and 13&mgar CFA of the adapted item set
supported a 4-factor model. Internal consistentgbidity of the subscales was higher than is
commonly reported in SRAS-R studies. Concurrentitglwas supported by associations
between the four factors and measures of intetingliar externalizing behavior. The adapted
SRAS-R may help professionals reliably assessdiagive strength of factors maintaining
SAPs. This is one of the few studies conductedpaddently of the instrument’s developer
and in a school culture different to that whereittsgrument is usually tested.
Keywords:absenteeism; school attendance problem; functessdssment; School Refusal

Assessment Scale — Revised; treatment utility
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Functional assessment of school attendance problems

An adapted version of the School Refusal AssessBeaie — Revised

School non-attendance has been shown to affectimgaand achievement (Carroll,
2010) and to place youltlat risk for early school drop-out (Christle, Jelite, & Nelson,
2007) and drug use (Henry & Huizinga, 2007). Naeradance can seriously disrupt a young
person’s social-emotional development (e.g., Gdil2001; Hersov, 1990; Malcolm,
Wilson, Davidson, & Kirk, 2003) and many youth wdlfficulty attending school meet
diagnostic criteria for internalizing and/or extalining disorders (Heyne & Sauter, 2013).
Family functioning can also be affected by a yopegson’s difficulty going to school
(e.g., Kearney & Bensaheb, 2006; McAnanly, 1986).

Youth are identified as having a school attendgumoblem (SAP) contingent upon
the legitimacy and amount of their non-attendamt®yfe, Sauter, & Maynard, 2015).
Legitimate absences are those that are agreedhypsechool and parents (e.g., because of
iliness or religious holidays) and can be compeatsadr (e.g., with extra classwork). Criteria
for determining whether the amount of non-attendas@roblematic have been presented by
Kearney (2008a): “(1) missed at least 25% of tethlool time for at least 2 weeks, (2) severe
difficulty attending classes for at least 2 weekthwignificant interference in a child’s or
family’s daily routine, and/or (3) absent for aa$e 10 days of school during any 15-week
period while school is in session” (p. 265). Acaogito the second criteria, some youth who
are not absent from school may fulfil criteria 6AP based on their difficulty attending.

Treatment-Relevant Differences among Youth with Sabol Attendance Problems
The successful treatment of school attendance gmub(SAPS) is an important task.

Burke and Silverman (1987) recognized the need figorous system to determine
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treatment-relevant differences among youth with SAfearney and Silverman (1990) then

proposed a functional analytic model of school safubehavior, with school refusal behavior
encompassing the two types of SAPs commonly knaanuancy and school refusal (Heyne
& Sauter, 2013). In the functional analytic modkg four hypothesized reasons for the
maintenance of a young person’s SAP are: (1) ancilaf school-related stimuli that
provoke a sense of general negative affectivity AAN2) escape from aversive social and/or
evaluative situations at school (ESE); (3) purstisittention from significant others (PA);
and (4) pursuit of tangible reinforcement outsiflehe school setting (PTR). The ANA and
ESE functional conditions represent negative reggment of school refusal behavior and
the PA and PTR functional conditions representtp@sreinforcement of the behavior
(Kearney & Silverman, 1990).

The School Refusal Assessment Scale (SRAS; Ked&r&ilwverman, 1993)
embodied Kearney and Silverman’s (1990) model.Raned youth versions included 16
items to measure the four functional conditionghérapist guide and parent workbook link
the four conditions with corresponding cognitivereioral treatment recommendations
(Kearney & Albano, 2007a;b). Case studies (e.garfita, Albano, Heimberg, & Barlow,
1996; Kearney, 2002a; Kearney, Pursell, & AlvaX)1; Kearney & Silverman, 1990) and
a small controlled study (Kearney & Silverman, 1p88cument positive outcomes following
treatment guided by SRAS data. These accounts duppdreatment utility of the SRAS.
That is, the instrument seems to help clinicianplegnappropriate interventions. The extent
to which an instrument has treatment utility istoagent in part on its psychometric
properties (Hayes, Nelson, & Jarrett, 1987). Faneple, if an instrument reliably measures
the constructs it is intended to measure thennreat-related decisions based on

measurement of those constructs are more likebgtappropriate.
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Construct validity of the SRAS and SRAS-R

There is some support for the construct validityhef SRAS. Kearney and Silverman
(1993) found a significant correlation betweenitbens of the two negative reinforcement
conditions, a significant correlation between tieenis of the two positive reinforcement
conditions, and a non-significant correlation betwéhe combined negative reinforcement
conditions and the combined positive reinforcenoamditions. A small study evaluating the
German version of the SRAS yielded similar res{@t¢ermeyer, Schmidt, & Blanz, 1994).
On the other hand, Higa, Daleiden, and Chorpit®22@ound a weak and non-significant
correlation between the items of the two positei@fiorcement conditions. They also found
an unexpected significant correlation between theéhdition and the negative
reinforcement conditions. Further, low to modeiaternal consistency reliability was found
for the four functional conditions of the Frenchrsien of the SRAS (alphas ranged between
0.29 and 0.67; Brandibas, Jeunier, Gaspard, & Btéira001).

To improve the psychometric properties of the SR&Grney (2002b) revised the
instrument. Firstly, the original 16 items were nfied to varying degrees. For example, the
categorical sentence stem “Do you ...” was changéHdoav often ...” and the constructs
measured in some items (e.g., “Are you afraid eftdachers or others at school”) were
replaced with other constructs (e.g., “How oftenyda stay away from school because you
will feel sad or depressed if you go?”). Secondlght new items were added, two per
functional condition. The revised instrument (SRRpBthus has 24 items. Principal
components factor analysis of the youth versiotdgig a 3-factor structure (Kearney,
2002b). With a few exceptions, items associate thié ANA and ESE functional
conditions clustered together in one factor anthst@ssociated with the PA and PTR

conditions clustered together in two separate factéor Kearney, failure to find a 4-factor
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solution raised the question of whether it is galesor useful to differentiate between the

first and second hypothesized conditions.

Four confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) studiestioé 24-item SRAS-R have since
been conductédKearney (2006) administered the instrument tattypwhose primary
problem was school refusal behavior, and to thasiepts. A 4-factor model was supported
following the removal of two youth items and thpseent items. (See Table 1 for an
overview of the items removed in the context offtine CFA studies.) Each removed item
came from the group of eight items added to the SRAform the SRAS-R. Kearney pointed
to problems with the wording of some of the remoienhs. He suggested, for example, that
item 20 might be confusing and that item 24 mighpboblematic because of the comparison
to other children.

Lyon (2010) administered the SRAS-R to youth natassarily displaying
problematic levels of absenteeism. The parent @ersi the SRAS-R was not administered.
The best fit for the youth data was a 4-factor nadevhich three items were removed and
the errors of two items were allowed to covary. hyimilarly pointed to the problematic
wording of items, such as items 17 and 18 whichrbegth the conditional wording ‘if".

Richards and Hadwin (2011) elicited the respon$geuth from a typical school
population. Again, the parent version was not adstened. A 3-factor model provided the
best fit for the youth data following the removall@ items, including seven of the eight
items added to the SRAS to form the SRAS-R. Thearehers argued that ambiguity in item
wording played a large role in the emergence e@ictof structure different from that intended
by Kearney (2002b).

Haight, Kearney, Hendron, and Schafer (2011) adstaéred the SRAS-R to youth

referred to school-based truancy programs or atyaourt because of problematic
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absenteeism, and to their parents or guardians4faetor model was supported when two

youth items and four parent items were removed.Wdreling of the items added to the
SRAS was called into question. It was suggestedgXample, that the hypothetical nature of
some items may have lead to an inflated variancatings.

Of the five factor analytic studies of the SRAS-€&cribed above (one principal
components factor analysis and four CFA studieg),yielded a 3-factor solution and three
yielded a 4-factor solution. The studies yieldindr-tactor solution required the removal of
items to achieve good model fit. Indeed, one of¢hstudies (Haight et al., 2011) required the
removal of half of the parent PTR items. On theghieof the available evidence it seems
premature to conclude that the 24 items of the SIRAS8liably measure the four functional
conditions they were intended to measure. This aalb question the use of the SRAS-R to
prescribe treatment because four different treatsname recommended on the basis of
subscale scores (i.e., the four functional condg)o

Concurrent validity of the SRAS and SRAS-R

The concurrent validity of the SRAS was investidgatethree small studies (30-50
participants). Regarding the negative reinforcencentditions, Kearney and Silverman
(1993) reported expected positive correlations betwANA and ESE on the one hand, and
youth and parent reports of youth internalizingdebr on the other hand. Higa and
colleagues (2002) found that ANA and ESE were pait correlated with youth and parent
measures of internalizing behavior for 15 of 22Xwted effects. As expected, the two
negative reinforcement conditions did not correlsithh measures of externalizing behavior.
Brandibas, Jeunier, Clanet, and Fourasté (2004)dftliat the ANA functional condition
correlated positively with youth reports of stahel @rait anxiety. Regarding the positive

reinforcement conditions, youth reports of separainxiety converged with PA (Higa et al.,
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2002) and parent reports of externalizing behastoverged with PA (Kearney &

Silverman, 1993) and PTR (Higa et al., 2002; Kep®&&ilverman, 1993). Results contrary
to expectations were also reported. Kearney anei®ilan (1993) noted that the positive
reinforcement functional conditions correlated nratidy with parent reports of internalizing
behavior and PA correlated with youth reports af f@nd anxiety. In Higa and colleagues’
(2002) study, PA converged with various youth régpof negative affect, depression, and
anxiety (other than separation anxiety) and pargmarts of internalizing behavior.
Moreover, Brandibas et al. (2064pund that separation anxiety was positively datesl

with the PTR functional condition.

Four studies provide modest support for the coraiivalidity of the SRAS-R. Based
on a small sample (between 9 and 28 participakegrney (2002b) found that youth scoring
highest on the negative reinforcement condition fAdhd ESE combined) scored higher on
some self-report measures of internalizing behawaiod youth scoring highest on PTR had
higher parent-reported externalizing behavior. larger study (143 participants), Kearney
and Albano (2004) found predicted relationshipsvieen diagnostic categories and
functional conditions. For example, major depressiisorder was associated more with
ANA, separation anxiety disorder was associatecemath PA, and oppositional defiant
disorder and conduct disorder were associated mitinePTR. In Haight and colleagues’
(2011) study of a large sample (216 participariggdicted associations were largely
supported” (p. 201). By youth reports, ANA predectgeneralized anxiety and depression
and ESE predicted social anxiety. However, ANA gissdicted social anxiety, and
separation anxiety was not predicted by PA alonédpliESE and PA combined, and by ESE
alone. Parent reports of ESE showed expected asi®od with anxious-shy behavior and

social problems, but ESE combined with ANA was alssociated with anxious-shy
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behavior. PTR showed an expected association \pipositional behavior, but the

association was also found when PTR and ANA wenebtoed. The one study not
conducted by the instrument’s author examined tbdiating role of SRAS-R functional
conditions in the link between youth anxiety andcss attendance (Richards & Hadwin,
2011). Modified versiorisof ANA, ESE, and PA were found to be positivelg@sated with
self-reported trait anxiety.
Current Study

Further development and evaluation of the SRASiRmortant. It is one of the few
instruments designed for use among youth with SEPshese, it is the only one which links
assessment results with specific treatment plansir@ial goal was to develop a Dutch
translation of the 24-item SRAS-R. During pilotilhdgpecame clear that there were problems
with the wording of the eight items added to theASRas noted by those who have evaluated
the instrument (i.e., Haight et al., 2011; Kearr2306; Lyon, 2010; Richards & Hadwin,
2011). Other authors have also commented on thdyas@mplex nature of the items (Inglés,
Gonzélvez-Macia, Garcia-Fernandez, Vicent, & Mazivionteagudo, 2015). We therefore
developed eight items measuring the same constadtse items added to the SRAS but
using less complex or ambiguous wording (see Apipeiq

The primary aim of the study reported here was<arene the construct validity of
the SRAS-R when the eight items Kearney (2002bgddd the SRAS were replaced with
the items developed for this study. For compargtiwgoses participants were administered
all items: the ‘original itemsl to 16 (i.e., the first 16 items of the SRAS-Rpdther with
‘items added to the SRA37 to 24, and ‘items developed for this study’ @32. We
hypothesized that Kearney's 4-factor model wouldiygported by CFA when analysing the

original itemstogether with the items developed for this study. (the ‘adapted item set’). It
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was further hypothesized that the set of origiteahs together with the items developed for

this study would yield a better fit to the 4-factoodel than the item set comprising the
original items and the items added to the SRAS (he ‘standard item set’). For the adapted
and standard item sets we also tested a 2-factdelnamd a 3-factor model, given that prior
studies indicated support for the former (Kearne$i&erman, 1993) and the latter
(Kearney, 2002b).

A secondary aim was to examine the concurrent ialkd the adapted item set.
Findings across prior studies of the SRAS and SRASBe highly consistent with respect to
the relationship between ANA, ESE, and internagzsehavior; mixed with respect to PA;
and rather consistent with respect to the relakignsetween PTR and externalizing
behavior. We thus hypothesized that there woulthbdium to large positive correlations
between the ANA and ESE functional conditions adhe hand, and internalizing behavior
on the other hand; small to medium positive cotiets between PA and both internalizing
and externalizing behavior; and medium positivealations between PTR and externalizing

behavior.

Method
Participants
Participants (youth and their parents) were réedun two ways. First, 16
professionals working in mental health serviges Q) or special education services{7)
invited the families of youth identified as haviagsAP to participate. SAP was defined as a
problem attending school regularly, excluding lieggte absences. Second, we drew upon
data pertaining to primary school students whoigpgted in the ‘@School in Rotterdam’

study (Vuijk, Heyne, & van Efferen-Wiersma, 201@daigh school students who
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participated in the ‘Learning Problems and SchoefuRal’ study (Vanheffen, 2011). These

cases were included when teacher, parent, or yofdimation indicated at least 25 percent
non-attendance in the last two weeks and the pcesafira SAP according to one or more of
the following screening criteria: “was reluctantumwilling to attend school”, “found it
difficult to attend school”, “was upset or fearabbout going to school”, “chose to stay away
from school, even though it was not difficult téesd”, “stayed away from school without
the parents’ knowing”, or “unapproved absence”.o&srboth recruitment procedures, cases
were excluded when there was more than one migsimgper SRAS-R functional condition
(9 of 208 youth cases [4%] and 4 of 135 parentfg#]). In total, data from 199 youth

with a SAP were analysed. The mean age of the ywag14.2 yearsSD= 2.3; range 7 to

18 years) and 56% were males. Country of birth thadNetherlands (83.9%), Morocco
(1.5%), Turkey (1.0%), Afghanistan (0.5%), Colom{fieb%), Ecuador (0.5%), England
(0.5%), Iran (0.5%), Pakistan (0.5%), Suriname%®,5Syria (0.5%), or unreported (9.5%).
The data from 131 parents or guardians were alalysed (67.8% mothers, 28.8% fathers,
and 3.4% guardians). Of the 131 cases with data frarents or guardians (hereafter referred
to simply as parents), 26 (19.8%) involved dataftwoth parents.

Measures

School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised.

Youth and parent versions of the SRAS-R were tededland adapted according to
the steps recommended by Van Widenfelt and colles¢2005). Three members of the
translation team independently prepared forwarnastedions of items to Dutch. Discussion
took place to derive a consensual version of e&ch. iBack-translation to English by a
professional translator unfamiliar with the SRASdRvealed that semantic equivalence had

not been achieved for all items. Problematic itemase modified after consultation with the
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developer of the SRAS-R to clarify item intent. écend back-translation conducted by a

specialist in the translation of psychological instents (BvW) indicated that semantic
equivalence had been achieved for all 24 items.

We piloted the SRAS-R with 12 youth and 9 pare@tse third of them reported
difficulty responding to items 17 to 24, the eigkins added to the SRAS to form the
SRAS-R. These items were unclear in meaning awdstdifficult to apply the response
scale to them. The team decided to retain itente P4 because they were in keeping with
the format of the English-language items, and tcetig eight items reflecting the content of
items 17 to 24 but with less complex or ambiguoosdmg. Specifically, items 25 to 28
(developed for the current study) did not contam ¢onditional wording included in items 17
to 20 (added by Kearney [2002b] to form the SRA®g. also reduced the number of
comparatives (“less”; “more”; “easier”; “comparemf)t Among the 8 items Kearney added
to form the SRAS-R, there were four items (17,2@,21) with two comparatives and four
items (19, 22, 23, 24) with one comparative. Nohthe 8 items developed for the current
study contained two comparatives, and four of tli2en 30, 31, 32) contained just one
comparative. For example, we retained item 18 whiak conditional in nature and
contained two comparativedf(it wereeasierfor you to make new friends, would it be
easierfor you to go to school?”) and included our nedveloped item 26 which did not
include conditional wording or comparatives (“Hoftem do you have a problem going to
school because you find it difficult to make frisf®d).

The final youth and parent versions of the expenit@eSRAS-R comprised 32 items:
the first 16 items of the SRAS-R which were basedhe 16 items of the original SRAS
(hereafter ‘original items’ 1 to 16), the 8 itentklad to the SRAS to form the SRAS-R

(hereafter ‘items added to the SRAS’ 17 to 24), &items which paralleled, respectively,
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the content of items 17 to 24 (hereafter ‘itemsaligped for this study’ 25 to 32). All items

were rated on a 7-point scale (from 0 = “neverbtoe “always”). Christopher Kearney,
developer of the SRAS-R, reviewed the second baglskation and approved of the Dutch
translation and the addition of the parallel items
Internalizing and Externalizing Behavior

Youth reports of internalizing behavior were gaéieas follows: anxiety was
measured via the Multidimensional Anxiety Scale@tildren(MASC; March, 1997);
depression was measured via the Children’s Deressventory (CDI; Kovacs, 1992); fear
was measured via the Fear Survey Schedule for €hiRevised (FSSC-R; Ollendick,
1983), using the 12 school-related items (FSSC-R<&hrney, 2007); and emotional
problems were measured via the emotional symptoilnscale of the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, 1997)dpé reports of youth internalizing
behavior were similarly gathered via the emoti@yahptoms subscale of the SDQ. Youth
and parent reports of youth externalizing behawiere gathered via the conduct problems
subscale of the SDQ.
Procedure

Youth recruited via professionals in mental healtlspecial education services were
individually administered the experimental SRAS+RIer the supervision of a psychologist
or school counselor. The participating professistad received written instructions about
identifying youth with SAPs and administering thesgtionnaire. Parents who were present
when their child completed the questionnaire welraiaistered the parent version of the
experimental SRAS-R. If parents were not presetitisttime then the parent questionnaire

was sent home.
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Youth who participated in the ‘@school in Rotterdatady and the ‘Learning

Problems and School Refusal’ study were adminidtdre experimental SRAS-R at school.
In the former study, an MA-level psychology studadininistered the questionnaire with
groups of four or five children, outside of thesdeoom setting. Parents were administered
the questionnaire at school, individually, by tlsgghology student. In the latter study,
adolescents were administered the experimental SRASthe classroom setting and the
parent version was sent home for parents to complet

The measures of internalizing and externalizingalvedr were administered to youth
and parents following administration of the expemtal SRAS-R, with a few exceptions.
For example, youth who participated in the ‘Leagniroblems and School Refusal’'study
were not administered the SDQ. Overall, data rdlaaghe evaluation of concurrent validity
was available for 118 to 150 youth (depending @nntieasure) and 69 parents.

All youth and parents provided informed written sent to participate. The study was
approved by the ethics committee of the Leiden sy Institute of Psychology.
Data Analysis

For cases with no more than one missing item B&SR functional condition,
missing values were replaced with the mean scaorthérespective functional condition, as
recommended by Kearney and Silverman (1993). laf1fhie 199 youth cases (6%) and 5 of
the 131 parent cases (4%) one item was replacéuelyean score for the functional
condition. Two missing values (related to differ&mictional conditions) were replaced in 1
youth case and 2 parent cases, and three misdungs@elated to different functional
conditions) were replaced in 3 youth cases and@npaases.

To examine construct validity, data were analysad3FA using EQS (Bentler &

Wu, 2005). For comparative purposes we modellechnalytic procedure on Kearney (2006)
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and Haight et al. (2011). Like us, these reseascfoetused exclusively on youth with SAPs.

The three goodness-of-fit indices examined weretmeparative fit index (CFl), the
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)thenbot mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). Acceptable goodness-of-fitswlefined as CFI values > .90,
SRMR values < .10, and RMSEA values < .10 (withupper end of the 90% confidence
interval < .10), following Kearney (2006) and Hatigi al. (2011). Model trimming consisted
of the removal of items with the weakest patha iémoved item was one of the items
developed for this study then a subsequent CFAcaaducted with the item replaced by the
corresponding item added to the SRAS, to seesfwluiuld improve model fit.

To examine concurrent validity, Pearson correlati@as used to determine the
strength of association between the functional tmm$ of the adapted item set and
measures of internalizing and externalizing behaviGorrelations less than 0.30 were
considered small, correlations between 0.30 an@l @ete considered medium, and
correlations of 0.50 or greater were consideregel§€ohen , 1988).

Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Adapted Item Se&

To test the first hypothesis, that a 4-factor madelld be supported when analysing
our adapted item set, we analysed the 16 origieals together with the 8 items developed
for this study. Kearney’s (2002b) 4-factor modebvmat supported by all three indices of fit.
The CFI values for youth and parent versions w&®d and .878 respectively, and the SRMR
value for the parent version was not below .10y@m RMSEA values were within the
acceptable level of fit for both the youth vers{a®b4 [.043-.064]) and the parent version

(.082 [.069-.093]).
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The weakest path coefficient for both the youttsi@r (.42) and parent version (.44)

was observed for item 28 (see Appendix A for teenit Its removal resulted in an increased
CFI value for the youth version (.905) and parearsion (.902). These CFI values were only
slightly higher than the conventional rule of thufnb., .90; Hu & Bentler, 1999) and the
SRMR value for the parent version was not below ALCFA was then conducted with item
28 (developed for this study) replaced by item&fded to the SRAS by Kearney [2002b])
because the content of item 20 paralleled the ocbwofetem 28 (see Appendix A). The CFI
values for the youth and parent versions stillrddtlexceed .90.

A new CFA of the adapted item set was conductel ietns 28 and 7 removed.
Item 7 (“How often do you think about your pareatdamily when in school?”) had the
second weakest path coefficient for the youth aarémt versions (.51 and .49 respectively)
and as noted above, item 28 had the weakest pathcoents. With the removal of items 28
and 7 the CFI values for youth and parent versiocreased to .913 and .915, respectively.
The SRMR values were .099 and .085 respectively tlam RMSEA values were .051 (.039-
.062) and .076 (.062-.089) respectively. Thus tf@ctior model was supported by all three
indices of fit for the youth version (see Figureahy the parent version (see Figure 2). The
ANA and ESE functional conditions comprised simgeeach and the PA and PTR
functional conditions comprised five items eaclortrach’s alpha values for these subscales
were .87 (ANA), .82 (ESE), .82 (PA), and .80 (PT&)the youth version, and .93 (ANA),
.93 (ESE), .84 (PA), and .82 (PTR) for the parearsion.

[Insert Figures 1 and 2 here]
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Standard Item Set

To test the second hypothesis, that the adaptedsét would yield a better fit to the

4-factor model than the ‘standard item set’, welys®al the 16 original items together with
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the 8 items added to the SRAS to form the SRASE the standard item set). The 4-factor

model was not supported by all four indices ofSipecifically, the CFI values for the youth
and parent versions were .874 and .857, respegtivel

For the youth data, the two weakest path coeffisiarere observed for items 20 (.24)
and 18 (.30) (see Appendix A for the items). Fer plarent data, the weakest path
coefficients were also observed for items 18 (88%) 20 (.42). When item 20 was removed,
the CFI values for the youth and parent versiong®w&98 and .877. Likewise, when item 18
was removed the CFI values were not above .90. Wees 18 and 20 were both removed
the 4-factor model was supported by all four indio&fit. The respective values for youth
and parent data were .909 and .908 (CFl), .083@8f(SRMR), and.053 (.049-.065) and
.074 (.059-.087) (RMSEA). Cronbach’s alpha valuweslie subscales were .81 (ANA), .79
(ESE), .79 (PA), and .79 (PTR) for the youth vemsiand .90 (ANA), .91 (ESE), .84 (PA),
and .81 (PTR) for the parent version.

We then simultaneously removed items 20 and 7. péisitted comparison with the
results obtained when we analysed the adaptedsié¢nvithout item 28 (which parallels the
content of item 20) and item 7. The 4-factor moda$ supported by all indices of fit for the
youth version (CFI = .907, SRMR = .078, RMSEA =2(Q®40-.063]) but not the parent
version (CFl =.890, SRMR = .086, RMSEA = .083 Pa696]). The Cronbach’s alpha
values for the four subscales of the youth versiere .81 (ANA), .73 (ESE), .79 (PA), and
.79 (PTR).

Additional Analyses of 2-factor and 3-factor models
We also tested the 2-factor model by combining#bgative reinforcement functional

conditions (ANA and ESE) and the positive reinfonest functional conditions (PA and
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PTR). To test the 3-factor model the negative mezédment conditions were combined while

the two positive reinforcement conditions were tiedaas separate factors.

First, we used the entire adapted item set (he.16 original items together with the
8 items developed for this study). Based on thelteseported above (when testing the 4-
factor model) we then did the following: (a) remdveem 28, (b) replaced item 28 with item
20, and (c) removed items 28 and 7. Next, we agdlyise entire standard item set (i.e., the
16 original items together with the 8 items addethe SRAS to form the SRAS-R). We then
compared the effects of removing different item$odlsws: (a) item 20, (b) item 18,

(c) items 18 and 20, and (d) items 7 and 20.

Neither the 2-factor model nor the 3-factor modekwupported by all three indices
of fit. All CFI values were below .90 (range .6%8.881) and all SRMR values were above
.100. In most analyses the RMSEA values were alif/@

Concurrent Validity

Functional conditions comprising items from the@dd item set were correlated
with measures of internalizing and externalizingdaor. The results are presented in
Table 2. All ten correlations between internalizbehavior and the ANA and ESE conditions
were significant, as expected, and all but ondefcorrelations was medium to large (.33 to
.60). Only youth reports of school-related fear$ESR-SI) had a small (.23) albeit
significant correlation with ESE. No measure oémializing behavior was correlated with
the PTR functional condition. As expected, correla between internalizing behavior and
the PA condition were small to medium (.17 to .4%)d all were significant.

With respect to externalizing behavior, youth mpbdad a small significant
correlation with PA and a medium significant coatedn with PTR, as expected.

Unexpectedly, youth reports of externalizing bebaaiso had a small significant correlation
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with ANA. Parent reports of externalizing behaviad a small significant correlation with

PTR, whereas a medium correlation was expected.
Discussion

Kearney (2002b) added 8 items to the SRAS to ftienrSRAS-R but these 8 items
have not been well-supported by research. We plilatel evaluated an adapted item set.
Results of a CFA conducted with this adapted itetrsapported the 4-factor functional
analytic model proposed by Kearney and Silverm@&9@). and further developed by Kearney
(2002b), in line with our first hypothesis. Moreesffically, a 4-factor model was supported
when items 28 and 7 were removed from the youthpament versions. We also evaluated
the standard item set comprising the 24 items®fSRAS-R. The 4-factor model was
supported when items 18 and 20 were removed frenydhth and parent versions. In sum,
the adapted and standard item sets yielded gooelrfibathen two items were removed
from each set. These results do not support ownselsypothesis that the adapted item set
would yield a better fit to the 4-factor model. the same time, the CFl values for the
adapted item set were higher than those for thelatd item set. Further, for the adapted
item set the alpha values for all four youth sulescand for three of the four parent subscales
were higher than the respective alpha values ®staAndard item set.

The adapted and standard item sets employed icutinent study appear to perform
better than the standard item set employed in gtisties. We observed good fit to the
4-factor model following the removal of just twoutb items and two parent items. By
comparison, Kearney (2006) removed two youth itantsthree parent items, Haight et al.
(2011) removed two youth items and four parent geamd Lyon (2010) removed three
youth items and allowed two youth items to co-vaiye alpha values for the subscales

associated with our adapted item set (.80 to .Bthiyouth version and .82 to .93 for the
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parent version) were generally higher than thealghlues reported in prior studies

supporting the 4-factor model (.40 to0.63 [Lyon, @173 to.84 [Haight et al., 2011]; .74 to
.88 [Kearney, 2006]).

Two-factor and 3-factor models were not supportethle adapted item set or the
standard item set. This confirms the notion thatftimctional conditions represented in
Kearney’s (2002b) model are indeed four differeatdrs associated with the maintenance of
school refusal behavior. In effect, we can havatgreconfidence in the likely treatment
utility of the four-factor SRAS-R.

Given our focus on improving the SRAS-R item set,aonsider the performance of
four specific items. Recall that item 28 was rentbfrem the adapted item set to achieve
good model fit. This item parallels the contenitein 20 which is worded as follows:

“Would it be easier for you to go to school if yoould do more things you like to do after
school hours (e.g., being with friends)?” Duringyelepment of the adapted item set, the
meaning of item 20 was considered to be uncleder&bnsultation the researchers
understood item 20 to be about difficulty goingsttnool because, outside of school hours,
one does not get to do many of the things one like®. Consistent with the notion of
truancy (Kearney & Silverman, 1990), the young perabsents himself from school so as to
engage in preferred activities. Parallel item 28 was worded as follows: “How often do
you have a problem going to school because, aftevad hours, you don’t get to do many of
the things you like to do (e.g., being with friejfRIsAfter the development and testing of the
adapted item we noted Kearney’s (2006) suggestianitem 20 is about it being easier to go
to school if more fun things are available in sdhaather than after school. In this case, item

28 could be better worded as: “How often do youehayproblem going to school because,
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when you're at school, you don’t get to do manyhef things you like to do (e.g., being with

friends)?”

Second, item 20 was removed from the standardstto achieve good model fit.
Item 20 was also removed in three CFA studies stipgathe 4-factor model in youth data
(Haight et al., 2011; Kearney, 2006; Lyon, 2010J amo CFA studies supporting the
4-factor model in parent data (Haight et al., 20ddarney, 2006). This item may have
performed poorly because the construct it meassmasclear, as discussed in the previous
paragraph. Furthermore, item 20 included conditisrmading and two comparatives because
we deliberately retained the format of items 124cs0 that they would be in keeping with
the format established by Kearney (2002b).

Third, in prior studies supporting the 4-factor rabdtem 24 was commonly removed
from the youth data (Kearney, 2006; Lyon, 2010) emsistently removed from the parent
data (Haight et al., 2011; Kearney, 2006). In theent study, item 24 did not need to be
removed from the youth or parent data. Our versfatem 24 includes the specification
‘during school hours’, as follows: “Would you rath#e doing fun things outside of school
(during school hounsmore than most kids your age?” This may havecedu
misunderstanding about the item.

The items discussed so far — items 20, 24, and#8ong to the PTR functional
condition. In prior studies yielding support foetd-factor model, PTR items were
commonly removed. In Kearney’s (2006) study the yoath items removed were both PTR
items and two of three parent items removed weiie BFdms. Lyon (2010) removed three
items from the youth version, all of which were Pitétns. In the study of Haight et al.
(2011), one of the two youth items removed was R R&m and three of the four parent

items removed were PTR items. In the current sttafhypoth the youth and parent versions,
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only one PTR item (28) was removed from the adajésd set and only one PTR item (20)

was removed from the standard item set. It appbatshe current adaptation of the SRAS-R
has improved the functioning of the PTR subscaléeéd, the alpha values for the adapted
PTR subscale were higher (.80 for youth and .8»&vents) relative to prior studies (.63 for
youth [Lyon, 2010]; .73 for youth and .79 for pae[Haight et al., 2011]; .74 for youth and
.78 for parents [Kearney, 2006]).

Fourth, item 18 was removed from the standard getfor both the youth and parent
versions. It was also removed in two of the fouAGEudies reporting youth data (Lyon,
2010; Richards & Hadwin, 2011) and the two CFA ssadeporting parent data (Haight et
al., 2011; Kearney, 2006). Our re-working of iteB) th the form of item 26 (see
Appendix A), appears to have improved the item.t Thavhen the adapted item set was
analysed item 26 did not need to be removed. Tifereince between items 18 and 26 is that
the former comprises a hypothetical situation avml¢comparatives while the latter is not
hypothetical and is devoid of comparatives. Items2grobably easier to answer according to
the frequency-related response scale inherenet8RAS-R.

A secondary aim was to examine the concurrent falod the adapted item set.
Findings supported the hypotheses: ANA and ESE wemnelated with internalizing
behavior; PA was correlated with internalizing &axtiernalizing behavior; and PTR was
correlated with externalizing behavior. The PTRaitan was unrelated to measures of
internalizing behavior, which contrasts with resbaon the original SRAS (Brandibas et al.,
2004; Kearney & Silverman, 1993) but corresponds aome SRAS-R findings (Haight et
al., 2011; Kearney, 2002b). This further suppdrésrotion that the PTR subscale of the
adapted SRAS-R measures the construct intenddueauthor of the SRAS-R. An

unexpected finding was the correlation between Add youth-reported externalizing
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behavior. Haight and colleagues (2011) similariyrfo that PTR combined with ANA

predicted youth oppositional behavior. One expianatnight be found in the conceptual link
between PTR and truancy (Kearney, 2008b), stadidtitks between truancy and
externalizing behavior (Vaughn et al., 2013) analvieen truancy and depression (Egger,
Costello, & Angold, 2003), and the statistical liogktween ANA and depression (Haight et
al., 2011; Kearney & Albano, 2004). That is, theasations between ANA and
externalizing behavior may reflect the occurrenicéepression among a sub-group of
truanting youth. Perhaps some truanting youth egpee negative affect when at school
because of the encumbrance of having to be theite pseferring to have fun outside of
school.

In sum, the current study contributes unique irggamal findings in support of an
important treatment-related assessment instrurii@etfactorial validity and concurrent
validity of the adapted SRAS-R were supported withischool culture potentially different
from the one in which the instrument was develogred tested (i.e., the Netherlands vis-a-vis
North America). Cross-cultural consistency in fa@oalytic results supports the notion that
an instrument measures what it is purported to oreg8yrne, 2001). If research continues
to show that the SRAS-R possesses measurementabsqag across languages and cultures,
cross-national studies using the SRAS-R may hedgd fight on the influence of cultural
factors on the maintenance of SAPs. For examplwjralidifferences have been observed in
overprotective parenting (Vreeke, Muris, Mayer, jding, & Rapee, 2013) and in parental
demandingness for unquestionable obedience (Delkebwak, 2006). In cultures characterized
by the former, scores on the PA subscale may deehigecause youth are more accustomed

to gaining parental attention. In cultures chanaoeel by the latter, scores on the PTR
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subscale may be higher because youth seek toagagist parental authority by choosing to

engage in other activities during school hours.

A methodological strength of the current study irethe recruitment of youth from
diverse settings (i.e., education and mental heaittings). The results are likely to
generalize to the broader population of youth V@#&Ps. Moreover, we deliberately excluded
youth without a SAP, in contrast to two prior sesl{Lyon, 2010; Richards & Hadwin,
2011). For example, Richards and Hadwin (2011 uchetl youth with authorized (legitimate)
absences, equivalent to non-problematic absenteBsoause the SRAS-R was developed to
assess factors maintaining problematic absenteegsmarch participants ought to be
restricted to those with a SAP.

The study is limited by its exclusive focus on bwch-language SRAS-R. It remains
to be seen whether similar results will emerge wéreEnglish-language version of the
adapted item set is tested. The age range of ymutipleting the SRAS-R was broad (7 to 18
years) and similar to age ranges reported in athelies of referred youth with SAPs
(Kearney, 2002b, 2006). Studies with samples laitggan that reported in the current study
would permit analyses of age differences in théofastructure of the adapted SRAS-R. Age-
related differences have been noted across thédaatconditions (e.g., Kearney & Albano,
2004) and further evaluation of age effects has laelwocated (e.g., Richards & Hadwin,
2011). The need for further evaluation of age ¢ffexsupported by the finding that age
effects have been associated with the outcomeafrtrent for various types of school
attendance problems (Heyne et al., 2015).

Research should also focus on the treatment ufithie SRAS-R. That is, when a
clinician uses the SRAS-R to understand which fachoe maintaining a youth’s SAP and to

develop a corresponding treatment plan, doesehis fo better outcomes than if the clinician
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had not included the SRAS-R in the assessmentrypatiampirical answers to such questions

are central to determining the utility of psychaotad assessment (Hunsley & Mash, 2007).
Investigation of the interface between assessmehtraatment should account for factors
additional to the four SRAS-R subscales, such egrpatment classification of the likely
need for sustained treatment (McCune & Hynes, 2@08)the impact of a youth’s
developmental level on the presentation and treatwfieSAPs (Heyne, Sauter, Ollendick,
van Widenfelt, & Westenberg, 2014).

To conclude, the current study is the third CFAlgtaf the SRAS-R conducted
exclusively with youth with SAPs and the first beése conducted independently of the
developer of the instrument. The results suppodrikey’s (Kearney, 2002b; Kearney &
Silverman, 1990) 4-factor functional analytic modeéproblematic school absenteeism. The
adapted SRAS-R, which has good construct and coerdwalidity, appears valuable for
developing or confirming hypotheses about the obl&NA, ESE, PA, and PTR in the
maintenance of a young person’s SAP. Practitioaerseminded, nevertheless, that the
SRAS-R is best employed as part of a more compsaeassessment of risk and protective
factors involved in the development and maintenaric&@APs (Heyne & Sauter, 2013).
Researchers may consider using the adapted SRASHset when developing and

evaluating versions of the SRAS-R for use amongmoglish-speaking youth.

Notes
1. We use the teriyouthto refer to children and adolescents.
2. It is not clear whether Geum-Woon’s (2010) eatibn of the Korean version focused

on the SRAS or SRAS R and whether CFA or PCA waslected. Secer’s (2014)



Running head: ADAPTED SRAS-R

5.

26
CFA study of a Turkish version was based on 20stenly. Therefore, these two

studies are not discussed further.

The data used in this study appears to overitpthe data used in Brandibas and
colleagues’ (2001) study reported in French.

The ANA and ESE conditions collectively compd$eof the 12 corresponding items
from the SRAS-R, and the PA condition comprised the 6 corresponding items.

The experimental SRAS-R is available from tingt fauthor on request.
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Figure 1.Four-factor model of the adapted item set (youth version) with standardized path

coefficients.
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Figure 2 Four-factor model of the adapted item set (parent version) with standardized path

coefficients.
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Table 1
Items Removed or Allowed to Covary in Prior CFA Studies
Kearney Lyon Richards & Haight et al.
(2006) (2010) Hadwin (2011)
(2011)
Items from among the first 16
SRAS-R items (i.e., items based on
the original SRAS)
Item 4, Youth Version (PTR factor) Retained Retdine Removed Retained
Item 7, Youth Version (PA factor) Retained Retained Removed Retained
Item 8, Youth Version (PTR factor) Retained Retdine  Removed Retained
Item 12, Youth Version (PTR factor) Retained Retdin Removed Retained
Item 16, Youth Version (PTR factor) Retained Removed Removed Retained
Item 16, Parent Version (PTR factor) Retained NA NA Removed
Items from among the last 8 SRAS-R
items (i.e., items added to develop the
SRAS-R)
Item 17, Youth Version (ANA factor) Retained  Covaried Removed Retained
Item 18, Youth Version (ESE factor) Retained Covaried Removed Retained
Item 18, Parent Version (ESE factor) Removed NA NA Removed
Item 19, Youth Version (PA factor) Retained Retdine  Removed Removed
Item 20, Youth Version (PTR factor) Removed Removed Removed Removed
Item 20, Parent Version (PTR factor) Removed NA NA Removed
Item 22, Youth Version (ESE factor) Retained Retdin Removed Retained
Item 23, Youth Version (PA factor) Retained Retdine  Removed Retained
Item 24, Youth Version (PTR factor) Removed Removed Removed Retained
Item 24, Parent Version (PTR factor) Removed NA NA Removed

Note SRAS-R = School Refusal Assessment Scale — Revised; CFA = confirrfzettiony
analysis; ANA factor = avoidance of school-related stimuli that provoke a segeaal
negative affectivity; ESE factor = escape from aversive social angduagive situations at
school; PA factor = pursuit of attention from significant others; PTR facparsuit of
tangible reinforcement outside of the school setting; NA = not applicable ledat@uBarent

Version of the SRAS-R was not evaluated in the study.
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Table 2
Correlations between the functional conditions of the adapted SRAS-R andivespewth
and parent reports of internalizing and externalizing behavior.

Functional Conditions

Measure ANA ESE PA PTR
Youth report
MASC .55+ A9+ 2P -.08
cDP Ad 37 22+ .10
FSSC-R-SI 33+ 23 A% -.10
SDQ emotional symptorhs .58+ .38+ 34 .01
SDQ conduct problerhs 2P .26 20+ 45+
Parent report
SDQ emotional symptorns .60** A6** A5** .08
SDQ conduct problerhs .20 .19 .01 20%

Note.Youth reports of internalizing and externalizing behavior were correlatadiata

from the youth version of the adapted SRAS-R, and parent reports of internalizing and
externalizing behavior were correlated with data from the parent versich =AdVoidance

of school-related stimuli that provoke a sense of general negative affe@testy 1, 5, 9,

13, 25, 29); ESE = escape from aversive social and/or evaluative situation at ehsoP (

6, 10, 14, 26, 30); PA= pursuit of attention from significant others (items 3, 11, 15, 27, 31);
PTR = pursuit of tangible reinforcement outside of the school setting (items 4, 8, 12, 16, 32);
MASC = Multidimensional Anxiety Scale for Children, Total score; CDI ddbin’s
Depression Inventory; FSSC-R-SI = Fear Survey Schedule for Childreselefchool

items; SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire.

n=146."n=136.n=118.%n = 150.°n = 150."n = 69.% = 68.

*p < .05 (1-tailed)»p < .01 (1-tailed).
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Appendix A
Items added to the SRAS and parallel items devdlémethe current study.
The response scale for all items ranges from “rid@ito “always” (6).

Items added to the SRAS

ltem 17 Youth If you had less bad feelings (e.cared, nervous, sad) about school, would it beeeési you to go to school?

Item 17 Parent If your child had less bad feelings (e.g., scanedyous, sad) about school, would it be easiehiforher to go to school?

Item 18 Youth If it were easier for you to make new friends, vebitilbe easier for you to go to school?

Item 18 Parent If it were easier for your child to make new frisnevould it be easier for him/her to go to school?

Item 19 Youth Would it be easier for you to go to school if ygarents went with you?

Item 19 Parent Would it be easier for your child to go to schdotau or your spouse went with him/her?

Item 20 Youth Would it be easier for you to go to school if yawultd do more things you like to do after schoolisoe.g., being with friends)?
Item 20 Parent Would it be easier for your child to go to schddie/she could do more things he/she likes to t&r athool hours (e.g., being with friends)?
Item 21 Youth How much more do you have bad feelings about sdgogl, scared, nervous, sad) compared to othenkidr age?

Item 21 Parent How much more does your child have bad feelingsiabchool (e.g., scared, nervous, sad) compareth& kids his/her age?
Item 22 Youth How often do you stay away from people in schoohpared to other kids your age?

Item 22 Parent How often does your child stay away from peopledhool compared to other kids his/her age?

Item 23 Youth Would you like to be home with your parents momntiother kids your age would?

Item 23 Parent Would your child like to be home with you or yoynosise more than other kids his/her age would?



Running head: ADAPTED SRAS-R 39

Item 24 Youth Would you rather be doing fun things outside ofcsthmore than most kids your age?

Item 24 Parent Would your child rather be doing fun things outsideschool more than most kids his/her age?

Items developed for the current study

Item 25 Youth How often do you have a problem going to schoohbse you have bad feelings about school (e.gedcaervous, sad)?

Item 25 Parent How often does your child have a problem goingcttosl because he/she has bad feelings about s@gglscared, nervous, sad)?
Item 26 Youth How often do you have a problem gdamschool because you find it difficult to makiehds?

Item 26 Parent How often does your child haveablgm going to school because he/she finds itadilfito make friends?

Item 27 Youth  How often do you have a problem gdamschool because you’re not with your parentsrwyou’re at school?

Item 27 Parent How often does your child havedablem going to school because he/she is not withoyo/our partner when he/she is at school?

Item 28 Youth How often do you have a problem gdim school because, after school hours, you dgt'to do many of the things you like to do (e.qg.,
being with friends)?

Item 28 Parent How often does your child haveablem going to school because, after school hdwshe doesn’t get to do many of the things he/she
likes to do (e.qg., being with friends)?

Item 29 Youth  Some boys/girls have bad feelingsualschool (e.g., scared, nervous, sad). How aftepou have bad feelings about school, compared to
others your age?

Item 29 Parent Some children have bad feelingsitabchool (e.g., scared, nervous, sad). How oftess d/our child feel this way, compared to others
his/her age?

Item 30 Youth  Some boys/girls stay away from pe@tlschool. How often do you do that, compareattiers your age?

Item 30 Parent Some children stay away from peaipéehool. How often does your child do that, cared to others his/her age?
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Item 31 Youth  Some boys/girls like to stay at hommh their parents rather than go to school. Hét@rowould you like to stay at home with your pasen
compared to others your age?

Item 31 Parent Some children like to stay at hauitle their parents rather than go to school. Hotemfwvould your child like to stay at home with yoiu
your partne, compared to others his/her age?

Item 32 Youth Some boys/girls would rather do thimgs outside of school during school-time. Howenfdo you want to do that, compared to others
your age

Item 32 Parent Some children would rather do fings outside of school during school-time. Howenfdoes your child want to do that, compared to
others his/her age?

Note.SRAS-R = School Refusal Assessment Scale — Revised



