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Previous research has suggested that multiple factors beyond acceptability alone (e.g., feasibility,
external supports) may interact to determine whether consumers will use an intervention or assessment
in practice. The Usage Rating Profile for Supporting Students’ Behavioral Needs (URP-NEEDS) was
developed in order to provide a simultaneous assessment of those factors influencing use of a particular
approach to identifying and supporting the social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students. As the
measure was intended for use with a range of school-based stakeholders, a first necessary step involved
establishing the measurement invariance of the instrument. Participants in the current study included
1,112 district administrators, 431 building administrators, and 1,355 teachers who were asked to identify
the approach used within their school district to identify and support the social, emotional, and behavioral
needs of students, and then to complete the URP-NEEDS in reference to this identified approach. Results
supported the measurement invariance of the URP-NEEDS across stakeholder groups. In addition,
measurement invariance was found across self-identified approaches to social, emotional, and behavioral

risk identification within the district administrator and teacher groups.

Impact and Implications

future potential for usage.

Findings of the current study indicate that the URP-NEEDS may be useful in drawing comparisons
across groups of stakeholders (e.g., teachers, administrators) regarding perceived facilitators and
barriers to implementing a particular approach to identifying and supporting the social, emotional,
and behavioral needs of students. Such information could be used to either inform changes to
procedures (e.g., to enhance feasibility) or systems (e.g., to strengthen consultative supports), or to
more efficiently target efforts to enhance user understanding and motivation in order to maximize

Keywords: measurement invariance, social-emotional assessment, social-emotional risk, usability, im-

plementation science

Although research has demonstrated the effectiveness of school-
based interventions in improving mental health outcomes for youth
(Rones & Hoagwood, 2000), one of the chief problems that
schools continue to struggle with is the appropriate and proactive
identification of students at-risk for social, emotional, and behav-
ioral (SEB) problems. Historically, these students came to the
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attention of school-based mental health professionals when their
behavior exceeded a threshold of teacher tolerability, which often
resulted in a referral for special education eligibility. One of the
most significant criticisms of this “refer-test-place” model of ser-
vice delivery was the fact that extended periods of time would pass
before struggling students received the supports that they needed
(Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2007). In fact, whereas most
teacher referrals for academic concerns occur before the third
grade, referrals for behavioral concerns are more often delayed
until middle or even high school (Walker, Nishioka, Zeller, Sev-
erson, & Feil, 2000). This delay in identification and potential
service provision can be highly problematic, given the tendency
for behavior problems to become increasingly resistant to efforts to
intervene over time (Bradley, Doolittle, & Bartolotta, 2008).
Beginning in the late 1970s, however, increased emphasis was
placed on the need for preventive strategies to reduce special
education eligibility rates, and one of the primary vehicles for
doing so became the use of multidisciplinary consultation teams
(Chalfant, Pysh, & Moultrie, 1979). The structure and purpose of
these teams have shifted somewhat over the years; however, the
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unifying goal of these teams has been to increase teachers’ efficacy
to address student concerns in the classroom as opposed to refer-
ring the problems externally (Flugum & Reschly, 1994). Although
there have been relatively few empirical studies examining the
effectiveness of such multidisciplinary teams, evidence suggests
that their use may lead to reductions in the number of special
education referrals as well as improved academic and behavioral
outcomes (Burns & Symington, 2002). Despite the promise of
multidisciplinary teams, however, research has unfortunately
shown that everyday practices may not always align with best
practice. A study by Crone et al. (2016) found that middle school
teams underutilized the potential data sources available to them
and fewer than 40% of team meetings ended in actionable deci-
sions. Furthermore, many teachers have reported not finding
value in the strategies offered through team meetings and
ultimately seeing the team simply as a necessary hurdle toward
evaluation for special education (Lee-Tarver, 2006; Slonski-
Fowler & Truscott, 2004). For example, only 60% of elemen-
tary school teachers in a survey by Lane, Pierson, Robertson,
and Little (2004) rated the intervention procedures recom-
mended by the team as acceptable and low acceptability ratings
were also found for intervention outcomes. Unfortunately, in
some cases, negative experiences with multidisciplinary con-
sultation teams—such as feeling that their opinions were un-
dervalued or that the support provided was insufficient—may
lead teachers to avoid bringing new cases forward (Slonski-
Fowler & Truscott, 2004).

One alternative to a referral-based system of identification and
subsequent care that has received increased attention in recent
years is the use of universal SEB screening. Universal screening
involves conducting proactive assessments of all students in the
school in order to identify those students demonstrating some level
of risk. For example, teachers might be asked to complete a brief
rating scale (e.g., Behavioral and Emotional Screening System
[BESS]; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2015) for each of their students,
with those students whose scores exceed a predetermined cut-off
referred for additional assessment and/or intervention. Such an
approach directly addresses the concerns raised regarding teacher
referral, in that one common assessment process is used proac-
tively to identify and address problems early on. Despite the
advantages of school-based SEB screening, however, research
suggests that few schools are actually implementing such a pro-
active assessment approach. For example, findings from a nation-
ally representative survey found that about one third of building
administrators across elementary and secondary grade levels re-
ported use of any SEB screening assessment, and that only one
third of these respondents reported use in universal screening
purposes (Briesch, Chafouleas, Dineen, & McCoach, 2019). These
results stand in stark contrast to findings related to universal
screening for academic concerns, with 80%—-90% of administrators
reporting use of screening tools for this purpose (Briesch et al.,
2019; Bruhn, Woods-Groves, & Huddle, 2014).

Understanding the Factors That Influence Usage

Work to date has helped to elucidate a range of potential
obstacles to the use of proactive models of identification and
behavioral support; however, the challenge in understanding why
a given approach is or is not carried out in a particular situation is

that there is rarely one simple explanation. Multiple factors may
work in combination to determine whether someone chooses to
adopt something, and the constellation of influences may also be
unique to the individual or particular innovation (Kurtz, 1990).
Although various theoretical models exist (e.g., Durlak & DuPre,
2008; Perepletchikova & Kazdin, 2005) many acknowledge that
use may best be understood by simultaneously considering vari-
ables at the levels of the individual (e.g., how willing the imple-
menter is to try something new), innovation (e.g., how much
time it will take to implement), and environment (e.g., whether
there is sufficient support for implementation; Sanetti & Kratochwill,
2009).

Within the literature, it has been most typical for researchers to
create “home-grown” measures to assess the social validity of
specific innovations (Proctor et al., 2011). In contrast, the Usage
Rating Profile (URP) measures were designed to compare the
usage (i.e., both initial use and sustained practice; Briesch,
Chafouleas, Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 2013) of different ap-
proaches and are not tied to a particular intervention (URP-
Intervention Revised; Chafouleas, Briesch, Neugebauer, & Riley-
Tillman, 2011) or assessment (URP-Assessment; Chafouleas,
Miller, Briesch, Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 2012). Within the
acceptability subscale, items assess whether an individual finds the
innovation to be acceptable (i.e., fair, appropriate, effective) and is
personally interested in implementing it. The two innovation-level
subscales assess the degree to which potential consumers under-
stand how to carry out the intervention or assessment procedures
(i.e., understanding) and perceive the innovation to require a
reasonable amount of time and resources to implement (i.e., fea-
sibility). Finally, the three factors designed to assess environmen-
tal variables ask respondents about the degree to which collabo-
ration and communication with families (i.e., family—school
collaboration) and training/consultative support (i.e., system sup-
port) are needed to support usage, as well as whether the innova-
tion demonstrates philosophical fit within the existing context (i.e.,
system climate). Through each iteration of an URP measure,
standard processes were utilized to establish construct validity.
First, literature was reviewed to generate potential items for inclu-
sion. Next, content area experts across related disciplines partici-
pated in a review of item relevance, importance, and fit to the
proposed factor. The resulting items were then subjected to a series
of psychometric evaluations. Results of factor analytic studies
have suggested that both measures may be used to provide a
reliable assessment of those factors believed to influence usage at
the levels of the individual (i.e., acceptability), innovation (i.e.,
feasibility, understanding), and environment (i.e., family—school
collaboration, system climate, system support; Briesch et al., 2013;
Miller, Neugebauer, Chafouleas, Briesch, & Riley-Tillman, 2013).
Taken together, the body of prior work has established construct
validity for the URP measures.

Although there is benefit to the use of generalized terminology
for many school-based innovations, at the same time, there may
also be limitation to such an approach with regard to school mental
health service delivery. First, mental health service delivery is a
less well-established territory for schools, meaning that knowl-
edge, skills, and attitudes may not be as widely developed by
school personnel in comparison to academic domains. This con-
cern may be especially relevant in relation to the proactive iden-
tification of students with SEB concerns given the relatively new
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emergence of focus within tiered delivery systems in schools.
Second, comprehensive school mental health services often rely
more heavily on connections to external partnerships, suggesting
external factors may play an even more critical role in usability.
For example, Aarons (2004) found that individual attitudes toward
use of evidence-based practices among community behavioral
health providers were influenced by organizational features. In that
study, openness to innovation appeared as a particularly important
part of mental health programs and organizational context.

The Usage Rating Profile for Supporting Students’ Behavioral
Needs (URP-NEEDS; Chafouleas, Briesch, McCoach, & Riley-
Tillman, 2018) was therefore created to more specifically address
consumers’ perceptions of usability surrounding school-based ap-
proaches to SEB risk identification and support, drawing upon past
success in validating the URP suite of assessments yet expanding
and modifying content to align with suggestions in the behavioral
health literature. Development of the measure followed the same
process used to establish construct validity with previous URP
measures described above. The URP-NEEDS consists of 24 items
designed to assess five underlying factors (see Figure 1). First, at
the level of the individual, it has been argued that regardless of
how effective or acceptable an innovation is believed to be, adop-
tion and eventual usage are less likely to occur if key stakeholders
are not oriented toward change (Aarons, 2004; Lehman, Greener,
& Simpson, 2002). Therefore, acceptability was replaced by the
willingness to change subscale within the URP-NEEDS, which
more broadly assesses the degree to which school personnel are
open and willing to try new strategies and procedures (e.g., school
personnel are willing to use new and different types of social,
emotional, and behavioral strategies developed by researchers).
Second, as in the original URP, the two innovation-level subscales
assess the degree to which potential consumers understand how to
carry out the procedures (i.e., understanding; e.g., school person-
nel are confident in their ability to carry out the social, emotional,
and behavioral approach) and perceive the SEB approach to
require a reasonable amount of time and resources to implement
(i.e., feasibility; e.g., the total time required for staff to carry out
the social, emotional, and behavioral approach is manageable for
school personnel). Third, the URP-NEEDS includes two factors
designed to assess environmental variables. Consistent with the
URP, the family—school collaboration subscale asks respondents
about the degree to which collaboration and communication with
families is needed to support usage (e.g., parental collaboration is
needed in order to implement this social, emotional, and behav-
ioral approach). The system support subscale was renamed exter-

nal supports within the URP-NEEDS given expansion of content
to include the need for not only consultative but also community
support (e.g., connections to community agencies are necessary to
implement the social, emotional, and behavioral approach). The
one subscale that was not retained in the URP-NEEDS was system
climate, which was originally designed to assess the degree to
which a classroom innovation was believed to be compatible with
the larger school context. These items may have been less relevant
given that approaches to SEB risk identification are typically not
limited to specific classrooms but conducted across the organiza-
tion (see the Appendix for a list of all items).

Purpose of Study

The URP-NEEDS measure was built from the base of prior
work that has established the constructs measured by the URP to
be valid indicators of usability, across different school-based in-
novations. The same procedures for engaging in expert validation
were used in adapting the URP measure to fit an SEB context of
usability assessment. Although the URP-NEEDS was designed to
assess the usability of various approaches to identifying and sup-
porting students with SEB needs, it is also critical that such a tool
can be used across multiple stakeholders, from those creating the
policies (e.g., superintendents) to those putting the policies into
practice (e.g., teachers). Capacity for use across multiple stake-
holders is important because the successful use of a school-based
approach cannot necessarily be explained by a single group of
consumers. For example, if an administrator views the financial
cost of an approach as a significant barrier to implementation, the
approach may not even be introduced into the school setting. On
the other hand, if an approach that has received administrative
endorsement is seen as too time-consuming, teachers may be
reluctant to employ it in their classrooms. A limitation of psycho-
metric work to establish URP measures to date is that researchers
have not included specific investigation across multiple stakehold-
ers with intent to evaluate whether constructs hold the same
meaning.

For the URP-NEEDS to be recommended for use across differ-
ent stakeholders, a first necessary step is to test whether the same
latent traits are being measured across groups (i.e., measurement
invariance; Dimitrov, 2010; Meredith, 1993). That is, evidence
needs to be provided that the constructs have the same meaning
across each stakeholder group. If equivalent meaning in the latent
trait scores can be established across groups, then cross-group
comparisons of the resulting scale scores can be made and yield

Willingness
to Change

Knowledge

Feasibility

External
Supports

Family-School
Collaboration

Figure 1.

URP measurement model.
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meaningful interpretations. Conversely, if evidence suggests that
the same trait is not being measured across groups, then compar-
isons and analysis across groups are not supported. Therefore, the
primary goal of the current study was to test the measurement
invariance of the URP-NEEDS across stakeholders (i.e., district
administrators, building administrators, teachers) using multiple-
group confirmatory factor analysis (MG-CFA; Byrne, 2004; Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1979). These measurement invariance tests are conducted
between stakeholder group (one analysis). In addition, we sought to
test the measurement invariance of the URP-NEEDS across different
approaches to identifying and supporting students with SEB needs
given the desire to utilize the measure across contexts (e.g., referral to
school-based problem-solving team, screening).

Method

Participants and Procedures

As previously noted, responses to the URP-NEEDS were gath-
ered as part of a larger survey study. School districts were ran-
domly sampled from the Common Core of Data Local Education
Agency Universe Survey (National Center for Education Statistics,
2013-2014) in increments of 2,000 districts until invitations to
participate in the study were sent to superintendents in a total of
12,132 eligible districts. If the district administrator (e.g., super-
intendent, director of pupil services) both agreed to participate and
completed an initial survey regarding district-level practices, the
researchers sent a request to the building administrators (e.g.,
principal, assistant principal) within two randomly selected schools
(i.e., one elementary, one secondary) to complete a survey and
distribute a web-based survey link to their teachers. All respon-
dents completed the measures online and those individuals who
chose to participate were entered into a drawing to win one of
several gift cards. All surveys were completed between March and
December of 2016. A total of 1,135 district administrators, 438
building administrators, and 1,396 teachers provided complete
responses to all items on the URP-NEEDS and were therefore used
for the current study.

Furthermore, to complete the URP-NEEDS, all participants
were asked to identify the approach used within their school
district to identify and support the SEB needs of students. The first
option (heretofore referred to as “external referral”) involved re-
ferring those students exhibiting SEB problems to an outside
consultant or agency for assistance. The next two options (here-
tofore referred to as “internal referral”) involved the implementa-
tion of intervention supports for those students exhibiting SEB
problems. More specifically, respondents could select whether (a)
students would be referred to an internal support team to develop
and implement an intervention plan or (b) teachers would be
encouraged to independently develop and put an intervention into
place to see if the problem could be addressed in the classroom
before referring the student for further assistance. The next option
(heretofore referred to as “screening”) involved two approaches to
universal screening. That is, either (a) teachers would complete a
brief screening measure for all students in their classrooms and
those students whose scores fell outside of the typical range would
be referred for further assistance or (b) teachers would first nom-
inate those students exhibiting SEB problems and then complete a
screening measure only for the subset of nominated students to

determine who gets referred for assistance. Finally, if respondents
believed that none of the available options accurately reflected
those practices carried out in their school district, they were
encouraged to provide a brief description of the local approach.
The data were screened to identify which approaches to student
identification and support were endorsed by the respondent sam-
ples (see Table 1).

Although the overwhelming majority of respondents endorsed
one of the three primary approaches (i.e., external referral, internal
referral, screening), roughly 5% of respondents indicated that they
did not know, preferred not to answer, and or used an approach
that was different from those outlined. These responses were
therefore excluded from further analysis. Among the respondents
endorsing one of the three primary approaches (i.e., 1,112 district
administrators, 431 building administrators, 1,355 teachers),
nearly 75% reported referring students internally, 18% reported
using universal screening, and 9% reported using referring stu-
dents externally.

Measures

Usage Rating Profile for Supporting Students’ Behavioral
Needs (URP-NEEDS). The URP-NEEDS is a 24-item self-
report measure that was designed to assess the degree to which
respondents find an assessment tool to be usable within their local
context. Within the URP-NEEDS, usability is represented by five
interrelated yet distinct components: willingness to change, feasi-
bility, understanding, family—school collaboration, and external
supports. Respondents are asked to use a 6-point Likert-type scale
(i.e., 1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree) to indicate the
degree to which they agree with the provided statements (e.g.,
school personnel need consultative support in order to carry out
the SEB approach). Across respondent groups within the cur-
rent study, internal consistency reliability estimates were found
to be within the acceptable to strong range for the understanding
(range = .93-.94), willingness (range = .73-.89), feasibility
(range = .84-.90), and family—school collaboration (range =
.70-.80) subscales; however, Cronbach’s alpha for the external
supports subscale (range = .67-.76) was found to be somewhat
lower (see Table 2 for within group internal consistencies).
Descriptive statistics for the URP-NEEDS subscales by respon-
dent groups can be found in Table 3.

Data Analysis

We sought to examine the measurement invariance of the URP-
NEEDS across stakeholder groups (i.e., between group; district
administrator, building administrator, teacher) and reported ap-
proaches to SEB risk identification (i.e., within group; internal

Table 1
Number of Stakeholders by Self-Identified Approach
District Building Total

Approach administrators administrators Teachers (% of total)
External referral 146 36 93 275 (9.49%)
Internal referral 789 321 992 2102 (72.53%)
Screening 177 74 270 521 (17.98%)
Total 1,112 431 1,355
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Internal Consistency Reliability for Subscales by Stakeholder Group and SEB Approach

Stakeholder/SEB approach N Understanding Willingness Feasibility Family—school External supports
District/screening 189 93 .87 .89 .70 72
District/internal 829 94 .84 .86 78 73
District/external 153 93 .80 .84 8 .70
Building/screening 77 93 .85 90 78 .67
Building/internal 326 94 .86 .85 73 73
Building/external 39 93 73 .84 1 .76
Teacher/screening 270 94 .89 .87 a7 74
Teacher/internal 997 94 .85 .87 a7 71
Teacher/external 96 94 .86 .86 .80 74

Note. N = sample size; SEB approach = reported approach used within their school/district to identify and support the SEB needs of students.

referral, external referral, SEB screening) using multiple-group
confirmatory factor analysis (MG-CFA). Analyses were conducted
using Mplus Version 8 and the identification of the MG-CFA
measurement model was handled with Mplus defaults (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2010). Given the presence of missing data, the
Mplus default of full information maximum likelihood (FIML)
estimation was utilized. The FIML approach is currently a highly
recommended approach for handling missing data (cf. Enders,
2010), which assumes that the data are missing at random and
multivariate normality.

Configural, metric, and scalar invariance tests were conducted
using a sequential constraint imposition or forward approach (see
Table 4), as opposed to a sequential constraint release or backward
approach (cf., Horn & McArdle, 1992). Testing for configural
invariance requires that the same pattern of free and fixed param-
eters in the CFA measurement model be equivalent across groups.
The forward approach requires first testing for configural invariance,
then metric invariance, followed by scalar invariance. The sequential
“constraint” imposition is due to the fact that as we move from
configural to metric, for example, we are imposing constraints on the
parameters. For the current analysis, the baseline configural model
was the model in which all the model parameters were allowed to
freely vary (i.e., except for five factor loadings for identifica-
tion purposes, one for each of the five subscales). In contrast,
testing for metric invariance requires that the factor loadings be
set equal across groups and testing for scalar invariance re-
quires that, in addition to the factor loadings being constrained,
that the item intercepts be set equal or constrained across

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics by Stakeholder Group and SEB Approach

groups. The forward approach requires us to first establish that
the configural model fits the data adequately between the two
groups. Next, the metric model is fit to the data and the fit of the
metric model is compared to that of the configural model.
Lastly, the scalar model is fit to the data and the fit of the scalar
model is compared with that of the metric model. If at any point
in the sequential constraint imposition process, the fit of the
model deteriorates we stop the measurement invariance testing.

Given Hu and Bentler’s (1999) recommendation that at least
three goodness-of-fit indices meet criteria for the model to dem-
onstrate good fit, several indices were examined to evaluate the fit
of the configural model. First, the configural model was evaluated
using the CFI, RMSEA, SRMR, and TLI fit indices. Although
there do not exist universally agreed upon criteria for evaluating
model fit, generally Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) = .05; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI) = 0.95 and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR) = .06 are considered indicative of adequate model-data
fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In order to make comparisons of model
fit across two nested models, the chi-square difference test has
been proposed. However, given that model chi-square difference
tests are sensitive to sample size, it has been argued that change in
the comparative fit index (ACFI) should be included with results
which are aimed at testing for invariance across groups (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002). Therefore, the ACFI between the sequential
models was evaluated. ACFI values of less 0.01 indicate evidence
of measurement invariance.

Family—school

Stakeholder/SEB approach Understanding Willingness to change Feasibility collaboration External supports
District/screening 4.01 (1.08) 4.15(1.01) 3.84(1.22) 5.03 (.99) 4.88 (1.03)
District/internal 3.84 (1.14) 4.17 (1.03) 3.74 (1.22) 5.11(.89) 4.79 (1.03)
District/external 3.53(1.14) 3.92 (1.00) 3.50 (1.18) 5.00 (.93) 4.96 (.90)
Building/screening 4.10(1.11) 4.36 (.96) 3.78 (1.35) 5.15(.87) 4.86 (91)
Building/internal 3.99 (1.16) 4.39 (.99) 3.80 (1.24) 5.20 (.89) 4.85(1.01)
Building/external 3.56 (1.20) 4.19 (.95) 3.64 (1.09) 5.05 (.78) 4.99 (.80)
Teacher/screening 4.16 (1.15) 4.35(1.09) 3.83(1.28) 5.15(.91) 4.78 (1.02)
Teacher/internal 3.97 (1.16) 4.35(1.09) 3.60 (1.26) 5.16 (.90) 4.72 (1.02)
Teacher/external 3.86 (1.27) 424 (1.14) 3.59 (1.26) 5.15(.77) 4.98 (.93)

Note. Means with standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 4
Measurement Invariance Testing Hierarchy

Model Parameters to be constrained across groups

Conlfigural (Hp,,,,) None
Metric (H ,) AP = AP (equal factor loadings)
Scalar (Hyy, +y) AP = AP, 7¢ = 7 (equal item intercepts)

Note. Adapted from Bollen (1989).

Results

Measurement Invariance

The results of the measurement invariance tests for the between
and within group analyses can found in Tables 5 and 6. The tables
report the overall model fit and the fit indices associated with the
respective measurement invariance tests or models.

The results of the measurement invariance analysis suggest that
the URP-NEEDS exhibits measurement invariance between the
stakeholder participants (see Table 5). With the exception of the
chi-square index (x> = 2171.54), each of the indices for the configural
model indicated tenable model fit. That is, the RMSEA was =.05;
the CFI and TLI were =0.95, and the SRMR was =.06. Given the
tenable model fit for the configural model, the ACFI was used to
compare model fit between the nested models. The ACFI addi-
tionally was less than 0.01 for each nested hypothesis indicating
that the metric model did not fit the data any worse than the
configural model, and that the scalar model did not fit the data any
worse than the metric model, indicating the presence of metric and
scalar invariance. A similar pattern of evidence was found for the
analyses conducted within district administrator and teacher
groups (see Table 6), suggesting that the URP-NEEDS exhibits
measurement invariance within district administrator and teacher
groups, regardless of the stakeholder’s self-identified SEB assess-
ment approach. Given the small numbers of building administra-
tors in the external referral group (N = 36) and the screening group
(N = 74), conducting an MG-CFA broken out by approach within
the building administrator stakeholder group was inadvisable.
However, a single group CFA of the building administrators sug-
gested that the model exhibited reasonable fit overall (CFI = .945,
RMSEA = .056, SRMR = .042).

URP-NEEDS Subscale Correlations by
Stakeholder Group

Additionally of note are the correlations among the URP-
NEEDS subscales by stakeholder group (see Table 7). Overall, the
pattern of correlations across subgroups was roughly equivalent

across stakeholder groups. Interestingly, strong correlations were
identified between the understanding, willingness to change, and
feasibility subscales (r = .47-.76), as well as between family—
school collaboration and external supports subscales (r = .64—-.67)
regardless of stakeholder group. In contrast, however, weak cor-
relations were identified between these two groups of subscales
(r = —.01-31).

Latent Mean Differences Within and Between
Stakeholder Groups

Given that measurement invariance was found within the district
administrator and teacher stakeholder groups, simple mean differ-
ences were considered for group comparisons based on Hedge’s G
effect sizes. The magnitude of the effect size differences between
groups can be seen in Table 8. Although the majority of between
group effect size results were found to be fairly small, there were
a few interesting differences noted.

First, administrators who indicated that their districts used SEB
screening procedures reported higher levels of understanding
(ES = 0.55), willingness to change (ES = 0.29), and feasibility
(ES = 0.40) than those administrators who indicated that students
in the district were externally referred. Higher scores on these three
subscales were also found for those administrators reporting the
use of internal as opposed to external referral (understanding =
0.36; willingness to change = 0.30; feasibility = 0.27). In contrast,
the differences between those administrators reporting use of SEB
screening versus internal referral approaches were less pronounced
(range ES = —0.02-0.18). Second, teachers who reported use of
SEB screening procedures in their building had higher mean scores
on the understanding (ES = 0.32) and feasibility (ES = 0.27)
subscales, as well as lower mean scores on the external supports
(ES = —0.26) subscale than teachers in buildings that used exter-
nal referral. Those teachers reporting use of SEB screening also
had higher mean scores on the understanding (ES = 0.20) and
feasibility (ES = 0.28) subscales than teachers reporting use of
internal referral. Differences between the internal and external
referral groups, however, were less pronounced within the teacher
sample, with the only notable difference being that teachers in the
external referral group indicated a greater need for external sup-
ports than teachers in the internal referral group (ES = —0.33).

Discussion

Researchers interested in assessing aspects of usability have
often created “home-grown” measures that are specific to a par-
ticular population (e.g., teachers) or procedure (e.g., prereferral
teams). Although the results obtained from such measures provide
useful information regarding potential facilitators and barriers to

Table 5

Measurement Invariance Results: Between Stakeholder Groups

Invariance X’ df Xite i CFI ACFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Configural 2171.54 726 — — 964 — 959 .045 .034
Metric 2227.36 764 55.82 38 963 —.001 960 .045 .037
Scalar 2455.77 802 228.42 38 959 —.004 957 .046 .041

Note. ACFI < .01 indicates invariance; all chi-square and chi-square difference tests are statistically significant at p < .05.
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Table 6
Measurement Invariance Results: Within Stakeholder Group
Invariance X’ df Xiitr df iy CFI ACFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
District administrators (n = 1,135)
Configural 1449.03 726 — — 950 — 944 .052 .045
Metric 1505.40 764 55.37 38 949 —.001 945 .051 .051
Scalar 1566.77 802 62.37 38 948 —.001 .946 .051 .053
Teachers (n = 1.396)
Configural 1531.75 726 — — 957 — 951 .050 .040
Metric 1590.71 764 58.96 38 956 —.001 952 .049 .046
Scalar 1618.55 802 27.83 38 .956 <.001 955 .047 .047
Note. ACFI < .01 indicates invariance; all chi-square and chi-square difference tests are statistically significant at p < .05.

usage, these data are limited to descriptive purposes. In contrast,
the URP-NEEDS was developed in order to assess various stake-
holders’ perceptions of usability surrounding different approaches
to identifying and supporting students with SEB needs. Although
the measure offers promise with regard to cross-informant com-
parisons, in order to draw meaningful conclusions from the resul-
tant data, it was first necessary to establish the measurement
invariance of the URP-NEEDS.

The most important finding within the current study was that
measurement invariance was demonstrated across different groups
of school-based stakeholders (i.e., building administrators, district
administrators, teachers). A finding of measurement invariance
helps to confirm that it is appropriate to administer the URP-
NEEDS to various school personnel, and bolsters confidence that
differences in subscale scores may represent true group differences
as opposed to being measurement artifacts. One advantage of
being able to administer the URP-NEEDS across various stake-
holder groups is that it is possible to identify the unique facilitators
and barriers to usage for particular respondents or respondent
groups. Consider, for example, a situation in which a school

Table 7

district is considering adoption of a universal SEB screening
approach in all of the elementary-level buildings. In administering
the URP-NEEDS to all building personnel, the central administra-
tion might find that although building principals believe that
school personnel have the time and materials necessary to carry
out universal SEB screening (i.e., high feasibility score), teachers
view feasibility to be a substantial concern (i.e., low feasibility
score). Such a direct comparison is made possible by the fact that
the items within the feasibility subscale have essentially been
shown to mean the same thing to both groups of individuals.

In addition, results of the current study suggest that the URP-
NEEDS exhibits measurement invariance within district adminis-
trators and teachers, regardless of the stakeholder’s self-identified
SEB approach. This finding is important in that it means that the
URP-NEEDS can be used to directly compare the perceived us-
ability of different approaches to identifying and supporting stu-
dents with SEB needs. Returning to the situation in which a school
district is looking to implement a universal SEB screening ap-
proach in all of the elementary-level buildings, the district may
have more than one option that they are considering (e.g., com-

URP-NEEDS Subscale Correlations by Stakeholder Group

Willingness to

Family—school

Subscale Understanding change Feasibility  collaboration  External supports

District (n = 1,135)

Understanding 1.00

Willingness to change 74 1.00

Feasibility .64 47 1.00

Family—school collaboration 20 .30 .07 1.00

External supports .09 23 —.01 .66 1.00
Building (n = 438)

Understanding 1.00

Willingness to change 74 1.00

Feasibility .76 59 1.00

Family—school collaboration .26 31 15 1.00

External supports 22 .30 16 .64 1.00
Teacher (n = 1,396)

Understanding 1.00

Willingness to change 73 1.00

Feasibility .73 56 1.00

Family—school collaboration 23 23 .09 1.00

External supports 17 19 .07 .67 1.00
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Table 8
Within Group Effect Sizes on URP-NEEDS Subscales
ES ES ES
Screening—External ~ Screening—Internal  Internal Referral—External
Subscale Referral Referral Referral
District administrators (n = 1,135)
Understanding .55 18 .36
Willingness to change .29 —.02 .30
Feasibility 40 10 27
Family—school collaboration .02 —.07 .09
External supports —.12 .04 —.16
Teachers (n = 1,396)
Understanding 32 20 13
Willingness to change 11 .01 11
Feasibility 27 28 01
Family—school collaboration —.00 —.02 02
External supports —.26 .06 —-.33

pletion of a full-length rating scale for all students nominated by
their teachers, completion of a brief screening measure for all
students in the building). As one piece of the district’s decision-
making process, teachers might be asked to complete the URP-
NEEDS based on each screening option in order to gather their
perceptions in an efficient and standardized manner. Within the
current sample, for example, both district administrators and teach-
ers who reported use of SEB screening indicated that they under-
stood the procedures better (i.e., understanding) and found them to
require fewer resources to implement (i.e., feasibility) than those
individuals who reported that students with SEB needs were re-
ferred externally. In addition, administrators in districts using
either SEB screening or internal referral procedures felt that school
staff were generally more willing to change than those adminis-
trators in buildings employing external referral.

Although school psychologists may be convinced of the benefits
of proactive models of identification and behavioral support, other
key stakeholders in the school system may not always be. Given
their training in consultation and use of a problem-solving ap-
proach, school psychologists are therefore ideally positioned to
lead school- or district-level efforts to identify—and address—the
potential barriers to usage at the levels of the individual, innova-
tion, and environment (Sanetti & Kratochwill, 2009). The URP-
NEEDS subscales assess both a school’s internal capacity for
implementation (i.e., understanding, willingness to change, feasi-
bility) as well as the degree to which stakeholders perceive exter-
nal supports to be necessary for use (i.e., family—school collabo-
ration, external supports).

Results suggest promise for use of the URP-NEEDS in enhanc-
ing understanding of those factors that may influence use of
approaches to SEB risk identification; however, limitations of both
the current study and the measure should be noted. Because
respondents were asked to complete the URP-NEEDS with regard
to the approach utilized within their school to identify students
with SEB needs, the distribution of responses was fairly skewed.
Specifically, of the available options, almost three quarters of
respondents reported that students exhibiting SEB problems were
referred internally whereas less than 10% of respondents reported
referring these students externally. Additionally, as noted previ-
ously, we could not adequately examine measurement invariance
by approach within the building administrator sample. Additional

research is therefore warranted employing a larger sample of
building administrators to examine the invariance across ap-
proaches within this respondent group.

Concerning the measure more broadly, although results of the
current study contribute to the developing psychometric evidence
base in support of the URP-NEEDS, additional research is needed
such that consumers can use the measure with greater confidence.
For one, the test-retest reliability of the measure has not yet been
examined. Understanding whether reported perceptions of usabil-
ity are consistent over a short latency period is important toward
informing applied use. In addition, the internal consistency of the
external supports (i.e., .67-.76) and family—school collaboration
subscales (i.e., .71-.80) were found to be lower than desirable in
the current sample. This suggests a potential need to examine these
subscales further in order to determine whether this concern is
specific to the current sample or if additional efforts are needed to
strengthen the subscales (e.g., generation of additional items). Use
of the URP-NEEDS is therefore recommended cautiously pending
examination of these additional areas of psychometric inquiry.

Finally, further research is also needed in order to understand
the degree to which each of these hypothesized factors actually
predicts successful usage. Given the unique needs, priorities, and
stresses of individual settings, however, it is not necessarily ex-
pected that these five factors would wield similar influence across
different contexts. Therefore, the URP-NEEDS may be used to
identify the primary factor—or constellation of factors—that may
serve as potential obstacles to successful usage locally. These data
could then be used to either inform changes to procedures (e.g., to
enhance feasibility) or systems (e.g., to strengthen external sup-
ports or collaboration), or to more efficiently target efforts to
enhance user understanding and motivation (e.g., willingness to
change) in order to maximize future potential for usage.
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Appendix
URP-NEEDS Factors and Associated Items

Understanding

School personnel are knowledgeable about the purpose and goals of social, emotional, and behavioral screening.

School personnel know how to use social, emotional, and behavioral screening data to document student improvements.

School personnel understand how goals for social, emotional, and behavioral screening fit with a system of student supports.
School personnel understand how to use social, emotional, and behavioral screening data to guide decisions about student supports.
School personnel understand the procedures of the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.

School personnel know how to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.

The current social, emotional, and behavioral approach is effective for addressing a variety of problems

The current social, emotional, and behavioral approach offers a good way to identify a child’s behavior problem.

School personnel are familiar with what can be done to prevent or treat social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties in school
School personnel are confident in their ability to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.

Willingness to change

School personnel like to use new strategies to help address the social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students

School personnel would try a new strategy to address the social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students even if it were very different than what
they are used to doing.

School personnel are willing to use new and different types of social, emotional, and behavioral strategies developed by researchers.

School personnel are willing to change how they operate to meet the social, emotional, and behavioral needs of students.

Feasibility
The preparation of materials needed for the social, emotional, and behavioral approach is reasonable for school personnel.
The total time required for staff to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach is manageable for school personnel.
The materials needed for the social, emotional, and behavioral approach are reasonable for school personnel.
The amount of time required of school personnel for record keeping related to the social, emotional, and behavioral approach is reasonable.

on or one of its allied publishers.
and is not to be disseminated broadly.

Family—school collaboration
Regular home—school communication is needed in order to execute the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.
A positive home—school relationship is needed to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.
Parental collaboration is needed in order to implement this social, emotional, and behavioral approach.

External supports
School personnel need consultative support in order to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.
A positive relationship with community agencies is important to carry out the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.
Ongoing assistance from external consultants is necessary to successfully use the social, emotional, and behavioral approach.
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Correction to Briesch et al. (2019)

In the article “Factorial Invariance of the Usage Rating Profile for Supporting Students’ Behavioral
Needs (URP-NEEDS),” by Amy M. Briesch, Sandra M. Chafouleas, Dakota W. Cintron, and D.
Betsy McCoach (School Psychology, Vol. 35, No. 1, 2020, pp. 51-60. https://doi.org/10.1037/
spq0000309), in the fourth paragraph of the “Understanding the Factors That Influence Usage”
section and in the “Usage Rating Profile for Supporting Students’ Behavioral Needs (URP-
NEEDS)” section, the URP-NEEDS was incorrectly reported to have 23 items. This measure
consists of 24 items. This item was also missing in the Appendix under the “Understanding” factor:
“School personnel understand how goals for social, emotional, and behavioral screening fit with a
system of student supports.” All versions of this article have been corrected.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/spq0000350




