Exploring Multiple Influences on Intervention Use: Revision of the

Even though there are multiple factors that may explain whether an intervention will be U Sag e R ati n g P rOfi I e = I n te rve n ti O n

used, the majority of scholarship on social validity assessments has emphasized
acceptability. Recent studies suggest that a complex interplay among a number of different
factors beyond acceptability predicts the likely adoption of an intervention. The current
study expands, strengthens and explores the validity of the Usage Rating Profile-
Intervention (URP-1), a recently developed measure to capture these myriad factors.
Elementary teachers (n=1,005) completed this measure In response to behavior intervention
vignettes. Findings from EFA and CFA as well as reliability analyses support a six factor
measure that captures individual, intervention and environmental influences.
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The resulting database was randomly split in half to produce separate samples for Table 3: CFA Fit Indices and y? Statistics Comparing The Single and Six Factor Models

_ _ _ _ exploratory and conflrmatory.factor analysis procedgreg (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003; Eactor Model . cEl TSRMR | RMSEA Decision
» In the past decade increased attention has been focused on the need to identify programs Thompson, 2004). The five vignettes were equally distributed across the EFA sample y? . — . .
and practices proven effective in promoting the academic and behavioral success of =1.88 (p =.76) and the CFA sample x> = 1.76 (p = .78). Data were analyzed with regard to 1 X* (62) =2456.40, " /dt .71 .14 14 Poor Fit
students in schools (i.e., the WWC & EBPP). Yet, scant research has been conducted to the hypothesized factor structure and internal consistency, using both exploratory and Factor Model ~ |=39.62
better understand the likely incorporation of these interventions into routine practices. confirmatory factor analysis procedures (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). 6 v (74) =383.63, > /df .96 |.05 .09 Acceptable Fit
» The factor that has received the greatest attention for predicting intervention adoption is, Factor Model |=5.18
acceptability. However, more recent research within the field of school psychology, Descriptive and exploratory factor analyses were performed with PASW Statistics 19

(SPSS) using principal axis factoring with an obligue rotation. Confirmatory factor
analyses were subsequently employed using WLSMYV estimation techniques with MPLUS
6.11 for both the model determined by the exploratory factor analysis and a single-factor
model (supported by the acceptability literature). Reliability estimates using Cronbach’s
alpha for both the EFA and CFA samples were explored.

medicine and social services have documented a) the absence of empirical models that
support acceptability as the primary factor and b) the presence of additional influences
on treatment usage.

* A potentially more explanatory factor warranting primary consideration in the
development of tools designed to promote adoption and implementation, Is intervention
usage.

* The Usage Rating Profile-Intervention (URP-I; Chafouleas, Briesch, Riley-Tillman, &

Reliability Analyses
Table 4: Summary of Reliability Statistics for Subscales in the URP-IR

Subscale ltems Average SD of interitem
inter item 1
-

McCoach, 2009) was developed in order to assess four factors believed to influence Acceptability 1,2,4,6,13,16,19, 21, 29 .68 .08 .95
actual intervention usage: acceptability, understanding, feasibility, and systems support. Understanding 30, 45, 58 59 .04 .80
 Nessay i ot rorus et sty of e etor s 4 compOstn o | 1o oo e wes xamined o ety anyigh e orclions o, | HomeStl | 251
factors that influence intervention usage >. 80) (Netemeyer, Beardon & Sharma, 2003) as well as items with low communalities Feasibility 7,17, 20, 23, 26,38 AT 11 .84

' (r >.30) (Pett et al., 2003). Of the original items, 12 items (12, 28, 32, 33, 35, 43, 44, 49, System Climate = 14,27, 39,47, 55 .68 .06 91

52, 53, 56, 57) demonstrated multicollinearity (i.e., high inter-item correlations with at System Support = 36,50,59 A7 05 72

least three other items in the scale) and were therefore deleted.

Table 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis Measures of Sampling Adequacy

Teacher Demographic Information Content Validation, URP-1 Revised Caiser-Mever-Olk Bartlott’s Test of Soherict VISA i
aiser-Meyer-Olkin ericli item range
- -~ SFA Sample CFA Sampe (URP-IR) y artictt's Test of SPRETEty :
ategory ubcategory N = 503 N = 502 1 " " -
( v )% ( . )% \I/r;lti(()jtjtli,ofplﬁzr:esj \1\/; rifelr?]glggf ?];Bg?ﬁeg?znetg ! .96 p <.001 All items > .60 » Results of the current study suggest that as many as six distinct factors may need to be considered
Gender Female 168 93 458 91 factor. ltem generation incorporated both | o when attempting to predict and understand intervention usage in school-based settings.
Male 35 7 B . ?e ' fessionzgl development) Table 2: Number of Factors Suggested by Each Criterion
Ethnicity ~ White 407 81 416 83 _ _'g" P _ P . - - : : : : :
o and philosophical (e.g., contextual fit) support L Number of Factors Consistent with conceptual models of treatment integrity and implementation posited across
e e Y9 10 49 i ’ Criterion Suggested human service fields, the URP-IR involves consideration of potential facilitators and barriers to
Hispanic/Latino 24 5 19 4 Scree plot 3 usage that extend across three levels of influence—those of the individual (e.g., Acceptability,
AS;]ar; . 17 1 6 1 Eight researchers in special education and Eigenvalues greater than 1 o Understanc_img), the intervention (Feasibility), and the environment (e.g., Home-School
Other/Unkno 8 3 15 3 _ . Collaborations, System Climate & System Support)
Grade K-2 33 47 208 45 School psychology who had published in the Parallel Analysis g ’
3-4 146 29 154 31 areas of treatment acceptability or integrit
5-6 124 25 120 24 \were contacted via emarzl and ;/greed togse?/ve Datten Matrix _ * Thus, Information gleaned from the URP-IR may be beneficial in both the planning and
School Type  Private 64 13 5 11 SO : ) = evaluation of intervention efforts across both individual and group contexts.
Public 434 86 442 88 32“?32:?0”; ;’j:ﬂ?t(';c;%;xge\r}ioﬁf'gggsgoz\tfgttal The pattern coefficient matrix was E}
- Stzer S Gf B0 items were retained subséquent 0 the examined In order to assess the -yl » The URP-IR measure may be used to facilitate individualized consultation, by helping consultants
o Sl:birr]ban 13:, §§ 123 22 content validation process. All items were glmensmnalzjty of the |temsf.f_lt(?ms ltghallt N to efficiently gather initial data regarding consultees’ perceptions of an intervention.
. . o emonstrated a pattern coefficient below B T e 7 1N -y
AL 155 31 178 36 rated using a 6 point scale with anchors that .
Other 6 1 5 1 Ja>p - 45 on their primary factor were deleted | » The URP-IR can be administered to large numbers of participants simultaneously and the resultant
ranged from Strongly Disagree to Strongly f the final scal 3 5 8 10. 15 = _ _ _ o o _
Agree. rom the final scale (e.g., 3, 5, 8, 10, 15, N I data analyzed in order to identify areas of shared concern or difficulty. This information can then
Data Collection Procedures 25,31, 34,37, 41, 42, 46,48). ltem 18 be used to make macro-level modifications to an intervention structure or procedures either at the
All participating elementary school teachers completed a brief demographic survey as well as | Was also removed from the scale Ky e stage of program planning or evaluation..
the URP-IR through a survey procurement company. The URP-IR, a 60-item measure, was because It exhibited

multidimensionality, loading on two ‘
factors. The deleted items loaded solely sptem i F—— »1_—_
onto the 7t and 8t factors, leaving only |
six factors after item deletion.

completed following review of a school-based intervention vignette. Each participant was
randomly assigned to a single intervention vignette upon which to base his/her responses. All
survey collection data was conducted via phone, with respondents taking approximately 15-20
total minutes to complete the survey. Returned data was provided from the survey procurement
company within a master database.
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Fig. 1. Confirmatory factor analysis structure and loadings for the final model




