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Abstract
School attendance problems imply a serious threat to a child’s academic, social and emotional development. The aim of this study was
to validate the Spanish version of the School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised (SRAS-R) in Ecuadorian adolescents. Participants
were 1786 students (51%boys) aged 15 to 18 years (M = 16.31; SD = 1.01) randomly selected from12 high schools located in different
geographic zones of Quito (Ecuador). The measures used were the SRAS-R, the Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents, the Depression
Anxiety Stress Scale-21 and the School Anxiety Inventory. Results supported the four-factor structure (I. Avoidance of Negative
Affectivity, II. Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations, III. Pursuit of Attention and IV. Pursuit of Tangible Reinforcement).
This model remained invariant across gender and age and adequate levels of internal consistencywere obtained for the factors (.77, .81,
.75 and .71). Girls reported higher levels of Escaping from Social Evaluation than boys, and boys reported higher levels of Pursuing
Tangible Reinforcements than girls. The oldest students (17–18 years) scored higher on Avoiding Negative Affectivity and Escape
from Social or Evaluation situations than the younger students. Discriminant validity was examined and significant correlations with
other measures were found. These findings provide initial support for the use of the SRAS-R as a measure to assess school refusal in
Ecuadorian adolescents.
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Investigations have showed that school refusal behavior is
linked with poor academic performance (Barry et al. 2010;
Thornton et al. 2013; Yahaya et al. 2010) and a higher risk of
presenting externalizing behavior problems or emotional
maladjustments (Maynard et al. 2012; Nelemans et al. 2014).
This problem not only affects students, it also brings youth
into conflict with their families (Christogiorgos and
Giannakopoulos 2014). Early identification of individuals at
risk is essential to avoid negative consequences, such as
school dropouts. In Latin America, progress has been made

on this issue in primary education, but the greatest dropout
rates occur at upper secondary education (Bentaouet-Kattan
and Székely 2015). Therefore, valid assessment tools are nec-
essary to identify the causes leading to this behavior and to
provide prevention and personalized attention.

The School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised (SRAS-R;
Kearney 2002) is the main assessment instrument used to iden-
tify the underlying factors of school refusal behavior (Kearney
2016). The SRAS-R measures the relative strength of four un-
derlying factors contributing to school refusal behavior: I.
Avoidance of school-related stimuli that provoke Negative
Affectivity (e.g. fears, anxiety, and depression), II. Escape from
aversive Social or Evaluative situations (e.g. tests, recitals, con-
versations with peers or teachers), III. Pursuit of Attention from
significant others (e.g. parents, grandparents) and IV. Pursuit of
Tangible Reinforcement outside the school (e.g. oppositional de-
fiant or conduct disorder, drug use, sleeping late). The first two
factors refer to youth who refuse school due to negative rein-
forcement, that is, something aversive related to school causes
difficulties in attending or prevents full-time attendance. The
latter two factors refer to youth who refuse school because of
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positive reinforcement, that is, something more motivating than
school leads to their failure to attend (Kearney et al. 2001).

The psychometric properties of the original and revised ver-
sion of the SRAS-R were first examined in American clinical
samples (Higa et al. 2002; Kearney 2002, 2006; Kearney and
Silverman 1993). More recently, the scale has been val-
idated in English and non-English-speaking countries
with clinical samples (Germany: Walter et al. 2017;
the United States: Haight et al. 2011; the Netherlands:
Heyne et al. 2016) and community samples (Spain:
Gonzálvez et al. 2016; the United States: Lyon 2010;
United Kingdom: Richards and Hadwin 2011; Turkey:
Seçer 2014).

The School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised

The SRAS-R contains 24 items that were initially validated with
a sample of 168 American participants. Adequate indexes of
concurrent validity were found between this scale and its original
version: .56 (Avoidance of Negative Affectivity), .73 (Escape
from Social and/or Evaluative situations), .77 (Pursuit of
Attention), and .65 (Pursuit of Tangible Reinforcement)
(Kearney 2002). A few years later, Kearney (2006) conducted
a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) among 213 American teen-
agers. The proposed 4-factor model omitting two items provided
the best fit indexes with good 1–2-week test-retest reliability
coefficients of .56–.78. Later studies also supported the four-
factor structure of the scale with the elimination of either three
(Lyon 2010) or two items (Haight et al. 2011). In contrast,
Richards and Hadwin (2011) evaluated 180 English students
aged 12–13 and found support for a three-factor structure after
removing six items. Seçer (2014) examined Turkish adolescents
and found support for a 4-factor structure after removing five
items. A test-retest reliability index of .86 was found over a 2-
week period. The inconsistency of the factor structure across
samples and populations highlights the need to validate the scale
for populations in which it is to be used (such as Ecuador).

More recently, the first validation of this instrument in Spain
has been reported (Gonzálvez et al. 2016). This study was con-
ducted with 1078 Spanish students aged 8–11 and supported a 4-
factor structure of the SRAS-R after eliminating six items. The
internal consistency coefficients of the scale ranged from .70–.87
and the 2-week test-retest reliability coefficients ranged from
.70–.75. Heyne et al. (2016) evaluated the SRAS-R in a Dutch
sample of 199 youth aged 7–18. Although several items were
modified, the results obtained from CFA supported the 4-factor
structure of the SRAS-R. Finally, the German version of the
SRAS-R was carried out with a clinical sample of 62 school
refusers aged 11 to 17 (Walter et al. 2017). A four-factor structure
was supported for the self-rated version and a three-factor version
for the parent-rated version, excluding two items. Of all the val-
idation studies reviewed, only the Spanish version has examined

and confirmed the factorial invariance of the SRAS-R by gender
and age, so its verification in other countries is required.

Additional support for the validity of the SRAS-R is pro-
vided by correlations with other measures to examine the con-
vergent validity. The SRAS-R scores have been related to
measures of anxiety (social anxiety, separation anxiety, state
and trait anxiety, generalized anxiety), depression and exter-
nalizing problems (Brandibas et al. 2004; Kearney and
Albano 2004). In general, anxiety-related diagnoses had
higher associations with negative reinforced school refusal
behavior (I. Avoidance of Negative Affectivity and II.
Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations); separation
anxiety disorder was more associated with attention-seeking
behavior (III. Pursuit of Tangible Reinforcement); and oppo-
sitional defiant disorder and conduct disorder had greater as-
sociations with school refusal behavior based on pursuing
tangible reinforcement outside of school (IV. Pursuit of
Tangible Reinforcement) (Kearney 2002; Kearney and
Silverman 1993).

As for gender differences in school refusal, a predominance
of studies indicate a balanced distribution of scores between
boys and girls (Fremont 2003; Kearney and Albano 2004;
Wijetunge and Lakmini 2011). However, some studies have
found girls to score higher on anxiety-based school refusal
(Gosch et al. 2012), whereas boys have scored higher on spe-
cific phobias (King et al. 1995) or school dropout (Kearney
2008; Kearney and Spear 2014). Latent means differences
across gender revealed that boys had significantly higher
structured means than girls in school refusal based on
Pursing Tangible Reinforcements (Gonzálvez et al. 2016).
Regarding age, it has been seen that in certain school moments
school refusal appearance tends to increase, such as the begin-
ning of the academic year, the change to a new school or the
transition to another educational stage (Kearney and Albano
2004; Kearney and Bates 2005; Pina et al. 2009). Specifically,
Kearney and Albano (2004) indicate that younger students
tend to refuse school to Avoid stimuli that provoked
Negative Affectivity or to Pursue Attention from significant
others, whereas older students tend to refuse school to Escape
from aversive Social and/or Evaluative situations or to Pursue
Tangible Reinforcement outside of school. In this sense,
Gonzálvez et al. (2016) revealed that the 11-year-olds group
had significantly higher means in Pursuing Tangible
Reinforcement than the 8 and 9-year-olds group. Further re-
search on age and gender related differences across the func-
tional conditions is required (Inglés et al. 2015).

This Study

The psychometric properties of the SRAS-R have yet to be
examined in the Ecuadorian population. Given the variability
in factor structure found in other studies, it is not clear whether
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its application in Ecuadorian schools is appropriate or not. In
order to overcome this limitation, this study aims to validate
the Spanish version of the SRAS-R in Ecuadorian adolescents
to improve the understanding of reasons behind school refus-
al. Specifically, this study aims (1) to confirm the four-factor
structure proposed by the Spanish version of the SRAS-R; (2)
to verify its reliability and discriminant validity; (3) to exam-
ine the factorial invariance of this measure across gender and
age groups; and (4) to analyze the latent means differences
across gender and age.

Based on previous empirical evidence, it is expected that
the SRAS-R in Ecuador: (a) will present a factorial structure
made up of four factors (Gonzálvez et al. 2016; Heyne
et al. 2016; Kearney 2002, 2006; Seçer 2014; Walter et
al. 2017), (b) will obtain adequate internal consistency
coefficients (> .70) (Gonzálvez et al. 2016; Heyne et al.
2016; Kearney 2002, 2006; Seçer 2014; Walter et al.
2017) (c) will be invariant across gender and age
(Gonzálvez et al. 2016), (d) will report differences ac-
cording to gender and age, with boys attaining higher
school refusal scores for pursuing tangible reinforce-
ments outside the school and the older age group for escaping
from aversive social and/or evaluative situations or pursuing
tangible reinforcement outside of school (Kearney andAlbano
2004), and (e) will have adequate construct validity
(Brandibas et al. 2004; Kearney 2002; Kearney and Albano
2004; Kearney and Silverman 1993).

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited by random cluster sampling,
meaning that a number of clusters were randomly selected
from the conglomerate collection of the entire population.
For this, 12 high schools located in different geographic areas
(North, East, West and South) of Quito (Ecuador) participated.
Between two and three schools were randomly and propor-
tionally selected from each geographical zone. From each of
these high schools, one group per academic grade was ran-
domly selected. Data used in this study were collected in
2016. The eligible sample included 1956 students. Of these,
94 (4.8%) did not receive parental consent to participate, and
76 (3.9%) returned incomplete assessments. All students par-
ticipated voluntarily with a 100% participation rate even
though 8.69% were excluded for the previously described
reasons. The final sample was formed by 1786 non-clinical
students (51% boys) aged 15–18 years (M = 16.31; SD =
1.01). Sample distribution across age was: 25.2%, 33.3%,
26.5 and 14.9%, respectively for students from 15 to 18 years.
The Chi-squared test showed the uniform frequency distribu-
tion across age and gender (χ2 = 3.35; p = 0.34).

Measures

The Spanish version of the School Refusal Assessment Scale-
Revised was the instrument tested in Ecuadorian adolescents
(Gonzálvez et al. 2016). The SRAS-R measures the relative
strength of four functional conditions for school refusal be-
havior. These include: I. Avoidance of school-related stimuli
that provoke Negative Affectivity (e.g. How often do you stay
away from school because you will feel sad or depressed if
you go?), II. Escape from school-related aversive Social and/
or Evaluative situations (e.g. How often do you stay away
from school because you feel embarrassed in front of other
people at school?), III. Pursuit of Attention from significant
others (e.g. How often do you think about your parents or
family when in school?), and IV. Pursuit of Tangible
Reinforcement outside of school (e.g. When you are not in
school during the week (Monday to Friday), how much do
you enjoy doing different things (for example, being with
friends, going places)?). Items are scored using a
Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always).
The SRAS-R is scored by estimating the average score
for each functional condition. If one item was not an-
swered, none of the data from that student was used. The
highest scoring factor is considered to be the key variable in
the child’s school refusal behavior.

The Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents (SAS-A; La
Greca and López 1998) is a self-report measure consisting of
18 items with a five-point Likert scale. The SAS-A includes
three subscales: Fear of Negative Evaluation (FNE), Social
Avoidance and Distress in New Situations (SAD-N), and
Social Avoidance and Distress-General (SAD-G). The
Spanish version of the SAS-A was used in this study (Inglés
et al. 2010). In the current investigation, the Cronbach’s alpha
were .83 (FNE), .78 (SAD-N) and .75 (SAD-G).

The Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 21 (DASS-21;
Lovibond and Lovibond 1995) is a self-reporting question-
naire to measure depression, anxiety and stress with 21 items
based on a four-point rating scale. In this study, the Spanish
version of the DASS-21 was used (Fonseca et al. 2010). The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for this study were .76
(Depression), .75 (Anxiety) and .75 (Stress).

The School Anxiety Inventory (SAI; García-Fernández et
al. 2011). The SAI is a self-report measure that evaluates the
frequency with which students experience anxiety in different
school situations (Anxiety about Aggression (AA), Anxiety
about Social Evaluation (ASE), Anxiety about Academic
Failure and Punishment (AAF) and Academic Evaluation
(AE), as well as the type of anxiety response given
(Cognitive, Psychophysiological and Behavioral). The SAI
consists of 55 items related to school situations and 32 related
to responses. In our study, the reliability coefficients were .94
(AA), .94 (ASE), .93 (AAF), .91 (AE), .87 (Cognitive), .85
(Psychophysiological) and .73 (Behavioral).
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These four measures were evaluated by five Ecuadorian
expert judges (3 psychologists and 2 educators), who assessed
the clarity of each of the items. The proposed modifications
were small, did not affect the structure of the instruments and
consisted of changes of words and expressions that are not
commonly used in Ecuador. As a result, they were replaced
by their corresponding equivalents (e.g. exam = test).

Procedure

At the initial visit to the different schools, the aims of the
investigation were explained and participation was requested.
A letter was sent to inform the parents of potential participants
of the investigation and to request their written consent for
study participation. The students completed the questionnaires
voluntarily and anonymously during school hours (session
lasting approximately 55 min), always under the supervision
of a member of the research team.

Data Analysis

The SRAS-R was tested by Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) in order to verify its adequacy in Ecuadorian adoles-
cents. The Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 (S-Bχ2) was used since
Mardia’s coefficient confirmed no multivariate normality
(Mardia = 112.471). Goodness-of-fit indexes were calculated:
the Robust Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (R-
RMSEA: <.08 acceptable and < .06 excellent), the
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR: close to
.08 acceptable and < .05 good fit), the Robust Comparative Fit
Index (R-CFI: ≥ .90 acceptable, >.95 good fit) and the Tucker
Lewis Index (TLI: ≥.90 acceptable). In addition, the internal
consistency of the SRAS-R was obtained through the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient whose coefficient values of more
than 0.7 were considered good. The mean (M) and standard
deviation (SD) of each of the questionnaire items was calcu-
lated from a classical item analysis (Tucker 1987).

Second, a Multigroup Confirmatory Factorial Analysis
(MGCFA) was performed to test the factorial invariance of
the Ecuadorian version of the SRAS-R (configural, measure-
ment and structural invariance) across gender and age (15–
16 years vs 17–18 years). The S-Bχ2 was used because
Mardia’s coefficients for gender and age were higher than 5.
Several hierarchical steps were followed and apart from the
goodness-of-fit indexes, the following invariance criteria were
calculated: the adjusted Satorra-Bentler Chi-square difference
(ΔS-Bχ2, p > .05) and the ΔCFI (ΔCFI <.01) (Samuel et al.
2015). The latent means differences across gender and age
were performed with the Critical Ratio statistic (CR) rejecting
the equality estimate for CR results >1.96 or < − 1.96
(Tsaousis and Kazi 2013). Finally, the correlations between
the different factors of the SRAS-R as well as its convergent
validity were calculated using the Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient. The interpretation of these results
was performed according to the criteria proposed by
Cohen (1988) regarding the magnitude of the effect
sizes (small between .20–.50; moderate between .51–.79;
and large ≥ .80). Statistical analyses were calculated using
SPSS 22 and EQS 6.1.

Results

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Reliability

Table 1 displays data regarding the CFA. The model proposed
by the Spanish version of the SRAS-R, composed of four
factors and 18 items (Factor I: 1, 5, 9, 13, 21, Factor II: 2, 6,
10, 14, 22, Factor III: 3, 7, 11, 15, 23 and Factor IV: 4, 8, 12),
was supported in the Ecuadorian adolescent sample, establish-
ing, in turn, certain correlations between items. In the first
factor (Avoidance of Negative Affectivity), items 1 (How of-
ten do you have bad feelings about going to school because
you are afraid of something related to school (for example,
tests, school bus, teacher, fire alarm?) and 9 (How often do
you feel worse at school (for example, scared, nervous, or sad)
compared to how you feel at home with friends?) were corre-
lated. In the second factor (Escape from Social and/or
Evaluative situations), items 2 (How often do you stay away
from school because it is hard to speak with the other kids at
school?) and 22 (How often do you stay away from people at
school compared to other kids your age?) and the items 6
(How often do you stay away from school because you feel
embarrassed in front of other people at school?) and 22 were
correlated. Finally, in the third factor (Pursuit of Attention),
items 3 (How often do you feel you would rather be with your
parents than go to school?) and 11 (How much would you
rather be with your family than go to school?) and the items
7 (How often do you think about your parents or family when
in school?) and 23 (Would you like to be home with your
parents more than other kids your age would?) were
correlated. Optimal scores were reached for all goodness
of fit indices, which were higher than .90 for R-CFI (.941) and
TLI (.927), and which had an excellent value of .04 for R-
RMSEA and SRMR.

Classic Item Analysis and Reliability

Item means ranged from 3.69 (item 4) to 1.69 (item 6) and the
standard deviation ranged from 2.04 (item 12) to 1.23 (item 2).
The internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha)
were .77 (Factor I. Avoidance of Negative Affectivity), .81
(Factor II. Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations),
.75 (Factor III. Pursuit of Attention) and .71 (Factor IV. Pursuit
of Tangible Reinforcement) for each of the four factors of the
SRAS-R.
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Factorial Invariance across Gender and Age

Data regarding the models of measurement and structural in-
variance across gender and age are presented in Tables 2 and 3,
respectively. Firstly, a baseline model (Model 0) with no con-
straints was established and revealed adequate goodness-of-fit
indexes (TLI and R-CFI > .90; R-RMSEA <.05; SRMR <.08).
All factor loadings were then constrained across gender and
age to obtain the metric invariance (Model 1). Likewise, the
goodness-of-fit indexes were found to be adequate. The, factor
loadings and intercepts were subsequently constrained across
gender and age to obtain the strong invariance (Model 2),
which also showed adequate goodness-of-fit indexes.
Invariance measurement revealed strict invariance (Model 3),
which constrains the factor loadings, the intercepts of the var-
iables and the variances and covariances of errors. This model
also obtained reasonable goodness-of-fit indexes. Finally, the
structural invariance (Model 4) consisted of constraining the
variances and covariances of factors in Model 2, which re-
vealed proper values in all the fit indexes. All models tested
reported no statistically significant differences for the Satorra-
Bentler χ2 (p > .05) and values lower than .01 for the ΔCFI.
The measurement and structural invariance of the SRAS-R
were thus confirmed across gender and age.

Latent Means Differences across Gender and Age

The structured mean differences across gender and age groups
are in Table 4. Boys acted as the gender reference group and
15–16-year-olds acted as the age reference group. Adequate

goodness-of-fit indexes were obtained for both groups across
gender (χ2 = 909.1518, d.f. = 276, p < .000, R-CFI = .941, R-
RMSEA = .029, CI = .026–.031 and SRMR= .046) and age
(χ2 = 860.012, d.f. = 276, p < .000, R-CFI = .939,
RRMSEA = .027, CI = .024–.030 and SRMR = .047). Girls
scored significantly higher than boys on Avoiding Negative
Affectivity whereas boys scored significantly higher than girls
on Pursuing Tangible Reinforcement. With regard to age
groups, older students (17–18 years) obtained higher scores
than 15–16-year-olds on Avoiding Negative Affectivity and
Escaping from Social and/or Evaluative situations.

Correlations between Factors

Regarding the correlation coefficients between the four factors
of the SRAS-R (Table 5), students who based their school
refusal behavior on Avoiding Negative Affectivity situations
had a statistically significant and positive correlation of high
magnitude with students who based their school refusal be-
havior on escaping from social and/or evaluative situations
(.66) and Pursuing Attention from significant others (.52).
On the other hand, participants who based their school refusal
behavior on Escaping from Social and/or Evaluative situations
and Pursuing Attention from significant others revealed mod-
erate correlations (.43). Finally, students who based their
school refusal behavior on Pursuing Tangible Reinforcement
had statistically significant and positive correlations of lowmag-
nitude with students who based their school refusal behavior on
Avoiding Negative Affectivity situations (.13) and Pursuing
Attention from significant others (.21). Non-significant

Table 1 Goodness-of-fit indexes
for the Ecuadorian version of the
SRAS-R

S-Bχ2 df R-RMSEA 90% CI SRMR R-CFI TLI

4 Factors model 471.6221 124 .040 [.036, .043] .040 .941 .927

S-Bχ2 = Satorra-Bentler scaled χ2 ; df = degrees of freedom; R-RMSEA = robust root mean square error of
approximation; CI = confidence interval; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; R-CFI = robust com-
parative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis Index. p < .001 for S-Bχ2 in all cases

Table 2 Goodness-of-fit indexes for the Ecuadorian version of the SRAS-R depending on gender

χ2 S-Bχ2 df TLI R-CFI R-RMSEA SRMR ΔS-Bχ2 (Δdf, p) ΔCFI

Boys 440.755 326.2721 124 .917 .933 .042 [.037, .048] .045

Girls 367.968 269.6504 124 .938 .950 .037 [.031, .043] .042

Model 0 808.722 595.6368 248 .928 .941 .028 [.025, .031] .043

Model 1 832.011 613.2661 262 .931 .941 .027 [.025, .030] .046 17.393 (14, .236) .000

Model 2 971.681 734.1541 280 .927 .940 .027 [.024, .030] .046 21.0162 (18, .279) −.001
Model 3 910.080 662.3467 303 .929 .940 .026 [.023, .029] .047 30.721 (23, .130) .000

Model 4 871.037 649.1854 290 .930 .940 .027 [.024, .029] .052 11.5036 (10, .320) .000

Model 0 = Free model; Model 1 =Model 0 with factor loadings; Model 2 =Model 1 with intercepts; Model 3 =Model 2 with error variances;Model 4 =
Model 2 with variances and covariance factors; S-Bχ2 = Satorra-Bentler χ2 scaled; df = degrees of freedom; TLI = tucker-lewis index; RCFI = robust
comparative fit index; RRMSEA= robust root mean square error of approximation; SRMR= standardized root mean square residual;ΔCFI = compar-
ative fit index difference test; ΔS-Bχ2 = χ2 difference model comparison test; Δdf: difference between degrees of freedom
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correlations were found between the following two SRAS-R
dimensions: II. Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations
and IV. Pursuit of Tangible Reinforcement.

Convergent Validity: SRAS-R, SAS-A, DASS-21 and SAI

The evaluation of convergent validity demonstrates positive
correlations between theoretically similar dimension measures
(e.g. anxiety-based school refusal and dimensions of anxiety
and depression), while correlations between theoretically dis-
similar dimension measures reveal negative correlations, sug-
gesting discriminant validity (e.g. non-anxiety-based school re-
fusal and dimensions of anxiety and depression). Positive and
significant correlations were found between the first three fac-
tors of the SRAS-R (I. Avoidance of Negative Affectivity, II.
Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations and III. Pursuit
of Attention) and all the subscales that make up the SAS-A (r =
between .21 and .38), the DASS-21 (r = between .39 and .11)
and the SAI (r = between .11 and .37). However, statistically
significant and negative correlations were obtained between the
fourth factor of the SRAS-R (IV. Pursuit of Tangible
Reinforcement) and the majority of subscales that make up
the SAS-A (r = −06 and − 09) and the SAI (r = between- .05
and − 08). In contrast, the fourth factor (IV. Pursuit of Tangible
Reinforcement) positively correlated with the DASS-21 Stress
subscale (r = .08). The effect sizes were of small and moderate
magnitude for the first three factors (I. Avoidance of Negative
Affectivity, II. Escape from Social and/or Evaluative situations
and III. Pursuit of Attention), whereas they were not of signif-
icant magnitude following the criteria of the index d for the
fourth factor (IV. Pursuit of Tangible Reinforcement).

Discussion

This is the first study to offer a validation of the Ecuadorian
version of the SRAS-R. Minimal modifications were made in

the wording of certain items in order to use terms more in line
with the Latin-American context. The CFA revealed that the
Spanish version of the SRAS-R obtained appropriate
goodness-of-fit indexes in Ecuadorian adolescent population
and supported the tetrafactorial structure of the scale
consisting of 18 items and including correlations between
items to achieve a better fit (Gonzálvez et al. 2016).
Previous studies have questioned the factor structure of the
SRAS-R, suggesting a possible three-dimensional structure
and considering that the fourth factor is a construct that eval-
uates a type of school refusal and is quite different from the
other three factors (Richards and Hadwin 2011). However, in
accordance with the first hypothesis formulated, the results of
this research are in line with the majority of previous studies
that have supported the tetra factorial structure of the scale
(Gonzálvez et al. 2016; Haight et al. 2011; Heyne et al.
2016; Kearney 2002, 2006; Lyon 2010). Moreover, the
MCFA confirmed the factorial invariance of the scale across
gender and age and adequate reliability indices were obtained,
so the second and third hypotheses were also confirmed.

This research has revealed differences in latent means
across gender and age. As expected, boys scored higher com-
pared to girls on the fourth factor of SRAS-R (IV. Pursuit of
Tangible Reinforcement), in line with previous research
(Gonzálvez et al. 2016). This type of school refusal is associ-
ated with non-anxiety-based school refusal behavior and with-
out parental consent. Consequently, numerous studies have
found similarities between this type of school refusal behav-
ior, which is more frequent in boys than in girls (Kearney and
Spear 2014), and school absenteeism. On the other hand, re-
search shows that girls are more vulnerable to anxiety disor-
ders than boys and are more likely to justify their absences to
anxiety, stress or depression (Duchesne and Ratelle 2016;
Hancock et al. 2018; Kendall et al. 2016; Schuch et al.
2014; Xu et al. 2012). The results of this study revealed that
girls had higher scores than their male peers for school refusal
based on the Avoidance of Negative Affectivity. However,

Table 3 Goodness-of-fit indexes for the Ecuadorian version of the SRAS-R depending on age

χ2 S-Bχ2 df TLI R-CFI R-RMSEA SRMR ΔS-Bχ2 (Δdf, p) ΔCFI

15–16 years 449.283 330.4041 124 .921 .936 .040 [.035, .045] .043

17–18 years 374.102 274.9471 124 .931 .944 .041 [.034, .047] .046

Model 0 823.385 605.3311 248 .925 .940 .028 [.026, .031] .045

Model 1 844.325 620.9012 262 .929 .939 .028 [.025, .031] .047 15.48 (14, .346) −.001
Model 2 866.041 647.9679 280 .925 .939 .027 [.024, .030] .048 21.77 (18, .242) .000

Model 3 906.217 660.7051 303 .928 .940 .026 [.023, .028] .048 22.3336 (23, .500) .001

Model 4 881.406 658.4068 290 .927 .939 .027 [.024, .030] .057 10.9726 (10, .360) .000

Model 0 = Free model; Model 1 =Model 0 with factor loadings; Model 2 =Model 1 with intercepts; Model 3 =Model 2 with error variances;Model 4 =
Model 2 with variances and covariance factors; S-Bχ2 = Satorra-Bentler χ2 scaled; df = degrees of freedom; TLI = tucker-lewis index; R-CFI = robust
comparative fit index; R-RMSEA = robust root mean square error of approximation; SRMR= standarized root mean square residual; ΔCFI = compar-
ative fit index difference test. ΔS-Bχ2 =χ2 difference model comparison test; Δdf: difference between degrees of freedom
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further research is required to gain a deeper understanding of
this behavior and to offer attention adapted to the characteris-
tics of each group. Of the two age groups studied (15–16 and
17–18 years), the older students reported higher scores in
school refusal due to Avoiding Negative Affectivity and
Escaping from Social and/or Evaluative situations. These re-
sults are not consistent with the hypothesis formulated but
they are consistent with previous studies that indicate that
the prevalence of mental health problems (e.g. emotional dis-
turbance, any behavioral disorder, substance use disorders or
any depressive disorder) increases with age when comparing
children with adolescents (Costello et al. 2003). In addition,

the oldest group of participants (17–18 years) is in the final
stage of secondary education and they are facing an academic
test for access to higher education. This may provoke anxiety
or tensions that are reflected in feelings of negative affectivity
towards the school. Therefore, it could be considered that this
age group is in a moment of educational transition and these
periods are considered times of greater incidence of school
refusal (Lowe 2015).

Regarding convergent validity, results showed positive cor-
relations among the first three factors of the SRAS-R (I.
Avoidance of Negative Affectivity, II. Escape from Social
and/or Evaluative situations and III. Pursuit of Attention)

Table 5 Pearson’s correlation coefficients between: SRAS-R, SAS-A, DASS-21 and SAI

Factors I. Avoidance of
negative affectivity

II. Escape from
social evaluation

III. Pursuit
attention

IV. Pursuit tangible
reinforcement

SRAS-R I. Avoidance of negative affectivity .66** .52** .13**

II. Escape from social evaluation .43** –

III. Pursuit attention .21**

SAS-A Fear of negative evaluation .37** .38** .24** −.06**
Social avoidance and distress in new situations .33** .34** .24** −.07**
Generalized social avoidance and distress .32** .34** .21** −.09**

DASS-21 Anxiety .43** .37** .22** –

Depression .15** .38** .16** –

Stress .39** .28** .11** .08**

SAI (Situational dimensions) Aggression .22** .11** .16** –

Social evaluation .36** .32** .21** −.08**
Academic failure and punishment .35** .25** .21** –

Academic evaluation .35** .27** .22** −.05*
SAI (Response systems) Phychophysiological .26** .19** .17** –

Cognitive .35** .32** .21** −.07**
Behavioral .37** .34** .22** −.08**

SAS-A: Social Anxiety Scale for Adolescents; DASS-21: Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 21; SAI: School Anxiety Inventory; ** = p < .001

Table 4 Latent means differences
across gender and age groups in
the SRAS-R

SRAS-R factors

I. Avoidance
of Negative
Affectivity

II. Escape
from Social
Evaluation

III. Pursuit
attention

IV. Pursuit
tangible
reinforcement

Boys (reference)

Girls

Mean estimate (ME) .142 −.009 .081 −.353
Standard error (SE) .036 .040 .058 .076

Critical Ratio (CR) 3.968* −.229 1.392 −4.679*
15–16-year old (reference)

17–18-year old

ME .111 .128 .093 .040

SE .035 .042 .059 .074

CR 3.131* 3.063* 1.569 .546

* = p < .05
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and all of the subscales that make up the SAS-A, the DASS-21
and the SAI. These results coincide with the findings of pre-
vious research in which the presence of anxiety and depressive
symptoms are associated with the first three factors (Kearney
and Albano 2004; Kearney et al. 2005). Contrary results were
obtained for the fourth factor of SRAS-R (IV. Pursuit Tangible
Reinforcement). This may be because this factor is correlated
with externalizing behavior problems instead of internalizing
emotional difficulties (García-Fernández et al. 2016; Inglés et
al. 2015; Kearney and Albano 2004).

This study has a series of limitations including its specific
geographical area, the age limit of the participants and the
methodology used for data collection, all of which should be
considered for future lines of research. Firstly, the geographi-
cal limit is expected to be expanded, evaluating school refusal
in distinct regions of Ecuador, to determine if differences exist
between urban and rural areas. Previous studies warn that
ethnic minorities and social groups having limited economic
resources are more likely to display school attendance prob-
lems as compared to other young people (Balfanz and Byrnes
2012; Lyon 2010). In addition, the age range of this research is
expected to be extended, obtaining data from samples of pre-
adolescent students, in order to identify the type of school
refusal behavior that prevails at these ages and whether or
not the gender and age differences remain. Finally, future
studies are likely to collect information from different sources,
taking into account not only the student’s perception but also
the information offered by parents and teachers.

Practical implications for the health education and psychol-
ogy fields may be derived from the results obtained. From a
preventive perspective, the Ecuadorian version of the SRAS-
R is available for school psychologists and other profes-
sionals. Results reveal that its structure is supported by previ-
ous studies and it is in agreement with the theoretical founda-
tions. Having an instrument based on the functional model of
school refusal behavior offers potential advantages over pre-
vious questionnaires addressed only to students with anxiety-
based problems. In addition, identifying the main reason/s
underlying school refusal behavior may be linked to better-
informed decisions regarding treatment choice (Kearney
2001, 2007). Working with these students since the appear-
ance of the first symptoms or difficulties attending school is
essential in order to overcome school refusal. Thus, the
SRAS-R may be used as a tool to identify these cases in their
early stages. Investigators have warned that what begins as a
simple rejection of school with sporadic attendance could cul-
minate over time in severe problems of truancy, or even drop-
out (Eicher et al. 2014). Specifically, in Ecuador this is a cause
for concern given the high number of young people who drop
out from school during this educational stage. Finally, the
results of this investigation reveal the existence of differences
across gender and age, whichmust be taken into account when
designing prevention programs and assessing these students

as groups at risk. Practitioners may wish to pay special atten-
tion to girls with respect to social or evaluative anxiety and to
boys with respect to truancy. Moreover, they may consider the
older students (17–18 years) with respect to anxiety-based
school refusal. Advances in the evaluation of school
refusal in a new sociocultural context have been provided
from this study.
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