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To promote positive student behavior and
school climate, schools increasingly adopt
multitier frameworks of behavior support

KEY TERMS

Applied Behavior Analysis: a scientific
approach that aims to leverage principles of
behavioral science to solve problems related
to behavior (Pierce & Cheney, 2013).

Evidence-based Interventions: interventions
with empirical evidence that, when
implemented with fidelity, are able to produce
specific outcomes (Missouri EBI Network,
n.d.). See the Council for Exceptional
Children’s standards for evidence-based
practices (2014) for some evidence-based
classifications.

Marginalization: a process through which
people are relegated to the periphery of social
groups due to their identities (e.g., race,
gender, religion, political affiliation, disability),
experiences, or associated groups (Hall et al.,
1994).

Multitier Systems of Behavior Support:
frameworks for addressing school-based
problem behaviors via a continuum of
increasingly intensive evidence-based
interventions. Examples of two prominent
frameworks include School-Wide Positive
Behavior Interventions and Support (SWPBIS;
Sugai & Horner, 2019) and the Pyramid Model
(TPM; Fox et al., 2006).

(Sugai & Horner, 2019). Within these
frameworks, student behaviors are
addressed through a continuum of
increasingly intensive evidence-based
supports and interventions (Dunlap et al.,
2009). Unfortunately, implementation
appears to have drifted overtime from the
original intent of classifying behaviors into
tiers of support to classifying students into
tiers of support despite explicit cautions
against this practice by scholarly leaders
(e.g., Sugai & Horner, 2010). The
inappropriate focus on classifying students
is problematic because it:

e suggests behavioral problems
are caused by intraindividual
(within the student)
characteristics;

e ignores students’ multifaceted
strengths and needs when
individuals are categorized by
tiers;

e promotes the idea that behavioral
concerns are static or beyond the
influence of educational systems;

« furthers the marginalization and
exclusion of students labeled with
behavioral problems or
disabilities;

» ignores the theoretical and
empirical base for behavioral
supports likely to be effective;
and

e undermines adoption of effective
behavioral intervention wherein
the focus is on changing




environments not students (Baker,
2005; Sugai & Horner, 2010).

As such, the purposes of this Equity by
Design brief are to provide a primer on the
foundational literature on multitier systems of
behavior support, highlight the benefits of
classifying needs based on behavior, and
provide illustrative examples of how schools
can capitalize on multitier systems of
behavior support without marginalizing
students. This brief can be used in
conjunction with others on nondiscriminatory
tiered services (Sullivan et al., 2018) and
student rights within universal supports
(Weeks et al., 2019).

Multitier systems of behavior support are
frameworks for organizing educational
resources to enhance educators’ capacity to
provide high-quality and effective
educational practices through the provision
of increasingly intensive evidence-based
supports and interventions (Sugai & Horner,
2019). The origins of multitier systems of
behavior support in schools can be traced to
the mid-1990s when scholars advocated
leveraging public health models of service
provision to address antisocial behavior
(Walker et al., 1996). Rooted in behavioral
science and applied behavior analysis
(Sugai et al., 2000; Sugai & Horner, 2002),
this approach emphasized that behavior is
affected by a person’s environment, can be
sustained by learning opportunities
(intentional or otherwise), and is amenable
to change through instruction (Sugai &
Horner, 2000). Within this framework, the

focus was on learned behaviors and the role
of environmental factors (e.g., physical
arrangement, adult behaviors) in shaping
both desired and undesired behaviors as
opposed to the individual students
themselves. Although this distinction is
subtle, it can have implications for the extent
to which interventions are effective and
educational equity is enhanced.

Shored up by federal legislation that
prioritized prevention and intervention
services (i.e., Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 1997 and the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001), multitier systems of
behavior support are common in a range of
educational settings (Sugai & Horner, 2019).
Two models predominate: School-Wide
Positive Behavior Interventions and
Supports implemented in tens of thousands
of K12 settings in the US (SWPBIS; Sugai &
Horner, 2019) and the Pyramid Model
designed for early childhood settings (Fox et
al., 2010). SWPBIS is typically

[Image description: A multi colored
pyramid.]

conceptualized as three or more tiers of
universal (tier 1), targeted (tier 2), and
intensive (tier 3) supports to promote
positive behavior and climate. Tier 1 is




generally formulated to clearly
communicate the behavioral expectations
across school environments (e.g.,
classroom, hallways, cafeteria), respond
consistently and fairly to behaviors
identified as both desired and undesired,
and collection of data to monitor the
effectiveness of systems in supporting
behavioral, social, and emotional needs
across school contexts. Tier 2 typically
entails an intensification of services with
scheduled data collection and behavior-
specific instruction based on data collected
through schoolwide procedures. Finally,
behavior unaffected by the first two tiers of
support is assessed and intervened on with
a comprehensive, individualized support
plan within Tier 3 (Sugai & Horner, 2019).
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[Image description: Feminine-presenting
teacher of Color working with a feminine-
presenting student of Color.]

As an extension of SWPBIS, the Pyramid
Model was designed as a 4-tiered
framework for behavior support to meet the
developmental needs of young children. As
such, universal support within Tiers 1 and 2
focus on promoting nurturing caregiving
relationships and fostering positive
environments within home and community
settings. Similar to SWPBIS, the final two
tiers of the Pyramid Model feature direct

instruction and individualized intervention
(Fox et al., 2010). See Figure 1 in the
appendix for a comparison of core
components of SWPBIS and the pyramid
model.

Implementation of multitier systems of
behavior support is associated with several
positive student outcomes including
improved self-regulation and prosocial
behavior (Bradshaw et al., 2012), fewer
office discipline referrals (Childs et al.,
2010), and reduced truancy (Pas &
Bradshaw, 2012) and school dropout
(Dogget et al., 2008). Early evidence also
indicates that multitier systems of behavior
support may improve academic
achievement in the areas of reading and
mathematics (Kim et al., 2018). Beyond
positive outcomes for students, schools
implementing tiered behavior frameworks
have evidenced improved school climate
(Christofferson & Callahan, 2015), greater
perceptions of school safety (Horner et al.,
2009), more time dedicated to instruction
(Muscott et al., 2008), and higher overall
teacher self-efficacy (Kelm & Mclntosh,
2012). That said, tiered behavior support
frameworks are not a panacea for behavior
problems as recent studies highlight limited
effectiveness for problematic disciplinary
practices such as exclusionary discipline
disproportionality (Weeks & Sullivan, 2019),
corporal punishments, and school arrests
(Gage et al., 2018).




As noted above, the focus of these
frameworks should be on behaviors and
associated environmental contributors. Yet it
is not uncommon to hear or see discussion
of ‘tier 2 students’ or ‘high fliers’ or other
terms used to situate students—not
behaviors—within the tiers. There are

several reasons why conflation of students
and behavior are widespread in
professionals’ conceptualization and
implementation of multitier behavioral
support. First, despite scholars discouraging
categorization of students (Sugai & Horner,
2010), dissemination, including training
materials, frequently depicts tier models (i.e.,
figures of pyramids) in ways that suggest
placement of students within tiers. For
example, this occurs when Tier 1 is
described as the percentage of students
responsive to universal supports and Tiers 2
and 3 as students who need more intense
support (Baker, 2005) even where narratives
emphasize the behavioral and
environmental focus described above.
Because research demonstrates the
salience of images (Hockley, 2008),
depictions of multitier models should avoid
reference to students to instead emphasize
behavioral supports.

Second, the focus on categorizing students
in SWPBIS and related models is likely
related to the pervasive educational practice
of applying labels to students. This is a
feature of many educational systems and
practices despite widespread criticism and
research indicating negative outcomes of
labeling that include negative perceptions

and lowered educational expectations
among teachers of labeled students,
decreased self-esteem and peer rejection
among labeled students, and restricted
opportunities to learn (e.g., Allday et al.,
2011; Bianco & Leech, 2010; Guevremont &
Dumas, 1994; Law et al., 2007; Levin et al.,
1982). Rather than persisting with practices
that apply labels to students, schools should
recommit to engaging problem-solving to
identify effective interventions that address
the functions of behavior (Dunlap & Fox,
2011).

Third, the labeling of students versus
behaviors may be at least partially
attributable to conceptualizations of multitier
models that equate the highest tier with
special education. Although inconsistent with
the spirit and language of special education
law, special education services are often
dependent on labeling of students. In turn,
intensive supports are often equated with
special education, or as a process for
identifying disability, even though students
with disabilities can and should be supported
through all tiers of multitier systems
behavioral supports. An unfortunate
consequence of this approach to SWPBIS is
that both students and educators involved in
special education are frequently excluded
from school-wide professional learning,
leadership, and implementation (Loman et
al., 2018; Walker et al., 2018).

Nondiscriminatory tiered supports are a
potential means of promoting student civil
rights (see Sullivan et al., 2018; Weeks et




al., 2019) and combating conditions that
lead to discipline disproportionality
(Mcintosh et al., 2018), but research
support is limited (Weeks & Sullivan, 2019).
Perhaps one reason that tiered systems of
behavior support have not evidenced clear
effectiveness for disrupting patterns of
inequity is that they do not attend to the
root of the problem; specifically, that school
-based discipline practices are racialized
and not objective (Carter et al., 2017), and
disparities cannot be attributed to behavior
type, severity, student, classroom, and
school features (Rocque et al., 2011; Skiba,
2015; Skiba et al., 2011). As such,
attempting to address a racialized problem
with racially-neutral interventions may
inadvertently create another avenue for
marginalization of students while ignoring
environmental conditions that perpetuate
disparate negative school climate,
inadequate opportunities to learn, and
biased educational decision-making that
contribute to “problem” behavior and
discipline disparities. Rather than
attempting to solve a racialized problem
with race-neutral policies (Carter et al.,
2017), schools must begin to consider ways
of explicitly implementing antiracist
practices to prevent biased discipline
(Pollock, 2006). Culturally responsive
adaptations to SWPBIS have been offered
elsewhere (e.g., Leverson et al., 2016).

Accordingly, schools should regularly
engage in efforts to analyze disciplinary
data to identify disparities (Gregory et al.,
2016) and consider how patterns of
discipline can help uncover root causes for
inequity (e.g., continuously addressing
questions like: What behaviors receive the
most referrals? Where do these referrals
occur? Which staff are involved?). For

example, if disciplinary data reveal that
students of traditionally marginalized
statuses receive disproportionate referrals
across all school settings, then educators
have some evidence suggesting a problem
with pervasive explicit bias.
Disproportionately high referrals in
particular settings may indicate the
presence of vulnerable decision points (i.e.,
incidents where educators’ moods or other
states such as overwhelm increase the
likelihood of biased disciplinary actions) as
an avenue for addressing bias in
disciplinary decision-making (Mclntosh et
al., 2014). Resulting interventions may seek
to establish a culture among educators in
which open and authentic conversations
about race and culture are possible (Skiba,
2015), embed culturally-responsive
adaptations within existing behavior
frameworks, and provide space for
educators to consider whether their
disciplinary decisions are constructing
barriers between students of marginalized
backgrounds and opportunities to learn
within general education (Carter et al.,
2017).

Although the conceptual difference
between classifying behaviors and
classifying students is subtle, the effect on
practice and the provision of effective
behavior support is meaningful.
Categorization of individuals ignores
students’ multidimensional strengths and
needs, reducing the likelihood of
formulating and implementing effective
supports. To illustrate, consider Figure 2 in




the appendix. Scenario A presents the
commonplace depiction of multitier behavior
support frameworks in which students are
categorized into tiers. Schools that approach
service provision in this manner may
administer a social-emotional or behavioral
screener to students and then categorize
each student into a tier based on their
individual scores. Within a single classroom,
students’ scores may place them in either
Tier 1, 2, or 3, within increasingly intensified
supports provided within each tier. However,
within this framework, the services provided
at each tier may not support students’
multidimensional behavioral needs.

[Image description: Two street signs; one

that reads old habits, one that reads new
habits.]

Scenario B depicts how behavioral needs
may be identified within a framework that

adheres to the original intent of multitier
behavioral supports. In this scenario,
behaviors are the focus of identification, not
individuals. Example focal behaviors that
may impede academic progress are
academic engagement, elopement, peer
conflict, and prosocial skills. The
hypothetical data show that students’
behavior varied by the construct measured
and it was generally inappropriate and
insufficient to try to categorize students into
tiers. If class-wide data clustered similarly, a

teacher could conclude that greater class-
wide intervention to bolster prosocial skills
were warranted, along with targeted
supports in other areas. Notice that, within
this scenario, practices within one tier
provide sufficient behavioral support for only
one student, whereas behavioral needs for
remaining students span multiple tiers. This
nuance of matching interventions to
behaviors might have been lost if students
were situated in tiers and provided support
based on those labels rather than specific
behavioral needs.

Given the commonplace conceptualization
of tiered services as categorizing students,
maintaining a focus on supporting behaviors
without labeling individuals requires
concerted effort from educators and
administrators. To enhance effective support
for students’ multidimensional behavioral
needs while avoiding marginalization,
consider adhering to the following practices:
« Maintain phrasing and depictions
that emphasize focal academic or
social-emotional-behavioral
outcomes. Avoid depictions or
phrasing in written materials or
verbal exchanges that explicitly or
indirectly label students (e.g., do
not refer to students by tiers).
Instead, frame the narrative
around practices and behaviors
(e.g., how effectively does X
practice support Y behavior at a
given tier or level of need).
o Separate graphic depictions from
decision rules or rules of thumb
used to gauge the effectives of




supports (e.g., effective tier 1
services will show positive
outcomes for at least 80% of
students).

When utilizing visual heuristics to
capture behavioral functioning
(i.e., the widely depicted MTSS
pyramid), eliminate fixed
boundaries to avoid focusing on
distinct, bounded tiers and their
subsequent labels (Sugai &
Horner, 2019).

Seek to focus on behaviors and
environmental contributors by
centering definitions on
observable action and not
students. Involve members of the
school community who represent
all stakeholder groups, including
students and families, in
developing those definitions.
Involve members of the school
community who represent all
stakeholder groups, including
students and families, in
articulating services and supports
across tiers and analysis of
corresponding data.

To develop effective
interventions, focus on both the
focal behavior and how the
behavior is shaped by the
environment. Considering one
without the other will be
insufficient (Shriver et al., 2001).

Engage in best practices when
conducting functional behavior
assessments as they are
naturally focused on behavior
(Mclntosh et al., 2008).

Rule out low-inference
contributors to behavior (e.g., the

environment does not support
expected behavior) prior to high-
inference contributors (e.g., the
student has a behavior disorder
or disability). Low-inference
contributors are less likely to
place the onus of the problem
within students and more likely to
support environmental changes
that can be directly observed
(Christ, 2008).

Track and analyze treatment
integrity/fidelity of the intervention
selected to make sure that
students are receiving support as
intended and that it is beneficial
(Anderson & Borgmeier, 2010).
Interpreting student progress
monitoring data is difficult without
knowing if the intervention’s
suggested frequency, intensity,
and duration were implemented
well (Keller-Margulis, 2012).
Involve all educators and related
service providers in planning
professional learning to support
implementation of tiered behavior
frameworks.

Involve all students, regardless of
disability, language status, or
other dimensions of difference in
Tier 1 services and supports.

Although in the nascent stages of
development, review technical
documentation designed to
enhance equity in the
implementation of behavior
support frameworks (Mclntosh et
al., 2018).

Leverage data to identify
disparities in discipline and
implementation of supportive




practices, and to explore how
biases influence those disparities,
and then approach intervention
development from a race-
conscious perspective (Carter et
al., 2017).

Multitier systems of behavior support are common frameworks used by schools to improve the
uptake of prevention and intervention efforts (Sugai & Horner, 2019); however, the effectiveness
of these frameworks will be hindered when schools confound behavior and students, which can,
in turn perpetuate racialized and ableist discipline disparities. By focusing on identifying students
in need of support rather than focal behaviors to be addressed through systematic prevention
and intervention practices, schools risk marginalizing students, implementing ineffective
interventions, and exacerbating educational inequities. In order to maximize the potential of
multitier behavior support frameworks, schools must refocus efforts to consider the myriad of
behaviors that are non-responsive to universal schools supports and address those behaviors
through culturally-responsive evidence-based interventions that center on creating educational
environments supportive of all learners.
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Figure 1: Comparison of the core features of SWPBIS and the Pyramid Model for Early
Childhood. Adapted from: Dunlap & Fox (2015), and Fox et al. (2015).
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Figure 2: Scenario A presents the common approach to multitier behavioral frameworks in
which students are grouped within tiers and provided supplementary supports. Scenario B
situates behaviors within tiers in order to provide a more nuanced and accurate picture of
classroom behavioral functioning.

Scenario A: Categorizing Students within Tiers

Universal screening scores used to group students Tertiary
> StudentC ——
Student B -
Student A Primary

Scenario B: Categorizing Behaviors within Tiers
Universal screening scores and other school data used to group behaviors

Academic Peer Prosocial
Engagement Elopement Conflict Skills

Tertiary 4

Secondary

Primary

¥l

Student A = . Student B = . Student C = A




References

Allday, A., Duhon, G. J., Blackburn-Ellis, J., & Van Dyke, J. L. (2011). The biasing effects of labels on direct
observation by preservice teachers. Teacher Education and Special Education, 34, 52-58. https://
doi.org/10.1177/08884064 10380422

Anderson, C. M., & Borgmeier, C. (2010). Tier Il interventions within the framework of school-wide positive
behavior support: Essential features for design, implementation, and maintenance. Behavior Analysis in
Practice, 3, 33-45. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03391756

Baker, C. K. (2005). The PBS triangle: Does it fit as a heuristic?: A reflection on the First International
Conference on Positive Behavior Support. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 7, 120-123. https://
doi.org/10.1177/10983007050070020601

Bianco, M., & Leech, N. L. (2010). Twice-exceptional learners: Effects of teacher preparation and disability
labels on gifted referrals. Teacher Education and Special Education, 33, 319-334. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0888406409356392

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., & Leaf, P. J. (2012). Effects of school-wide positive behavioral interventions
and supports on child behavior problems. Pediatrics, 130(5), 1136-1145. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-
0243

Carter, P. L., Skiba, R., Arredondo, M. I., & Pollock, M. (2017). You can’t fix what you don’t look at:
Acknowledging race in addressing discipline disparities. Urban Education, 52, 207-235. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0042085916660350

Childs, K. E., Kincaid, D., & Peshak George, H. (2010). A model for statewide evaluation of a universal positive
behavior support initiative. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 12, 198-210. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1098300709340699

Christ, T. J. (2008). Best practices in problem analysis. In A. Thomas & J. Grimes (Eds.), Best practices in
school psychology. (pp. 159-176). Bethesda, MD: National Association of School Psychologists.

Christofferson, R. D., & Callahan, K. (2015). Positive behavior support in schools (PBSIS): An administrative
perspective on the implementation of a comprehensive school-wide intervention in an urban charter school.
NCPEA Education Leadership Review of Doctoral Research, 2(2), 35-49.

Council for Exceptional Children. (2014). Council for exceptional children: Standards for evidence-based
practices in special education. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 46, 206-212. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0040059914531389

Doggett, R. A., Bailey, J. D., & Johnson-Gros, K. N. (2008) Beyond crime and punishment: Reconceptualizing
the school disciplinary ladder through a PBS model. Journal of Behavior Analysis of Offender and Victim:
Treatment and Prevention, 1, 247-258. https://10.1037/h0100447

Dunlap, G., & Fox, L. (2011). Function-based interventions for children with challenging behaviors. Journal of
Early Intervention, 33, 333-345.

Dunlap, G., & Fox, L. (2015). The pyramid model: PBS in early childhood programs and its relation to school-
wide PBS. http://www.pyramidmodel.org/

Dunlap G., Sailor, W., Horner, R. H., & Sugai, G. (2009). Overview and history of positive behavior support. In
W. Sailor, G. Dunlap, G. Sugai, & R. Horner (Eds.), Handbook of Positive Behavior Support (pp. 3-16).
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09632-2

Fox, L., Carta, J., Strain, P. S., Dunlap, G., & Hemmeter, M. L. (2010). Response to intervention and the pyramid
model. Infants and Young Children, 23, 3-13. https://doi.org/10.1097/iyc.0b013e3181c816e2

Fox, L., Cordo, R., Binder, D., Simonsen, B., George, H., Freemen, J., & Sugai, G. (2015). Program-wide PBS
and school-wide PBIS crosswalk. http://www.pyramidmodel.org/

Fox, L., Dunlap, G., Hemmeter, M. L., Joseph, G. E., & Strain, P. S. (2006). The teaching pyramid: A model for
supporting social competence and preventing challenging behavior in young children. The Brown University
Child and Adolescent Behavior Letter, 22(S9), 1-2.

Gage, N. A., Grassley-Boy, N., Peshak George, H., Childs, K., & Kincaid, D. (2018). A quasi-experimental
design analysis of the effects of school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports on discipline in
Florida. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300718768208

Gregory, A., Bell, J., & Pollock, M. (2016). How educators can eradicate disparities in school discipline. In R. J.
Skiba, K. Mediratta, & M. K. Rausch (Eds.), Inequality in school discipline (pp. 39-58). Palgrave Macmillan.




Guevremont, D. C., & Dumas, M. C. (1994). Peer relationship problems and disruptive behavior disorders.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 2, 164-172. https://doi.org/10.1177/106342669400200304

Hall, J. M., Stevens, P. E., & Meleis, A. . (1994). Marginalization: A guiding concept for valuing diversity in
nursing knowledge development. Advances in Nursing Science, 16(4), 23-41.

Hockley, W. E. (2008). The picture superiority effect in associative recognition. Memory & Cognition, 36, 1351-
1359. https://doi.org/10.3758/mc.36.7.1351

Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., Smolkowski, K., Eber, L., Nakasato, J., Todd, A. W., & Esperanza, J. (2009). A
randomized, wait-listed controlled effectiveness trial assessing school-wide positive behavior support in
elementary schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 11, 133-144. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1098300709332067

Kelm, J. L., & MclIntosh, K. (2012). Effects of school-wide positive behavior support on teacher self-efficacy.
Psychology in the Schools, 49, 137—147. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20624

Keller-Margulis, M. A. (2012). Fidelity of implementation framework: A critical need for response to intervention
models. Psychology in the Schools, 49, 342-352. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21602

Kim, J., Mcintosh, K., Mercer, S. H., & Nese, R. N. T. (2018). Longitudinal associations between SWPBS fidelity
of implementation and behavior and academic outcomes. Behavioral Disorders, 43, 357-369. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0198742917747589

Law, G. U, Sinclair, S., & Fraser, N. (2007). Children’s attitudes and behavioural intentions towards a peer with
symptoms of ADHD: Does the addition of a diagnostic label make a difference? Journal of Child Health
Care, 11, 98-111. https://doi.org/10.1177/1367493507076061

Leverson, M., Smith, K., Mcintosh, K., Rose, J., & Pinkelman, S. (2016). PBIS cultural responsiveness field
guide: Resources for trainers and coaches. https://www.pbis.org/school/equity-pbis

Levin, J., Arluke, A., & Smith, M. (1982). The effects of labeling students on teachers’ expectations and
intentions. Journal of Social Psychology, 118, 2007-2012. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1982.9922799

Loman, S. L., Strickland-Cohen, M. K., & Walker, V. L. (2018). Promoting the accessibility of SWPBIS for
students with severe disabilities. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 20, 113-123. https://
doi.org/10.1177/109830071773397

Mclintosh, K., Barnes, A., Eliason, B., & Morris, K. (2014). Using discipline data within SWPBIS to identify and
address disproportionality: A guide for school teams. https://www.pbis.org/school/equity-pbis

Mclintosh, K., Brown, J. A., & Borgmeier, C. J. (2008). Validity of functional behavior assessment with a
response to intervention framework: Evidence, recommended practice, and future directions. Assessment
for Effective Intervention, 34, 6-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534508408314096

Mclintosh, K., Girvan, E. J., Horner, R. H., Smolkowski, K., & Sugai, G. (2018). A 5-point intervention approach
for enhancing equity in school discipline. OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports. https://www.pbis.org/resource/a-5-point-intervention-approach-for-enhancing-
equity-in-school-discipline

Missouri EBI Network. (n.d.). What are evidence-based interventions (EBI)? http://ebi.missouri.edu/?page_id=52

Muscott, H. S., Mann, E. L., & LeBrun, M. R. (2008). Positive behavior interventions and supports in New
Hampshire: Effects of large-scale implementation of schoolwide positive behavior support on student
discipline and academic achievement. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 10, 190-205. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1098300708316258

Pas, E. T., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2012). Examining the association between implementation and outcomes: State-
wide scale-up of school-wide positive behavior interventions and supports. The Journal of Behavioral Health
Services & Research, 39, 417-433. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11414-012-9290-2

Pierce, W. D., & Cheney, C. D. (2013). Behavior analysis and learning. Taylor & Francis.

Pollock, M. (2006). Everyday antiracism in education. Anthropology News, 47(2), 9-10. https://doi.org/10.1525/
an.2006.47.2.9

Rocque, M., & Paternoster, R. (2011). Understanding the antecedents of the" school-to-jail" link: The relationship
between race and school discipline. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 633-665.

Shriver, M. D., Anderson, C. M., & Proctor, B. (2001). Evaluating the validity of functional behavior assessment.
School Psychology Review, 30, 180-192.




Skiba, R. J. (2015). Interventions to address racial/ethnic disparities in school discipline: Can systems reform be
race-neutral?. In R. Bangs and L. E. Davis (Eds.), Race and social problems (pp. 107-124). Springer.

Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Chung, C., Rausch, M. K., May, S. L., & Tobin, T. (2011). Race is not neutral: A
national investigation of African American and Latino disproportionality in school discipline. School
Psychology Review, 40(1), 85-107.

Sugai, G., Horner, R. H., Dunlap, G., Hieneman, M., Lewis, T. J., Nelson, C. M., Scott, T., Liaupsin, C., Sailor,
W., Turnbull, A. P., Turnbull lll, H. R., Wickham, D., Wilcox, B., Ruef, M. (2000). Applying positive behavior
support and functional behavioral assessment in schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2, 131-
143. https://doi.org/10.1177/109830070000200302

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. (2002). The evolution of discipline practices: School-wide positive behavior supports.
Child & Family Behavior Therapy, 24, 23-50. https://doi.org/10.1300/J019v24n01_03

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. (2010). Schoolwide positive behavior supports: Establishing a continuum of evidence-
based practice. Journal of Evidence-based Practices in Schools, 11, 62-83.

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2019). Sustaining and scaling positive behavioral interventions and supports:
Implementation drivers, outcomes, and considerations. Exceptional Children. Advanced online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402919855331

Sugai, G., Horner, R. H., Dunlap, G., Hieneman, M., Lewis, T. J., Nelson, C. M., Scott, T., Liaupsin, C., Sailor,
W., Turnbull, A. P., Turnbull lll, H. R., Wickham, D., Wilcox, B., Ruef, M. (2000). Applying positive behavior
support and functional behavioral assessment in schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 2, 131-
143. https://doi.org/10.1177/109830070000200302

Sullivan, A. L., Weeks, M. R., Kulkarni, T., & Goerdt, A. (2018). Preventing disproportionality through
nondiscriminatory tiered services. Equity by Design. Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center (MAP EAC).
https://greatlakesequity.org/resource/preventing-disproportionality-through-nondiscriminatory-tiered-services

Walker, V. L., Loman, S. L., Hara, M., Park, K. L., & Strickland-Cohen, M. K. (2018). Examining the inclusion of
students with severe disabilities in school-wide positive behavioral interventions and supports. Research and
Practice for Persons with Severe Disabilities, 43, 223-238. https://doi.org/10.1177/1540796918779370

Walker, H. M., Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., Bullis, M., Sprague, J. R., Bricker, D., & Kaufman, M, J. (1996).
Integrated approaches to preventing antisocial behavior patterns among school-aged children and youth.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 4, 194-209. https://doi.org/10.1177/106342669600400401

Weeks, M., & Sullivan, A. L. (2019, August). A systematic review of the association of SWPBS with exclusionary
discipline and disproportionality in U.S. schools. Presentation at the annual meeting of the American
Psychological Association, Chicago, IL.

Weeks, M. R., Sullivan, A. L., & Nguyen, T. (2019). Universal supports/prevention services and student rights.
Equity by Design. Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center (MAP EAC). https://greatlakesequity.org/
resource/universal-supportsprevention-services-and-student-rights




-
-

About the Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center

The mission of the Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center is to ensure equity in student access
to and participation in high quality, research-based education by expanding states' and school
systems' capacity to provide robust, effective opportunities to learn for all students, regardless of
and responsive to race, sex, and national origin, and to reduce disparities in educational outcomes
among and between groups. The Equity by Design briefs series is intended to provide vital
background information and action steps to support educators and other equity advocates as they
work to create positive educational environments for all children. For more information, visit http://
www.greatlakesequity.org.

Copyright © 2021 by Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center

Recommended Citation: Sullivan, A. L., Weeks, M. R., & Nguyen, T. (2021). Students are not their
behavior: Returning to the roots of multitier systems of behavior support. Equity by Design Research
Brief. Indianapolis, IN: Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center (MAP EAC).

Disclaimer

Midwest & Plains Equity Assistance Center is committed to the sharing of information regarding
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