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Classroom Settings: Scaling Down to Scale Up
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Abstract

Functional behavior assessment (FBA), although mandated by federal law in situations involving students with emotional 
and behavioral disorders, is not well defined in the literature in terms of how it should best be undertaken in widespread 
practice in schools. Functional behavior assessment can be defined as a process for determining the reason or reasons why a 
student engages in inappropriate behaviors by identifying predictable relations between the behavior and the environmental 
conditions in which it occurs. Unfortunately, highly technical terminology and a poorly defined process have turned a valu-
able technology into more unnecessary bureaucratic paperwork in its widespread implementation. This article describes 
how FBA can be applied in a straightforward manner for students with challenging behaviors. The process is broken into 
steps and described using a case study from a real classroom context. Detailed examples help guide practitioners through 
some of the more likely roadblocks to creating and implementing FBAs.
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The term functional behavior assessment (FBA) has a long 
history in the field of behavior analysis and refers to processes 
for identifying relations between behavior and events in the 
environment (Haynes & O’Brien, 1990; Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, 
Bauman, & Richman, 1982/1994; Kanfer & Saslow, 1969; 
Touchette, Macdonald, & Langer, 1985). In applying the 
process to the behaviors of students in educational settings, 
O’Neill et al. (1997) described FBA as a process for determin-
ing the reason or reasons why a student engages in inappropri-
ate behavior by identifying predictable relations between the 
behavior and the environmental conditions in which it occurs. 

Given that FBA provides no score or index for comparison, 
its only purpose is to inform the development of an effective 
intervention.

Having first appeared in federal law in the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 1997) and again in the 
recently reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEIA; 2004), FBA may be considered 
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to be the hallmark strategy for both assessment and interven-
tion when designing and implementing interventions for chal-
lenging behaviors and has traditionally involved several 
distinct activities that can be summarized as component 
phases. The underlying theoretical perspective of FBA has 
its origin in the operant learning literature, more precisely, in 
the philosophy of functionalism, which emphasizes the need 
to understand the controlling variables or functions of behav-
ior, rather than examining behavioral topography (i.e., how 
the behavior looks and sounds) alone (Gresham, Watson, & 
Skinner, 2001). That is, different students may engage in the 
same challenging behavior for different reasons. As such, to 
be optimally effective, interventions that address challenging 
behaviors should not just focus on the behavior but, instead, 
address the reason(s) why the behavior is occurring.

One of the earliest papers on the topic of functional assess-
ment and function-based interventions proposed a number 
of motivational sources of self-injurious behavior and sug-
gested employing a hypothesis-based intervention to decrease 
self-injurious behaviors (Carr, 1977). Following Carr (1977), 
Iwata and colleagues (1982/1994) created a methodology 
referred to as “functional analysis,” which was designed to 
systematically assess the functions (or motivations) of self-
injurious behavior proposed by Carr. Whereas a functional 
analysis refers to an experimental manipulation of environ-
mental events to measure the effects on a targeted behavior 
(Ervin et al., 2001), FBA is often used as an overarching 
term that may or may not necessarily include functional 
analysis (Kates-McElrath, Agnew, Axelrod, & Bloh, 2007). 
Overall, most researchers agree that FBA involves five criti-
cal components.

Components of FBA have been described in great detail 
in the literature with much debate with regard to the neces-
sary and sufficient actions within each phase (e.g., Sasso, 
Conroy, Peck Stichter, & Fox, 2001; Scott et al., 2004). How-
ever, there has been general agreement among researchers 
and the behavior analysis community that an FBA involves 
at least (a) an operational definition of problem behavior, 
(b) identification of predictable antecedent–behavior– 
consequence chains, (c) determination of stimulus control 
and operant function, (d) determination of an appropriate 
functional replacement behavior, and (e) manipulation of 
antecedent and consequence events to facilitate the replace-
ment behavior.

There is a wealth of research on FBA (e.g., Ervin et al., 
2001), and there is little argument that FBA can be an effec-
tive practice for students with disabilities. For example, Ervin 
et al. (2001) reported that more than 98% of the studies that 
they reviewed on FBA conducted in school settings resulted 
in positive behavior change. Furthermore, there have been 
several recent demonstrations of the significance of identify-
ing behavioral function as a precursor to effective interven-
tion (Ingram, Lewis-Palmer, & Sugai, 2005; Newcomer & 
Lewis, 2004; Park & Scott, 2009).

Although the evidence base for FBA and the actions inher-
ent in its component steps are relatively standard to behavior 
analysts and others with a strong behavioral background, the 
typical classroom teacher is not likely to have more than a 
passing familiarity with terms such as operational definition, 
stimulus control, operant function, or replacement behavior. 
Thus, the typical teacher may see FBA as appropriate only 
for a small number of students with severe behavior disorders 
and not relevant for the typical students who demonstrate 
chronic problem behaviors in his or her classroom (Scott, 
Liaupsin, Nelson, & McIntyre, 2005). In fact, such criticisms 
have found their way into the professional literature (Sasso 
et al., 2001; Scott & Kamps, 2007). As Conroy, Alter, and 
Scott (2009) have stated, “FBA training provided has not 
been sufficient to develop the necessary skill level needed 
for school staff to implement these complex practices, and 
there is a dearth of studies related to training in school set-
tings” (p. 134).

Conroy, Alter, and Scott (2009) point to examples 
wherein training efforts have been unsuccessful and attri-
bute much of this failure to the overblown complexity and 
formality in how FBA is conceptualized and trained for 
classroom application. These problems are critical to the 
widespread application of FBA. Without a simpler manner 
of training, FBA likely will continue to be inconsistently 
or inadequately applied to many students who need it the 
most (Weber, Killu, Derby, & Barretto, 2005). Thus, in 
summarizing the research base, we are left with the conclu-
sion that “the relationship between empirical rigor and 
practical application is, to some extent, inverse” (Scott  
et al., 2004, p. 191).

A reasonable contention is that scaling FBA up to be 
appropriate for typical classroom application will require 
scaling down—simplifying both the conceptualization and 
practices associated with an effective FBA. This article 
describes a process for considering FBA as a set of steps that 
are both familiar and realistic for classroom teachers. 

Simplified FBA Conceptualization: 
Scaling Down
It is important to be careful to convey that simplification 
does not imply a watering down or rejection of any of the 
basic tenets of applied behavior analysis upon which FBA 
is founded. Rather, simplification indicates more precise and 
straightforward language, rationale, and examples of how 
FBA can be applied in the context of classroom instruction. 
First, jargon-laden language and professional vernacular are 
particularly difficult for persons outside the field of special 
education. In special education, acronyms or terminology 
are often used that are difficult for others to understand. For 
example, the phrase “What is the function of the student’s 
behavior?” may be less effective than alternative phrases 
such as “What’s in it for the student?” “Why would 
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the student want to do that?” and “How do you think that 
behavior helps the student to communicate?” Second, it is 
important to avoid obtuse statements such as “We must 
understand the underlying functional relationships in order 
to create function-based interventions,” which may be 
meaningless for those who are not experts in behavioral 
principles. Such statements do not effectively address com-
mon objections to conducting FBAs among practitioners, 
such as “He knows what to do and he just needs to do it—or 
else,” or “Leave FBA to the specialists to implement.” A 
more logical rationale for engaging in FBA might be stated 
as “If we can predict it then we can prevent it—and that 
will save us all time and effort.” Third, simplifying proce-
dures while maintaining the integrity required for effective 
intervention is key. Practice must be clearly focused within 
the question, “What’s the least amount we could do to make 
this student be successful?” To this end, best use must be 
made of effective and efficient instructional strategies aimed 
at adults. Prompting, graphics, coaching, and support will 
be essential components of a simplified model for imple-
menting FBAs.

Clarifying Realistic FBA Practice: 
Scaling Up
This discussion is organized as a more teacher-friendly ver-
sion of FBA in accordance with the same set of component 
phases previously described. However, each phase uses lan-
guage, descriptions, and examples that are in line with what 
might be considered part of a normal teaching day for the 
typical teacher. Throughout, it will be contended that FBA 
leading to function-based intervention is essentially nothing 
more than an effective teaching plan—and this will be dem-
onstrated in a basic running example. The differences in how 
formal and straightforward FBA practices are described and 
highlighted in Table 1. The following descriptions and exam-
ples are based on the authentic experiences in schools. All 
names in the vignettes are pseudonyms.

Defining Behavior
Although teachers represent a college-educated portion of 
the population, the fundamentals of behavioral science are 
likely unfamiliar at best and, at worst, uncomfortable. That 
is, this content is not a part of typical teacher education pro-
grams, and the precision and measurement of behavior is not 
something that people seem to intuitively grasp. However, 
teachers engage in their own forms of behavioral assessment 
and intervention on a regular basis. Thus, the task is to 
reframe popular conceptualizations and repurpose familiar 
tasks to make teachers’ everyday experiences and vocabulary 
the basis for effective FBA procedures. To ask a teacher to 
provide an operational definition is perhaps the epitome of 
making a simple task into a difficult one. All that is really 
wanted is a description of behavior that is observable and 
measurable—but those are not familiar constructs for behav-
ior. Teachers are asked to provide a description of behavior 
that is specific enough such that a person hearing about it for 
the first time would be able to act it out in a way that looked 
very much like what the student does. In this sense, descrip-
tors like “lazy” or “being a jerk” are not specific enough to 
direct the acting and teachers are far more descriptive—in 
operational terms. When a person describes a behavior as 
lazy, one might ask what that looks like. The response is 
more likely to be operational, perhaps describing a student 
who does not complete work or who sleeps during class.

Ms. Crabtree has brought Tom’s case to the FBA com-
mittee because as she puts it, “He is driving me and 
everyone else in class crazy.” When asked what the 
problem is, Ms. Crabtree responds that Tom is impul-
sive and disruptive. The FBA facilitator, Mr. Candoo, 
asks Ms. Crabtree to be more specific, and she adds 
that his peers find his behavior particularly annoying, 
too. Mr. Candoo then asks Ms. Crabtree if she’d be 
willing to act out what Tom does. She seems embar-
rassed and does not volunteer, so Mr. Candoo asks 
her to provide a description that will allow him to act 

Table 1. Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) Practices: Differences Between Formal and Simplified Directions

Definition Formal: Provide an operational definition of problem behavior.
Simple: Provide a description of behavior that would allow me to act it out exactly like the student does.

Context Formal: Identify predictable antecedent–behavior–consequence chains.
Simple: If I want to see the behavior myself, under what conditions should I visit? When is the behavior most likely?

Function Formal: Determine stimulus control and operant function for the behavior.
Simple: What is the purpose of the behavior for the student? Why would he/she want to engage in this? What’s in it 

for him/her?
Replacement Formal: Determine an appropriate functional replacement behavior.

Simple: What behavior would allow the student to get the same thing but in a way that is appropriate? What do 
successful kids do to get this?

Consequences Formal: Manipulate antecedent and consequence events to facilitate the replacement behavior.
Simple: How can we make sure that students get what they want when they use the replacement behavior? How can 

we make sure that students do not get what they want when they use the problem behavior?
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it out. Ms. Crabtree offers that Tom makes noises—to 
which Mr. Candoo quickly begins making a low 
growling sound like a large animal. “No, it’s more 
like a shriek or a hoot or a yell,” says Ms. Crabtree. 
Mr. Candoo then makes a series of such noises, alter-
ing slightly as Ms. Crabtree corrects by saying, “higher 
pitched” or “not that long.” In the end, Mr. Candoo 
describes the behavior as a series of high-pitched 
noises that occur in short bursts, and everyone at the 
table agrees.

Describing Context
Defining behavior provides the anchor for discussing context. 
One can now ask about when the behavior is most likely to 
occur and not occur. Technically, identification of a discrimi-
native stimulus (or class of stimuli) is being sought—but this 
terminology is completely unnecessary in the FBA process. 
In facilitating an FBA, a question often asked is, “If I were 
going to come and visit tomorrow and wanted to see the 
behavior, when should I be there and what would be hap-
pening?” or “If you wanted to make this behavior happen, 
is there something you could say or do?” The gist of these 
questions is prediction—but it does not simply ask about 
prediction—which is typically met with, “It’s not predictable—
it just happens.” By sidestepping the word predictable, focus 
remains on the context. There are two parts to the first ques-
tion: The first is when/where (setting events), and the second 
is what would be happening (antecedent trigger). Again, a 
language is used that is familiar and comfortable, in line 
with the manner in which teachers generally think and talk. 
The second question is posed to probe for connections 
between teacher and student behaviors. What teachers say 
and do can often be the most powerful environmental predic-
tors of student behavior.

So far, the discussion has focused on what is said and how 
it is said, but there is also opportunity to take advantage of 
graphics and tools that help to lead the process. A simplified 
form of the Functional Behavior Pathway (Sugai, Lewis-
Palmer, & Hagan-Burke, 1999) is used to help teachers think 
through the contextual chain that we are asking them to iden-
tify. Figure 1 presents the most basic pathway and allows for 
a graphic reference throughout the FBA process. Note that 
the boxes are not labeled with behavioral terms (e.g., ante-
cedent, trigger, function) but with teacher terms (e.g., when/
where, what’s happening, purpose). Because the pathway 
itself is very specific regarding the steps involved, it may not 
be conducive to unfettered brainstorming and consideration 
of a variety of variables. Broader, yet still directed, prompts 
to help teachers are evident with this step.

Mr. Candoo asks Ms. Crabtree and others who have 
observed Tom to talk about when they most observe 

it. He asks, “If I came in tomorrow to see the behavior, 
is there a time of day when or a place where I should 
plan to visit?” One person offers a hesitant thought, 
“Maybe when he hasn’t had his meds?” Mr. Candoo 
quickly responds, “OK, but even then there must be 
certain times when it’s worse, is that right?” Almost 
in unison the people at the table say, “independent 
math work.” “OK,” adds Mr. Candoo, “if I were there 
during independent math work, is there something that 
really makes it likely I’d see the noises?” “Yes,” 
replies Ms. Crabtree, “when I’m busy working with 
another student I hear it a lot.” Others around the table 
nod in agreement. Mr. Candoo summarizes, “Then it 
sounds to me like you are saying when he is in inde-
pendent math work time and the teacher is working 
with someone else there is a strong likelihood of the 
noises occurring.” The group agrees. Mr. Candoo 
writes this above the first two boxes on the behavior 
pathway and moves the group on to talk about how 
this information might help them determine how the 
behavior is working for Tom.

Constructing a Functional Hypothesis
When working with teachers on FBAs, at no point are either 
of the terms functional or hypothesis used; rather, the discus-
sion centers more generally about why people behave as they 
do. The most direct manner of approaching this is to begin 
with the premise that behavior either serves to help people 
get things they want (e.g., attention, items, events) or to help 
people to get away from things they do not like (e.g., atten-
tion, items, events). As previously stated, questions do not 
include the word function and instead query, “How’s that 
working for him/her?” The idea is that rather than asking if 
there is a function, get people talking about what’s in it for 
the student—focusing on what the function is. A graphic 
representation like the one presented in Figure 2 is helpful 
in talking through this concept. This graphic is used to brain-
storm, as examples can be presented while pointing at the 
corresponding boxes—demonstrating how all behavior falls 
into one of two categories in terms of how it works for 

Figure 1. Simplified functional behavior pathway
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students. Despite this clarity, teachers are likely to use the 
terms power or revenge as descriptors of what the student is 
getting. Because power and revenge are not operationalized 
outcomes, we can prompt for more appropriate responses by 
pushing for clarification rather than rejecting. A reply might 
be, “OK, he gets power; what kind of power does he get—
how do you know when he has it and what types of things 
happen when he gets this power?” These follow-up questions 
are designed to get a more useful definition of predictable 
consequences, and the graphic can be used as a way to prompt 
thinking without being overly directive. The outcome of this 
process is an agreement for maintaining the behavior (i.e., 
the function or purpose of the behavior).

Mr. Candoo places a graphic on the table. “I want to 
ask your opinion about Tom’s behavior. Looking at 
these possibilities, behaviors tend to help students meet 
their individual needs—which are to gain access to 
things they like or avoid things they don’t like.” He 
continues, “You can see that there are several different 
ways that students can both get things they want and 
avoid things they don’t—where do you see Tom fitting 
in on this? That is, assume for a minute that Tom does 
this on purpose, why do you think he does it?” One of 
the people at the table speaks up: “I think it’s all about 
power with Tom—he wants power over the teacher.” 
Mr. Candoo responds, “OK, great—how do you know 
he is getting power—what makes you think that’s 
what’s going on?” Ms. Crabtree inserts, “Well, he does 
get me to come over to him every time, so there is a 
lot of power.” The others agree. Mr. Candoo nods, 
“Then we know that when he makes noises he gets you 
to come over to him; why does he want power from 

you—what do you give him?” “It’s my attention,” 
says Ms. Crabtree matter-of-factly, “he gets me to give 
it to him.” Mr. Candoo then goes back to the behavior 
pathway and writes above the last box on the right, 
“gets teacher attention.”

Teaching Replacement Behavior
To this point, focus has been on defining the behavior, iden-
tifying the contexts and conditions under which it occurs, 
and considering why the student would want to continue 
engaging in the behavior. In reality, these are the essential 
components of the traditional FBA. However, because an 
FBA is never complete until an intervention plan is in place 
and successful, the intervention components must be dis-
cussed as part of the process. The focus of the FBA now 
shifts from assessment to intervention—with the assessment 
components informing intervention. The question asked of 
teachers here is, “How can the student get the same thing 
(access to or escape from) in a more appropriate manner?” 
A helpful structure here is to lay out two columns, one for 
the student and one for the teacher, as is present in Table 2. 
Looking at the student column, one might ask, “What are all 
the behaviors that the student could engage in that would 
give him/her the same thing he or she wants?” Teachers then 
lay out a number of behaviors that would be effective for the 
student in accessing or avoiding a particular action or event. 
Presumably, many of these will be equally as inappropriate 
as the problem behavior—but it is important to look for a 
full range. The teacher column is next. Ask, “What are all 
the things that I’d be willing to accept from the student under 
these conditions?” Teachers brainstorm all their preferences, 
presuming that some are not functional for the student (i.e., do 
not provide the same function as the problem). Appropriate 
replacement behaviors are those that appear in both columns 
and thus are both appropriate for the teacher and functional 
for the student.

Once a replacement behavior has been identified, it must 
be taught. Teaching a replacement behavior involves telling 
the student what is desired, when it should occur, and why 

Student
Behavior
Problem

Student gets
access to
something

Student avoids or
gets away from

something

Stimulation or
something
Sensory

Proximity to
or attention

of others

Tangible item,
activity, or

event

Adult:
teacher,

parent, other

Peer: other
students or
age peers

Figure 2. Graphic of possible functions of behavior

Table 2. Finding a Functional Replacement Behavior

What behaviors would  What behaviors would 
work for student? work for teacher?

Throwing a book at Sitting quietly 
the teacher

Tipping over desk Turn a yellow card over 
  on his desk

Yelling loudly Raise hand
Raising hand Wait for teacher question time
Banging on desk Write question down for later

Note: Behaviors that are in both columns are appropriate replacements.
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it should occur (because it helps the student get what he or 
she wants). It is helpful here to consider that instruction is 
more than simply telling students what to do. Effective 
instruction sets students up to be successful. Here other 
changes must be considered that could be made in the envi-
ronment to increase the probability of success. Sometimes 
this might be stated as “If I told you I’d give you a huge raise 
if the student were successful tomorrow—what would you 
do tomorrow?” The answers to that question are the changes 
necessary to consider in the environment. Prompting, creating 
routines, physical arrangements, opportunities to respond, 
modeling, and other effective instructional practices are the 
types of simple things that need to be made a part of the 
teaching portion of the intervention plan.

Mr. Candoo draws two columns on a piece of paper 
and lays it before the group. “I want you all to decide 
all the possibilities we have for teaching Tom a better 
way. First, if was worth a million dollars to Tom to get 
your attention right away, what would work for him—
even if you wouldn’t like it?” Ms. Crabtree thinks and 
slowly lists several possibilities: “I guess he could 
throw a book at me or tip over a desk, maybe bang his 
head on the desk.” Mr. Candoo responds, “What do 
the successful students in your class do when they want 
your attention?” “They always raise their hands,” says 
Ms. Crabtree, “but Tom doesn’t do that very often.” 
Mr. Candoo writes the possibilities in the first column. 
“OK, now let’s think about what you’d like to see Tom 
do—what would make you happy even if it didn’t make 
him happy?” Each person has a response. They list 
sitting quietly, flipping a card on his desk, and raising 
his hand. Mr. Candoo says, “It looks like hand raising 
is a behavior that would work for both you and Tom—it 
gets him the attention that he wants and it is appropriate 
for your classroom setting. Some of the other behaviors 
are not as good—obviously we don’t want book throw-
ing or desk tipping, even though they’d probably get 
your attention. On the other hand, we’d like him to sit 
quietly, but that won’t get attention very effectively, 
so he probably won’t do that. It looks like hand raising 
is the best alternative for everyone.” Ms. Crabtree looks 
skeptical. “I’ve told him to raise his hand before—but 
it’s too easy for him to just make the noises, and I can’t 
get him to remember.” “Right,” says Mr. Candoo, “so 
we’ll need to come up with some strategies that will 
increase the likelihood of his success. What if I said it 
was worth a million dollars to you if he raised his hand 
during the very next math class?” Ms. Crabtree’s eyes 
widened. “I guess I’d stand right next to him so I could 
give attention before he made the noise.” Mr. Candoo 
nodded, “But you can’t really afford that time—and 
I don’t really have a million dollars, so what can you 

do?” Ms. Crabtree thought for a second. “I guess 
I could remind him and try to walk by him more often—
and make a class announcement right before indepen-
dent work.” Mr. Candoo noted these decisions on the 
behavior pathway near the bottom box.

Functional Consequences
The remaining part of a completed FBA process is the devel-
opment of functional consequences for both the replacement 
and problem behaviors. The most logical completion of this 
task is to ask simply, “How can we make sure that the 
student gets what he or she wants when using the replace-
ment behavior?” and “How can we make sure that the stu-
dent does not get what she or he wants when using the 
problem behavior?” The logic here is that a determination 
has already been made as to why the student engages in the 
problem behavior—it serves a purpose. Now, effective 
instruction requires our making sure that appropriate use 
of the replacement behavior results in this desired state but 
that problem behavior does not. Technically, the replace-
ment behavior is reinforced by making it functional, and 
the problem behavior is punished by not allowing it to be 
functional. Teachers have a tendency to quickly move to 
larger and more artificial consequences (e.g., candy, toys, 
goodies, time out, loss of privileges, removal). Although 
each of these might be functional for the right student under 
the right circumstances, in each individual case it is best to 
simply ask the basic question: Will this effectively provide 
for or inhibit access to function?

Ms. Crabtree volunteers that she will purchase some 
candy to use as a “reward” for Tom’s positive behavior. 
Mr. Candoo responds, “Why do you need to give him 
candy? You have exactly what he wants—remember, 
it’s your attention.” She hesitates. “Oh, right. I guess 
I can just make sure I give him lots of my attention 
when he raises his hand—but what about if he makes 
noises again?” “Then you’d want to make sure you 
don’t give him attention—and you want to tell him 
this ahead of time so he’ll be less tempted to escalate 
his noise making to steal your attention. If he does 
escalate, we can brainstorm a larger consequence, but 
if we can make hand raising work better to get what 
he wants than noise making does, he should begin 
changing. Of course, much of this depends on what 
we do to set him up to be successful with this the very 
next time he’s in independent work—this gives us the 
teachable moment to show him it works.” Mr. Candoo 
notes these decisions on the behavior pathway form 
near the last box on the right—where he had earlier 
written that Tom gets attention for his noisemaking 
behavior.
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Conclusions

This article began with the comment that FBA constitutes 
the hallmark for assessment and intervention for students 
with challenging behaviors in the school. Although these 
processes and procedures are discussed in the context of a 
behavior plan, there is scant difference between this problem-
solving process and how teachers problem-solve for students’ 
academic challenges. Were this discussion focused on a math 
problem rather than a behavior problem, the average teacher 
would have entertained these same questions, stated differ-
ently for the academic context.

Teachers typically perform an error analysis to determine 
where students are making predictable errors in their aca-
demic work. This step mirrors the context questions that were 
asked in FBA. The purpose of both is to isolate the conditions 
under which failure is most predictable—using that informa-
tion as evidence in understanding the problem. Based on this 
error analysis, the teacher is likely to provide remedial 
instruction targeting where, when, and why these predictable 
academic errors occur. In the end, this process is a variation 
of the FBA. Although academic errors generally are not 
functional in the sense that there is a purpose, they are gener-
ally predictable in that there is an underlying reason that, 
when corrected for, can predict more successful student out-
comes. The academic process involves the same problem-
solving steps (i.e., definition of problem behavior; 
identification of important predictable contexts; a determina-
tion of the reason for failure under these contexts; and a plan 
for teaching a better way—complete with environmental 
arrangements to facilitate initial success). Whether discussing 
a behavior or academic concern, common sense suggests to 
select common language that is universal to all stakeholders 
(e.g., teacher, parent, instructional assistant, counselor, school 
psychologist) and free of professional jargon to determine 
the reason for a particular problem. In either case, both the 
efficiency and the effectiveness of the process is increased 
when trainers speak the same language as teachers, use a 
variety of prompts and reminders, provide graphics to assist 
the process, and coach as necessary to mastery.
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