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Agenda
• Dual focus of Implementation Science

• Implement Evidence-based Practice (EBPs)
• De-Implement low value practices (LVP)

• Functional Contextual Framework for DeImplementation
•
•
•
•

Identify LVPs
Analyze context
Deploy strategy
Evaluation

Dual Focus of Implementation
Science
Implementation and De-Implementation

Dual Focus of Implementation Science
• In recent years, implementation science researchers have explored
various strategies and frameworks for increasing the use and fidelity
of Evidence Based Practices (EBP)
• Despite the affirmation of EBP, there is evidence that practitioners
continue to use unproven and discredited practices (low-value
practices; LVP)
• Sometimes even side by side with EBPs

Koocher et al., 2015; Sanetti et al., 2019

EBP for fire?

Water!
Not fire
Fire = LVP

Need for De-Implementation
• De-Implementation by
eliminating or reducing the use
low-value practices, often within
a specific context (e.g., schools,
home, clinics, etc.)

De-Implementer

LVP

Example of why De-implementation Is needed
• Discrepancy model (for learning disabilities) debate in special education
evaluation

• IDEIA allowed for science based alternative in the form of Response to Intervention
(RTI)

• Unfortunately, despite the increase in RTI implementation, merely allowing
RTI through law, policy and technical support did not greatly reduced or
eliminate the discrepancy model or alternative (non-evidenced) cognitivebased approaches
• As a result, behavioral reduction strategies may play a key role in helping
de-implementation efforts by directly targeting the behaviors associated
with low-value practices.

Two Sides of the Same Coin…
Implementation
versus
De-Implementation

Process De-Implementation
• De-implementation can be conceptualized either as
a process and/or an outcome
• However, it is most readily thought of as a process,
similar to implementation, in which low-value
practices are reduced or eliminated from standard
practice (Johns et al., 2016; McKay et al., 2017; 2018).
• The first step in de-implementation is to identify a
low-value practice to be reduced or eliminated.

Low Value Practices
Practices that don’t work, that cause harm, or are simply no longer needed.

Low Value Practices
• The overlapping fields of psychology, education, and special
education have their share of low-value practices such as:
• Abstinence only education (see Stanger-Hall & Hall, 2011)
• Facilitated communication (see Jacobson et al., 1995)
• Whole language reading (see Stahl et al., 1994)
• Zero tolerance policies and suspension (see Ryan & Peterson, 2004; Skiba & Rausch, 2006)
• Cognitive profile analysis (see McGill et al., 2018)
• Use of projective testing (see Lilienfeld et al., 2000)

Risk and Downside of Using LVPs
• Well trained professionals are not immune from
using low-value practices (Lilienfeld et al., 2012)
• There’s reason to believe that ongoing use of LVP
may interfere with implementation efforts for
competing strategies.
• For instance, a low-value practice may compete for
resources with EBP or even lead to contradiction and
(potentially) decreased efficacy of the desired practice

Burden of LVP
• Consistent with this notion, Chambers et al. (2013) found that the
removal of a practice may expedite adoption of a replacement practice.
• Thus, for implementation science efforts to be maximally
effective, there is a need to abandon (or decrease) use of lowvalue practices.
Outcomes

• Specifically, de-implementation is needed

• Also sometimes called “De-adoption” (McKay et al., 2018; Niven
et al., 2015).

Functional Contextual Lens
for De-Implementation

Conceptual Review of De-Implementation
• Patey and Colleagues (2018) completed a conceptual review of
published papers and identified a number of potential theories that
may be useful to consider in implementation and de-implementation.
• Were looking for a theory that addresses both implementation of
EBPs versus de-implemention of LVPs
• Only one theory identified by Patey et al. (2018) met this criteria

• Operant learning theory (behavior analysis, PBIS), which more broadly we
term “Functional Contextual” approach

Functional Contextual Lens
• An emphasis on empirically-evaluated
theory that allow phenomena to be
predicted and influenced
• With precision, scope, and depth.

• There’s a focus on malleable variables,
not just predictive variables.
• Leads to a focus on context and
function

Functional Contextual Framework
• This functional-contextual lens emphasizes the functional relationship
between
Historical Context
(learning history/
setting events)
Immediate Context
(Antecedent/Consequence)

Future
Behavior

Functional Contextual Framework
• This functional-contextual lens emphasizes the functional relationship
between
Historical
(learning history/
setting events)
Immediate Context
(Antecedent/Consequence)

Future
Behavior

Specifically, the focus is on how context functions to shape, evoke, and
maintain the behavior of individuals

Context
Emphasis on malleable
components, and so
emphasis on environment,
both immediate and distal
(i.e., policy).
Also training of professionals
is targeted, though this is
less likely to impact active
practitioners.

Historical context
Social, Cultural, &
Political Influence
Indirect
Environment
Immediate
Environment

Professional(s)

Low-Value Practice as a Functional Behavior
• De-implementation from a functional-contextual perspective
conceptualizes low-value practices as behaviors (or sets of behaviors)
to be reduced or eliminated through the application of behavioral
principles.

• Similar to “target behaviors” of individuals, even if the behavior is unhelpful
and not workable, they maybe maintained by (short term) function at the cost
of long-term cost

• Two Types of Influence

• Direct Contingencies and Rule Governed Behavior

Direct Contingencies Vs. Rule Governed
• Direct contingencies

• Response to contingencies present in environment

• Rule Governed

• Verbal behavior that specifies contingencies (Skinner, 1966).
• Response to verbal stimuli
“Don’t touch
that, it’s hot!”
Explained by Relational Frame Theory

Rule Governed Behavior Studies
• Study 1. Lights and
instructions

• Study 2. Rules versus
schedules of reinforcement

Rules Governed V. Direct Contingencies
Response to “thoughts”
or “rules” that are telling
us what is “true”

Contacting sensory
Information with our feet

“I’m going to drown!!!!”
”I have to do this
practice…I was taught to
do this practice”

Collecting data to see if
we are reaching goals

Why does RGB matter for LVPs?
• A substantial portion of psychological and educational practice, lowvalue or otherwise, is rule-governed behavior.
• And as rule-governed behaviors are less sensitive to consequences
and that consequences may be absent

• Helps us understand how and why low-value practices are resistant to change
and entrenched from one generation to the next (Meehl, 1978).

Why does RGB matter for LVPs? Part 2
• A substantial portion of psychological and educational practice, lowvalue or otherwise, is rule-governed behavior.
• And as rule-governed behaviors are less sensitive to consequences
and that consequences may be absent

• Helps us understand how and why low-value practices are resistant to change
and entrenched from one generation to the next (Meehl, 1978).

This is especially important given that many psychological and
educational practice lack consequences in the immediate environment
are maintained by unworkable rules

Challenge of Removing Entrenched LVPs
• However, this perspective is likely too simple and too broad (many
complex and interrelated reasons)
• Specific de-implementation efforts will need to consider both direct
contingencies and rule governed behavior across:
• Political factors, such as state and local guidelines
• The influence of proponents within the region
• The position of administrators and practitioners within the system to truly
understand de-implementation resistance.
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Identifying Low Value Practices
• Low-value practices are
those practices

a) that have not been shown to
be effective and efficacious,
b) that are less effective or
efficacious than another
available practice,
c) that cause harm, or
d) that are no longer necessary
(McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2014).

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment

Active De-Implementation

Evaluate outcomes

Identifying Low Value Practices
• Low-value practices are
those practices

These are interventions
without adequate evidence to
a) that have not been shown to
inform their use. We simply
be effective and efficacious,
don’t know if they work or
b) that are less effective or
not.
efficacious than another
available practice,
c) that cause harm, or
d) that are no longer necessary

(McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2014).
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Identifying Low Value Practices
• Low-value practices are
those practices

These are interventions that
have shown promise, but
a) that have not been shown to
don’t compare to other
be effective and efficacious,
options that are readily
b) that are less effective or
available.
efficacious than another
available practice,
c) that cause harm, or
d) that are no longer necessary

(McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2014).
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Identifying Low Value Practices
• Low-value practices are
those practices

Simply put: these practices
cause explicit harm or have
a) that have not been shown to
side effects that significantly
be effective and efficacious,
outweigh their benefits.
b) that are less effective or
efficacious than another
available practice,
c) that cause harm, or
d) that are no longer necessary

(McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2014).

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment

Active De-Implementation

Ethical Responsibility
We have a responsibility to “do no harm.”
What is harm?
• Outcomes Worsening
• New problems are generated
• Heightened concern over symptoms
• Dependency on practitioner/professional
• Reluctance to seek future treatment
• Resource loss

Evaluate outcomes

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment

Active De-Implementation

Ethical Responsibility
Use of experimental practices…
• Make it clear.
•
•
•
•

Make outcomes clear.
Make expectations clear.
Make experimental/trial nature clear.
Get explicit and informed consent.

• Evaluate
•
•

Time Series Design to evaluate progress
Program evaluation (larger scale)

Evaluate outcomes

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment

Active De-Implementation

Evaluate outcomes

Identifying Low Value Practices
• Low-value practices are
those practices

• These practices were
developed to address a
a) that have not been shown to
problem that simply no
be effective and efficacious,
longer exists.
b) that are less effective or
efficacious than another
available practice,
c) that cause harm, or
d) that are no longer necessary

(McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015; Prasad & Ioannidis, 2014).
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Example of LVP
• Special education evaluations

• Interpreting cognitive profiles to be a low-value practice as profile based
techniques have not been shown to lead to improved diagnostic decisionmaking or treatment selection
• Lacks evidence demonstrating its effectiveness and efficacy.
(McGill et al., 2018)

• Restraints to prevent low-risk behaviors (e.g., elopement)

• Lacks adequate evidence (a) has clear alternatives (e.g., positive behavioral
intervention supports; b) and may cause harm
(Ryan & Peterson, 2004; Westling et al., 2010; c).
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Contextual Analysis
• Once a low-value practice has been identified, the context is
evaluated for variables that may affect the de-implementation
process.
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Functional Contextual Analysis
• Selecting de-implementation strategies should be informed by a
systems-level functional-contextual analysis of the variables
maintaining those practices (implementation science; Forman, 2019).
• Montini and Graham (2015) discuss how historical, economic,
political, and social factors may contribute to de-implementation
resistance.
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Evaluate outcomes

Factors to Include in Analysis
• For instance, economic, historical, professional, political, and social
factors may delay or curtail de-implementation efforts (Bodegom-Vos et al., 2017;
Johns et al., 2016).

• Practice factors may also play a role, such as the age, size, and
function(s) of the practice may increase the difficulty of deimplementation (McKay et al., 2018).
• A thorough assessment of these variables will directly impact the deimplementation strategy selection and may be useful in identifying
de-implementation strategies at the individual and group level.

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment

Analysis Example
How these variables
manifest and influence
resistance may vary
based on the practice
to be de-implemented,
the target setting, and
the professionals within
that system.

Active De-Implementation

Evaluate outcomes

For instance, cognitive profiles from IQ tests
have no clear utility or incremental validity
• May be multiply maintained by a
combination of:
• Historical

• A long history of individual and professional use

• Economic

• Vested interest of proponents, test companies, and
practitioners

• Socio-political

• Efforts to address IQ test misuse are seen by some
as an attack on specific fields like school psychology
• Distrust of discrepancy models for the identification
of specific learning disabilities created a vacuum for
an alternative LVPs to take their place

See McGill et al., 2018
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Focus on Function
• In redesigning system contingencies to directly reduce low-value
practice behaviors among practitioners, considering what
practitioners get or get away from by engaging in the behavior is
important.
• For instance, it could be hypothesized that engaging in cognitive
profile analysis gets social approval, career advancement, and leads
to task completion.
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De-Implementation Strategies
• Following assessment of the context, active de-implementation
entails the use of strategies that should reduce or eliminate the use
of the selected practice.
• These de-implementation strategies used during this stage may occur at a
variety of levels (e.g., individual, system, policy).

Common strategies include policy change at
the organizational level, such as the trend in
school-based policy that suggests restraint
should be a last-resort procedure (Freeman &
Sugai, 2013)
And guidance toward an alternative practice.

“Unlearning” (Rushmer & Davies, 2004) at the
individual level.
Unlearning often includes didactic information
about the evidence for an intervention and may
also include guidance toward an alternative
practice.
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Behavior Reduction Strategies for De-Implementation
• Several behavior reduction strategies

1. Extinction
2. Differential reinforcement of alternative or
incompatible behaviors
3. Change in response effort
4. Punishment

• They have been used in various clinical and
applied contexts to reduce behavior and have
potential as de-implementation strategies (e.g., Cooper et
al., 2020; Martin & Pear, 2019).

Two unique advantages
1. Increases the overall number
of strategies for deimplementation efforts that
can offer more flexibility and
greater breadth of
application.
2. Implementing EBPs doesn’t
automatically lead to
decrease in LVP and requires
behavior reduction

Problem Identification

Contextual Assessment
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Evaluate outcomes

Extinction

Differential Reinforcement

Response Effort

Punishment

A low value or
discredited practice
may be reinforced and
maintained by profit
incentives,
independent of
evidence of positive
clinical outcomes, and
as a result, removal of
the profit incentives
can lead to decrease in
the practice itself.

For low-value practices, DRA/DRI
strategies would require identifying
what practices we want to remove
reinforcement for and what are
alternative or incompatible
(evidence-based) practices that we
can simultaneously reinforce.

For dietary health programs, this
could involve increasing the cost of
unhealthy food products to increase
the amount of overall effort required
to purchase the product, making it
less likely the individuals will
purchase and consume the product.

For example, positive punishment can and
has been used by adding sanction for those
using discredited strategies such as
distributing contaminated food products or
selling products with defects that impact
safety of the users

An example mentioned earlier of
restraints as low-value practices
could be a good target for DRA/DRI,
as there are clearly evidence-based
alternatives (PBIS, Functional
Behavioral Assessments and
Behavioral Support Plans) that are
often incompatible with any type of
physical contact or force applied
toward the child with restraints

For de-implementation of low-value
practices in schools, this could
increase effort for low-value or
unproven strategies by requiring
more intensive documentation, prior
approval justifying the use of the
low-value practice, and on-going
data collection procedures to
evaluate the practice.

Could be accomplished
by informing buyers
about what are EBPs
and LVPs; showing
research on costbenefit analysis

Similarly, for negative punishment,
examples may include removing
sponsorship or other support from agencies
or individual practitioner’s contingent on
their use of identified discredited, harmful
or low-value practices.
For schools, this could involve broad law and
policies from governing agencies such as the
department of education that sanction
schools or professionals for use of low-value
practices.
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Punishment

A low value or discredited practice may be reinforced and maintained by profit
incentives, independent of evidence of positive clinical outcomes, and as a
result, removal of the profit incentives can lead to decrease in the practice itself.
Could be accomplished by informing buyers about what are EBPs and LVPs;
showing research on cost-benefit analysis
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Punishment

For low-value practices, DRA/DRI strategies would require identifying what
practices we want to remove reinforcement for and what are alternative or
incompatible (evidence-based) practices that we can simultaneously reinforce.
An example mentioned earlier of restraints as low-value practices could be a
good target for DRA/DRI, as there are clearly evidence-based alternatives (PBIS,
Functional Behavioral Assessments and Behavioral Support Plans) that are often
incompatible with any type of physical contact or force applied toward the child
with restraints
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Punishment

For dietary health programs, this could involve increasing the cost of unhealthy
food products to increase the amount of overall effort required to purchase the
product, making it less likely the individuals will purchase and consume the
product.
For de-implementation of low-value practices in schools, this could increase
effort for low-value or unproven strategies by requiring more intensive
documentation, prior approval justifying the use of the low-value practice, and
on-going data collection procedures to evaluate the practice.
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Punishment

For example, positive punishment can and has been used by adding sanction for those using
discredited strategies such as distributing contaminated food products or selling products
with defects that impact safety of the users.
Similarly, for negative punishment, examples may include removing sponsorship or other
support from agencies or individual practitioner’s contingent on their use of identified
discredited, harmful or low-value practices.
For schools, this could involve broad law and policies from governing agencies such as the
department of education that sanction schools or professionals for use of low-value
practices.
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But don’t forget the behavioral increase strategies as well!
• However, using positive strategies to encourage implementation of
evidence-based practices is also strongly encouraged.
• Aligned with the functional-contextual approach and PBIS principles
for behavior change, behavioral reduction strategies should rarely if
ever be used without attempts to increase functional alternatives.
• Key for:

• Long term sustaining of de-implementing of LVPs
• Prevent new LVPs to come in place of ones that were de-implemented

Caution!

Simple solution for complex problems
that won’t work
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Evaluating Effects of De-Implementation
• An evaluation of the effects of the de-implementation process is
completed, including the extent to which the identified practice has
been abandoned (McKay et al., 2018; Niven et al., 2015).
• And if desired outcomes were achieved

• It may be helpful for policy makers and administrators seeking to
abandon a practice to clearly identify what would be an acceptable
goal for their efforts.

De-implementation
Example!

Over justification
effect?

Identify LVP

Lack of money

Contextual Analysis

Active DeImplementation
“differential
reinforcement”

Evaluate
Change in program
material away from
LVPs
Student reading
outcomes

Wrap up

Addition by Subtraction
• De-implementation offers an interesting
novel addition to overall implementation
science efforts towards valued outcomes
• It’s been neglected partly due to our bias
of wanting to “do more”
• Leidy Klotz’s makes the case for many areas
across fields where doing less often leads to
more

Conclusion
• Overall, de-implementation efforts in PBS/PBIS may be an essential part of
making our practices evidence-based alongside with the equally important
task of effective implementation of such practices.
• But the hard work has yet to be done

• Functional matching of contextual variables to specific behavior reduction strategies
• The effectiveness of behavior reduction strategies for de-implementation of lowvalue practices
• The acceptability and manageability of such strategies
• How identification of specific contextual variables may lead to differential selection
of behavior reduction strategies.

Phew

Dr. Talida State

statet@montclair.edu

Dr. Ryan Farmer

r.farmer@okstate.edu

Dr. Imad Zaheer

Zaheeri@stjohns.edu

