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Secondary-Tier 
Interventions and Supports
LEANNE S. HAWKEN, SARAH L. ADOLPHSON, 
K. SANDRA MACLEOD, and JOAN SCHUMANN

Implementing a continuum of schoolwide positive behavior support 
(SW-PBS) from least to most intensive is recommended to prevent and 
respond to problem behavior in school settings (Walker et al., 1996). This 
continuum of support includes three main prevention tiers: (a) primary, 
which involves schoolwide interventions for all students and staff across 
all school settings; (b) secondary, which targets the 10–15% of students at 
risk of social behavior failure; and (c) tertiary, which focuses on approxi-
mately 5% of the student population who need significant intervention 
strategies and supports (Sugai & Horner, 2002). For additional informa-
tion on SW-PBS, see chapter 14.

Students who do not respond to primary-tier prevention programs 
may benefit from efficient secondary-tier (ST) interventions, also referred 
to as “selected” or “targeted” interventions. The group of students who 
benefit from ST interventions includes approximately 10–15% of the stu-
dent population who are at risk for developing severe problem behavior 
due to their (a) poor peer relations, (b) low academic achievement, or 
(c) chaotic home environments (Lewis & Sugai, 1999). The behaviors of 
these students are unresponsive to interventions provided at the pri-
mary tier (Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007; Kincaid 2007), 
and these students typically require more practice in learning behavioral 
expectations and may need academic modifications to ensure learning 
success (Lee, Sugai, & Horner, 1999).
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In recent years, many schools have been implementing extensive 
prevention activities, especially related to problems such as substance 
abuse and violence prevention. Gottfredson and Gottfredson (2002) 
conducted a national survey among a sample of public, private, and 
Catholic schools stratified by location (i.e., urban, suburban, and rural), 
representing all grades (kindergarten to 12th grade) and all states. These 
researchers found that schools responding to the survey had a median 
number of 14 prevention programs operating at one time. Most schools 
would not be able to effectively support this many programs simultane-
ously. Schools need effective and efficient mechanisms for selecting the 
most appropriate ST prevention and intervention programs to meet their 
needs. The purposes of this chapter are to provide an overview of (a) the 
critical features of ST interventions, (b) issues related to implementation 
and evaluation of ST interventions, (c) examples of evidenced-based ST 
interventions, and (d) suggestions for research and practice.

KEY FEATURES OF SECONDARY-TIER INTERVENTIONS

Secondary-tier interventions play a key role in supporting students 
at risk of academic and social problems and may prevent the need for 
more intensive interventions (Hawken, O’Neill, & MacLeod, 2008; Hawken, 
MacLeod, & Rawlings, 2007; OSEP, 2005; Sinclair, Christenson, Evelo, & 
Hurley, 1998). ST interventions contain features that differentiate them 
from primary and tertiary tiers of behavior support, including (a) similar 
implementation across students (i.e., low effort by teachers); (b) contin-
uous availability and quick access to the intervention; (c) training of all 
staff on how to make a referral and, if appropriate, how to implement 
the intervention; (d) consistency with schoolwide expectations; (e) continu-
ous data-based progress monitoring; and (f) flexible intervention based on 
functional assessment (Hawken & Horner, 2003; MacLeod, Hawken, & 
O’Neill, 2008; March & Horner, 2002; OSEP, 2005). Each of these features 
is discussed in further detail here.

The goal of ST interventions is to support the 10–15% of the student 
population at risk of but not currently engaging in severe problem beha-
vior (Walker et al., 1996). In a school of 1,000 students, for example, 100–150 
students would need support beyond the schoolwide discipline plan and 
proactive classroom management strategies. For this reason, ST interven-
tions need to be efficient in terms of time and resources. ST interven-
tions involve using a similar set of procedures across a group of students. 
For example, if social skills training is required for students who have 
problems with anger management, a similar curriculum is used across a 
group of students. If several students are having difficulty with tardiness 
and attendance, ST procedures are designed to target those problem 
behaviors.

To be effective in preventing problem behavior, students must be able 
to access ST interventions quickly. Unlike more intensive and individual-
ized interventions, which may take weeks of assessment, ST interventions 
should be accessed relatively quickly—usually within a week (Crone, Horner, 
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& Hawken, 2004; OSEP, 2005). Students are identified quickly and proac-
tively, either by frequently assessing risk factors such as the number of office 
discipline referrals (ODRs), absences, and tardies or by teacher nomina-
tion or referral (Cheney, Blum, & Walker, 2004; Crone et al., 2004; Walker, 
Stiller, Severson, Golly, & Feil, 1998). Although not all school staff are 
directly involved in the implementation of ST interventions, each staff 
member should be trained on who the intervention is appropriate for, how 
and when to make a referral, and how to support the intervention once a 
student is referred. More information on how and when ST interventions 
are implemented is presented in the next section.

The ST interventions should be consistent with schoolwide expectations 
(OSEP, 2005). For example if a middle school has these schoolwide rules: 
Be safe, be respectful, be responsible, and hands and feet to self the ST 
intervention should provide more practice and feedback on how to meet 
the following expectations. Often, ST interventions are implemented with 
the support of a school psychologist, counselor, or paraprofessionals so 
that the burden of the intervention is not solely on the student’s teacher 
(Crone et al., 2004; Hawken, 2006; Lane et al., 2003). Usually, consul-
tation from experts outside the school is not necessary or is minimized 
because the intervention procedures are systematic and follow standardized 
treatment protocols (OSEP, 2005).

The ST interventions should have systems in place to monitor student 
progress, make modifications, and gradually decrease support as student 
behavior improves. One component of this system is a team, which may 
already exist, such as a student study team or a more individualized 
team consisting of teachers, counselors, parents, and students (Chris-
tenson, Sinclair, Lehr, & Hurley, 2000). Teams should meet regularly and 
have systematic procedures for monitoring, troubleshooting, and adding or 
removing students to or from the intervention (Crone et al., 2004). Team 
decisions and monitoring of student progress are based on data from 
a number of different sources depending on the type of program. More 
detailed information on monitoring student progress is presented in this 
chapter.

Interventions should be flexible so that they can be modified or inten-
sified based on the function of student problem behavior. For example, 
after implementing the Behavior Education Program/Check-In, Check-
Out (BEP/CICO) for 12 weeks, a school behavior team noticed that Jalen, 
a middle school student, was not making progress. Based on teacher 
observations and an interview with Jalen, it became apparent that most 
of his problem behavior (e.g., talking with peers, making clicking noises 
with his tongue, throwing paper airplanes across the room) was related 
to trying to gain attention from his peers. Based on this information, the 
team modified Jalen’s reinforcers so that when he met his daily point 
goal he could earn time with peers in a preferred activity (i.e., extra gym 
time with three friends).

Teams should also consider the function of the student’s problem 
behavior prior to selecting the most appropriate ST intervention (Newcomer, 
2004). For example, if the student is acting out to gain adult attention, ST 
interventions that increase adult attention, such as mentoring, may be good 
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starting points. In contrast, if the student is acting out to escape difficult 
work, afterschool tutoring or other academic interventions may be more 
appropriate. ST interventions such as First Steps to Success (FSS) have 
been more effective for some students if the function of student prob-
lem behavior is identified (Carter & Horner, 2007). However, it should be 
noted that some ST interventions have also been effective across functions 
of student behavior (Hawken et al., 2008; MacLeod, O’Neill, & Hawken, 
2008; March & Horner, 2002).

Although many of the ST interventions described in this chapter 
include some of the features outlines, none of the interventions meet all 
of the recommended features as implementation will vary depending on 
individual school and student needs. (OSEP) Office Of Special Education- 
Procedures for identifying students requiring ST interventions and selecting 
evidence-based interventions are provided in the following sections.

TARGET POPULATIONS AND IDENTIFICATION METHODS 
FOR ST INTERVENTIONS

Students who fail to respond to primary-tier interventions are self-selected 
candidates for more systematic and intensive support. These students are 
identified for ST interventions in a number of ways, including (a) as a 
response to screening, (b) as a preventive intervention, and (c) as a response 
to intervention (White, 2007).

Secondary-Tier Interventions as a Response to Screening

Frequently, students are selected for ST interventions based on uni-
versal screening procedures to detect students at risk. Regularly, screen-
ing all students (two or three times per academic year) is important to 
ensure that this population of students is not overlooked. When primary 
tier interventions are carried out with fidelity, schools can then target 
students who are in need of more frequent monitoring and more intensive 
levels of support. In some cases, ODR data provide sufficient information 
to identify students who are unresponsive to primary-tier interventions. 
Sugai, Sprague, Horner, and Walker (2000) have recommended a guide-
line for using ODRs to make data-based decisions regarding necessary 
levels of support, including (a) students who receive zero to one ODRs per 
year are likely adequately supported by primary-tier interventions, (b) 
students receiving two to five ODRs potentially require ST interventions, 
and (c) students who receive six or more ODRs may require tertiary-tier 
interventions.

Although not a perfect metric, ODRs are easily collected and summarized 
by schools—particularly with Web-based systems such as the School-wide 
Information System (SWIS; May et al., 2000). Because the use of ODRs as 
a screening tool for identifying students who are at risk has been debated 
(Nelson, Benner, Reid, Epstein, & Currin, 2002), additional research is 
needed to provide more reliable and valid screening tools for students non-
responsive to primary-level supports, which are also gathered & summarized 
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as effeciently as ODR data. Examples of reliable and valid screening tools 
follow; however, these screening mechanisms may extend beyond what 
schools typically employ to assess for problem behavior.

While some students are easily identified as at risk by teachers and 
other school personnel based on their engagement in acting out or exter-
nalizing behaviors, other students engage in internalizing behaviors 
(i.e., depression, anxiety, withdrawal), requiring more comprehensive 
assessment for identification. For students who engage in internalizing 
behaviors or present less-intensive externalizing behaviors, ODRs may 
not provide adequate information, and other effective screening tools are 
necessary to proactively identify at-risk students.

The Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders (SSBD; Walker & 
Severson, 1992) is one such screening measure used during the elemen-
tary grades to assist school personnel to identify students likely to be 
negatively impacted by externalizing or internalizing behaviors (Walker, 
Cheney, Stage, & Blum, 2005). The SSBD utilizes a three-stage process 
to identify students potentially at risk. The first stage involves teacher 
nomination of students with behavioral characteristics predictive of school 
failure. Students identified in the first stage are then further screened 
using a series of rating items to determine behavioral severity and the 
content of the problem behavior. In the final stage, students are systemati-
cally observed in the classroom and on the playground to determine their 
performance in social and classroom situations.

A second screening measure that can be used to identify a student 
for ST interventions is the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS; Gresham & 
Elliot, 1990). The SSRS is a set of three norm-referenced rating scales that 
allow educators to combine teacher, parent, and student reports to gain a 
more complete understanding of a student’s social behavior. The SSRS, in 
combination with the Social Skills Intervention Guide: Practical Strategies 
for Social Skills Training (Elliot & Gresham, 1991) can be useful in helping 
educators identify specific social skill deficits in students and coordinate 
appropriate interventions that are founded on the principles of applied 
behavior analysis.

All of the mentioned screening measures provide valuable guidelines 
for teachers in making objective decisions about students who may require 
support beyond the primary tier level. However, if systematic screening pro-
cedures are not in place, teacher nomination is the main way students are 
identified for ST behavioral interventions (Hawken & Horner, 2003; Hawken 
et al., 2007). Recent research indicates that screening tools such as the SSBD 
and other teacher nomination strategies are more accurate mechanisms in 
identifying students who are at risk, particularly students who display inter-
nalizing (i.e., anxiety, depression) behaviors (Blum, 2006; Kincaid, 2007).

Secondary-Tier Support as a Preventive Intervention

Prior to entering school, many children are exposed to various family 
and community-based risk factors in their formative years, which increase 
the likelihood of behavioral problems. These risk factors include, but are 
not limited to, large families headed by a single parent, poverty, abusive condi-
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tions, exposure to drug and alcohol abuse, crime, violence, gang activity, and 
poor academic preparation (McCrudy, Mannella, & Eldridge, 2003; Warren 
et al., 2003). Risk factors for school failure are multifaceted and involve both 
academic and social or emotional factors. Students who enter school with 
social risk factors typically display poor problem-solving skills, may engage 
in attention-seeking behaviors that cause classroom disruptions, and may 
attempt to escape social interactions (McIntosh, Horner, Chard, Boland, & 
Good, 2006). Other students may enter school with academic deficits but do 
not engage in routine problem behavior. If these students do not respond 
to academic interventions, the academic deficits are likely to become contribu-
ting factors to problem behavior. Failure to recognize and respond to these risk 
factors early on increases the challenges that these students will present to 
teachers and administrators.

Research emphasizes the need to implement preventive interven-
tions early on in the educational process (Fox, Dunlap, & Powell, 2002; 
Lane & Menzies, 2003). The forms of problem behavior more common to 
elementary school settings (e.g., bullying, classroom disruptions, failure 
to complete assignments) are triggers of more severe forms of misconduct 
(e.g., aggression toward others, school dropout, substance abuse, crimi-
nal activity) occurring as students reach adolescence (Fox et al., 2002; 
McCurdy, Kunsch, & Reibstein, 2007; H. M. Walker et al., 1998). While some 
environmental factors in family and community environments occur outside 
of the school context, when schools are aware of these risk factors, ST 
interventions can be implemented proactively, prior to the student engag-
ing in problem behavior. It should be noted that although ST interventions 
are designed to address many of the risk factors mentioned, they are not 
comprehensive interventions and therefore do not address all of the factors 
that influence problem behavior.

Secondary-Tier Interventions as a Response to Intervention

Primary-tier intervention involves implementing a schoolwide behavior 
support plan along with a proactive classroom management plan (Sugai, 
Horner, & Gresham, 2002). Once these are implemented with fidelity and 
students are not responding to these interventions, teachers may choose to 
provide additional interventions in the classroom setting, such as behavioral 
contracting or a home note system to further meet the needs of a student 
(or students). If the student fails to respond to these interventions, this lack 
of response to intervention may signal the need for an ST intervention.

Schools use different systems to track problem behavior and, as men-
tioned, increasing numbers of ODRs may be a sign that a student needs 
additional behavior support. Schools may use other data such as lack of 
work completion, grades, frequency of tardiness, or attendance to provide 
evidence that the primary-tier intervention procedures have been ineffective. 
Often, younger students (i.e., kindergarten or first grade) will not engage in 
problem behavior that is considered extreme enough to warrant an ODR, 
but data should be gathered on the low-level, chronic problem behavior via 
a mechanism such as behavior logs (i.e., student must sign a behavior log 
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for not following behavioral expectations). Many schools implement proce-
dures like interclass time-outs, also called “think time,” in which a student 
who has engaged in problem behavior spends time in a cooperating teacher’s 
classroom, completes a debriefing form, and reenters the classroom once 
the form has been completed (Nelson, 1997). In schools that use these 
procedures, data should be gathered on when (i.e., which times of the day) 
and for how long students are in think time. If students are repeatedly sent 
to a cooperating teacher’s classroom, this may signal the need for more 
intensive support that can be provided by an ST intervention.

EXAMPLES OF SECONDARY-TIER INTERVENTIONS

Much research has been conducted examining the effects of implementing 
primary-tier intervention strategies (e.g., Colvin, Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993; 
Lewis & Sugai, 1999; Lewis, Sugai, & Colvin, 1998; Taylor-Greene et al., 1997). 
Further, since the reauthorization of the Individuals With Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (IDEA), there is increased evidence of the effectiveness of using 
functional assessment strategies and behavior support interventions 
for students needing tertiary-tier support (for a review, see Heckaman, Conroy, 
Fox, & Chait, 2000). In contrast, little research has been reported on ST 
interventions implemented as part of a continuum of behavior support; 
the purpose of this section is to provide some examples of promising, 
evidenced-based ST interventions. As Osher, Dwyer, and Jackson (2004) 
suggested, schools need to first identify effective interventions, then select 
an intervention that meets the specific needs of the school community. 
For this reason, a quick reference summary of empirical support has been 
provided for each of the following ST interventions. These tables provide 
summaries of the participants involved, key features of the study, and 
the primary outcomes of the intervention. Finally, this discussion con-
cludes with a summary table of critical features across ST programs and 
interventions.

Check and Connect

The Check and Connect intervention involves connecting a student 
with a school-based monitor to improve student engagement, decrease 
absences, and ultimately prevent school dropout (Sinclair et al., 1998). 
Students are identified as candidates for Check and Connect by assessing 
risk factors such as attendance, presence of learning disabilities, tardi-
ness, skipping class, suspensions, and academic performance. A full-time 
monitor acts as a liaison between the student, the school, the student’s 
parents, and the community. This person works individually with each 
student ensuring that he or she is attending school, participating in school 
activities, and maintaining academic progress. Student progress is tracked 
using information such as attendance, end-of-year enrollment, academic 
performance, number of credits, number of ODRs, and whether the stu-
dent is expected to graduate (Christenson et al., 2000).
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Check and Connect has two levels of program delivery: basic and 
intensive. At the basic level, the monitor meets with students at least 
monthly to discuss school-related problems, apply problem-solving tech-
niques, and emphasize the importance of staying in school. The monitor 
uses strategies such as behavioral contracting, tutoring, or community 
and school-based recreation activities (Sinclair et al., 1998). The second 
level is a more intensive intervention for students who are considered to 
be high risk for dropping out of school. This level provides more frequent 
contact and individualized interventions by the monitor as well as addi-
tional skill development and practice opportunities Table 17.1 provides a 
summary of the studies evaluating checked connect.

Behavior Education Program

Another example of an ST intervention is the Behavior Education Pro-
gram (BEP), also known as Check-In, Check-Out (CICO; Crone et al., 2004; 
Fairbanks et al., 2007; Hawken, 2006; Hawken & Horner, 2003; Hawken 
et al., in press; March & Horner, 2002) (Table 17.2). The BEP is a highly efficient 

Table 17.1. Summary of Empirical Support: Check and Connect

Reference Participants Key Features of Investigation Intervention Outcomes

Lehr, Sinclair, & 
Christenson, 
2004

Elementary • Prevented later truancy 
behavior in elementary 
students

• Evaluated teacher percep-
tions of program 
effectiveness

• Results suggest Check 
and Connect worked to 
improve student engage-
ment while reducing 
high-risk behaviors

• Teacher perceptions 
indicated program 
effectiveness

Sinclair, 
Christenson, 
& Thurlow, 
2005

70 urban high 
school stu-
dents with 
emotional and 
behavioral 
disorders

• Compared a group of 
students participating in 
Check and Connect pro-
gram to a similar group 
of students who served 
as the control group to 
observe effects over a 
4- to 5-year period

• When compared to 
control group, students 
participating in Check 
and Connect were sig-
nificantly less likely to 
drop out of school

• Participating students 
were more likely to be 
enrolled in an educa-
tional program

Sinclair et al., 
1998

Seventh- and 
eighth-grade 
students

• Three-year study
• Sought to evaluate overall 

program effectiveness as 
an ongoing dropout pre-
vention program

• Check and Connect 
participants were more 
likely to stay enrolled 
in school, had more 
graduation credits, and 
had a higher completion 
of class assignments 
versus control

• Participants also had a 
reduction in severity of 
behavior problems



Table 17.2. Summary of Empirical Support: Behavior Education Program

Reference Participants Key Features of Investigation Intervention Outcomes

Fairbanks, 
Sugai, 
Guardino, 
& Lathrop, 
2007

10 elemen-
tary 
schools

• Examined BEP/CICO applica-
tion to students who displayed 
problem behavior after general 
classroom management pro-
cedures were implemented; 
provided more individualized 
intervention to students 
unresponsive to BEP/CICO

• BEP/CICO was an effec-
tive targeted intervention 
for four students who did 
not respond to general 
classroom management 
procedures

• Four students who were 
unresponsive to CICO 
responded to individualized 
function-based interventions

Filter et al., 
2007

Elementary 
school

• Examined effects of the BEP 
on ODRs

• 67% of students on BEP 
had reductions in ODRs

• Statistically significant 
difference in pre- and post-
measures of ODRs

• District personnel found 
the program to be highly 
effective and efficient

Hawken, 
2006

Middle 
school

• Examined effects of the BEP 
on ODRs

• 70% of students on BEP 
had reductions in ODRs

Hawken 
& Horner, 
2003

Middle 
school

• Examined effects of BEP on 
direct observation of prob-
lem behavior and academic 
engagement

• Significant reduction in 
problem behavior

• Increase of academic 
engagement

• BEP implemented with 
high fidelity

• High social validity ratings 
from parents, teachers, and 
students

Hawken, 
MacLeod, 
& O’Neill, 
2007

Elementary 
school

• Examined the effects of BEP 
on ODRs

• Examined role of function 
of problem behavior on BEP 
effectiveness

• 71% and 80% of students 
on BEP had reductions in 
ODRs across School 1 and 
School 2, respectively

• Statistically significant 
difference in pre- and post-
measures of ODRs

• BEP was effective across 
behavioral functions

Hawken, 
o'neill, & 
macles, 
2008

Elementary 
school

• Examined effects of the BEP 
on ODRs using multiple-base-
line design across groups of 
students

• 75% of students on BEP 
had reductions in ODRs

• Statistically significant 
difference in pre- and post-
measures of ODRs

March & 
Horner, 
2002

Middle 
school

• Examined effects of the BEP 
on ODRs

• 50% of students on BEP 
had reductions in ODRs

McCurdy, 
Kunsch, & 
Reibstein, 
2007

Elementary 
school

• Examined effects of BEP in 
urban school setting using a 
case study format

• Results indicated increases 
in appropriate behavior in 
majority of students

• Students and teachers 
rated BEP as highly accep-
table

Todd, 
Kaufman, 
Meyer, 
& Horner 
(in press)

Elementary 
school

• Examined effects of BEP/CICO 
on direct observation of prob-
lem behavior

• Reductions in problem 
behavior

• High social validity ratings

BEP/CICO, Behavior Education Program/Check-In Check-Out; ODR, office discipline referral.
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program that, depending on school size and resources, may support 15–30 
students at one time in an elementary or middle school setting. The BEP 
builds on schoolwide expectations by providing students with frequent feed-
back and reinforcement for demonstrating appropriate behavior.

Similar to the Check and Connect program, the BEP is structured 
around a regular checking-in system; however, unlike Check and Connect, 
the BEP is designed to have students check in a daily basis. Students 
check in with the BEP coordinator once in the morning and again at 
the end of the school day. The BEP coordinator is usually a parapro-
fessional who spends 10–15 hrs a week implementing the BEP. During 
check in, the BEP coordinator asks whether students have their materi-
als (e.g., pencils, paper, and homework) and provides them with a daily 
progress report (DPR). The DPR lists the schoolwide behavioral expec-
tations for students to follow and provides a place for teachers to rank 
how well the students followed the expectations for a specified period 
of time. Following check in, the students take the DPR to their teachers 
and receive feedback and evaluation on their social behavior at the end 
of each class period in middle or high school or during natural transi-
tions in elementary school. At the end of the school day, the students 
check out with the BEP coordinator, who totals the daily points and 
provides praise, encouragement, and a tangible reward to the student 
based on his or her performance. Again, the BEP is similar to the Check 
and Connect program in that students are receiving positive feedback, 
praise, and encouragement on a regular basis for their improvements 
in both academic and social behavior.

Functioning as a home component of the BEP, the student takes a 
copy of the DPR home for parent signature. In addition, parents are pro-
vided with monthly updates on student progress. Behavior support team 
meetings (weekly or biweekly) include a discussion of the BEP to determine 
whether students are making progress, if the program needs to be modified, 
or if the students are ready to transition off the BEP (Crone et al., 2004).

First Steps to Success

First Steps to Success (FSS) is a ST intervention intended for kinder-
garten students who show indications of developing antisocial behaviors 
(Walker, 1998; Walker, Stiller, et al., 1998) (Table 17.3). The program con-
sists of three components: (a) a universal, schoolwide screening to identify 
students who may be at risk for developing more severe problem behavior; 
(b) instructional intervention of prosocial behaviors for students who are 
identified through the screening process; and (c) a parent training referred 
to as Home-Base, which supports parents of students who qualify for this 
ST intervention (Golly, Stiller, & Walker, 1998).

FSS is implemented in the school by a consultant (e.g., counselor, 
behavior specialist, or school psychologist), who develops and coordi-
nates the home and school program components (Golly et al., 1998). 
Once a student is identified for the program, the school component 
involves providing additional feedback to the target student using a 
red card/green card system. In this system, the student is able to earn 
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Table 17.3. Summary of Empirical Support: First Steps to Success (FSS)

Reference Participants
Key Features of 

Investigation Intervention Outcomes

H. M. Walker, 
1998; Epstein 
& Walker, 
2002; Golly, 
Stiller, & 
Walker, 1998

46 kindergarten 
students and 
families

• Participants ran-
domly assigned to 
treatment and wait 
list cohorts

• Increased appropriate 
and adaptive behavior

• Decreased aggressive 
behavior

• Positive outcomes 
maintained for 2 years 
after intervention

• High acceptability 
ratings by students, 
parents, and teachers

Golly et al., 
1998

20 kindergarten 
students across 10 
different schools

• Study sought to repli-
cate previous findings 
with the exception of 
random assignment

• Increased academic 
engaged time

• Decreased problem 
behavior

Golly et al., 
1998

141 general educa-
tors (Grades K–1), 
teacher assistants, 
school counselors, 
parent volunteers

• Trained on interven-
tion components 
through a series of 
1-day workshops

• Follow-up survey sent

• 58% of returned surveys 
indicated current use of 
First Steps program

• Most reported training 
was worthwhile use of 
time

Golly, Sprague, 
Walker, 
Beard, & 
Gorham, 
2000

2 sets of 5-year-old 
twins who met 
screening criteria

• Multiple-baseline 
design

• Brief daily sessions 
with consultant for a 
minimum of 5 days

• Follow-up implemen-
tation by classroom 
teacher

• Parent training con-
ducted by consultant

• Significant improve-
ment in academic 
engagement

• Significant reduction 
in problem behaviors

• Improved teacher-child 
interaction in the class-
room

Diken & 
Rutherford, 
2005

4 Native American 
students, their 
teachers, and 
families

• Implemented class-
wide and individual 
interventions using 
FSS in early interven-
tion setting

• Immediately follow-
ing FSS implementa-
tion, student prosocial 
behavior increased 
while problem behavior 
decreased

rewards for his or her class on meeting daily predetermined point goals. 
Initially, the consultant is in the classroom providing direct feedback 
to the student consistently (consultant phase). As the intervention 
progresses, the feedback card is transitioned to the teacher (teacher 
phase), and the length of time between point earning opportunities is 
expanded (Golly et al., 1998).

Once the school program is established, the consultant meets once 
a week with the parents for 6 weeks in the home for approximately 
45–60 min. During these six sessions, the following topics are addressed: 
(a) communication and sharing, (b) cooperation, (c) limit setting, (d) problem 
solving, (e) making friends, and (f) developing confidence.

Walker and colleagues (1998) estimated that the consultant invests 
50–60 hr of time in the program over a 3-month period. The consultant has 
four primary responsibilities throughout the duration of the program: (a) 
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Table 17.4. Summary of Empirical Support: Social Skills Training (SST)

Reference Participants
Key Features of 

Investigation Intervention Outcomes

Lane et al., 
2003

17 first- through sixth-
grade students identified 
as nonresponsive to the 
school’s primary-tier 
intervention

• Sought to evaluate 
effectiveness of SST 
as secondary tier 
intervention

• Reductions in disrup-
tive classroom behavior

• Reductions in inappro-
priate social interac-
tions on playground

• Provided additional 
practice to subgroup 
of students with 
problem behavior

• Increase in academic 
engaged time in 
classroom

Powers, 
2003

19 elementary students 
at risk for school failure

• Compared interven-
tion across two 
different settings

• Taught seven social 
skills through daily 
scripted instruction 
for 16 weeks

• Improved classroom 
behavior

• Reduction of problem 
behavior on play-
ground

• Year follow-up study 
showed positive results 
maintained

• Students who attended 
school using school-
wide discipline plan 
showed greater 
reductions in prob-
lem behavior as well 
as higher levels of 
long-term maintained 
behavior

Gresham, 
Sugai, & 
Horner, 
2001

• Meta-analysis of 
social skills studies

• SST may be effective 
in teaching new social 
skills

• SST appears to be more 
effective when skill 
deficits are targeted for 
instruction versus a set 
curriculum

coordinating child screening procedures in cooperation with the classroom 
teachers, (b) contacting and encouraging parent participation, (c) modeling 
FSS at the school so classroom teachers may continue with the intervention, 
and (d) providing parent training in the home environment on how to effec-
tively intervene with problem behavior (Golly et al., 1998).

Social Skills Club/Social Skill Training

Social skills training (SST) interventions involve directly teaching 
prosocial skills to enhance a student’s ability to interact with peers and 
adults (Table 17.4). While some schools implement SST as part of their 
primary-tier efforts, SST has also been found to be effective as an ST inter-
vention (Lane et al., 2003; Powers, 2003). When used as an ST intervention, 
SST efforts are applied to a subgroup of students who require additional 
practice and feedback on their behavior. This type of targeted instruction 
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occurs most frequently in a small-group versus in a whole-class setting 
(i.e., Powers, 2003). Some key features of SST interventions include (a) 
targeting specific social skill deficits, (b) providing modeling and feedback, 
and (c) providing additional opportunities to practice the newly learned 
skills (Gresham, Sugai, & Horner, 2001).

Mentoring

As an ST intervention, mentoring interventions involve pairing the 
target student with another successful student or community mentor, who 
serves as a “coach” or “mentor” by establishing a supportive relationship 
with the student at-risk while modeling appropriate social and academic 
behaviors. Mentoring programs have been used for many years, both for-
mally and informally, to assist in reducing antisocial behaviors in children 
and youth (DuBois & Karcher, 2005; Roberts, Liabo, Lucas, DuBois, & 
Sheldon, 2004). Formalized mentoring programs are designed to fill in the 
roles previously carried out by relatives, teachers, and community mem-
bers (Rhodes, Bogat, Roffman, Edelman, & Galasso, 2002). These programs 
typically address the needs of students who are considered to be at risk due 
to their home environments, academic challenges, or low socioeconomic 
status. Moreover, mentoring-based interventions have been cited by pos-
itive behavior support researchers as efficient interventions that can be 
included as part of a school’s ST behavior support system (Hawken, 2006; 
Newcomer, 2004) (Table 17.5).

The largest formal youth mentoring program is Big Brothers Big Sisters 
(BBBS), which is found in more than 5,000 communities. Furthermore, 

Table 17.5. Summary of Empirical Support: Mentoring Programs

Reference Participants
Key Features of 

Investigation Intervention Outcomes

Big Brothers 
Big Sisters 
(BBBS), 2006

500 children; 
ages 10–16

• Evaluate the effective-
ness of BBBS mentoring 
programs through self-
report

• Control group consisted 
of children who did not 
have a BBBS mentor

• Children who had a BBBS 
mentor had fewer inci-
dents of hitting others, 
felt more competent about 
schoolwork, and had better 
attendance than control 
group

Rollin, Kaiser-
Ulrey, & 
Potts, 2003

At-risk 
eighth-grade 
students in 
three differ-
ent schools

• Matched intervention 
students to commu-
nity-based mentors in 
a career setting for 1:1 
mentoring

• Compared to control 
group of students who 
did not have mentors

• Students who received 
mentoring program showed 
significant reductions in 
number of days suspended 
and number of infractions 
of school property 
compared to control

DuBois, 
Holloway, 
Valentine, & 
Cooper, 2002

• Meta-analysis of 55 
mentoring studies

• Factors that seemed to 
improve mentoring effec-
tiveness included mentor 
training as well as parent 
involvement components
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over 4,000 additional mentoring organizations operate throughout the 
United States (DuBois & Karcher, 2005). These youth mentoring pro-
grams are sponsored by corporations, nonprofits, and foundations as well 
as government programs, such as the National Mentoring Center funding 
the Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) through the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Center (DuBois & Karcher, 2005; National 
Mentoring Center, 2003).

The primary objective of youth mentoring programs is to connect a 
child with a more experienced adult who can serve as a role model and 
provide guidance to a student or child at risk (DuBois & Karcher, 2005). 
Key features of mentoring programs vary depending on which agency or 
school offers the program but should include elements such as (a) screen-
ing and matching of mentors to students, (b) training on the purpose and 
goals of mentoring, and (c) an expectation of long-term student involve-
ment (Roberts et al., 2004). In addition, a recent meta-analytic research 
review of youth mentoring programs identified several key features linked 
to improved outcomes for students receiving mentoring. These critical 
features include (a) ongoing mentor training, (b) structured training activ-
ities, (c) mentor expectations of how often they will meet with the child, and 
(d) some mechanism of including parents in the mentoring process such 
as communication of mentor/student goals (DuBois, Holloway, Valentine, 
& Cooper, 2002). Mentoring programs frequently incorporate standard-
ized procedures (i.e., similar implementation across students), involve 
low effort by teacher/staff, and monitor student progress throughout the 
program, which are some of the essential features of ST interventions 
(DuBois et al., 2002; National Mentoring Center, 2003).

Table 17.6 provides a list of all of the aforementioned ST interventions 
and the extent to which each intervention includes the critical features of 
ST supports.

MEASURING RESPONSE TO SECONDARY-TIER 
INTERVENTIONS

Determining how to measure response to ST interventions is not an 
easy task. Unlike academic performance, social behavior performance 
is locally and contextually defined by the values of the school’s stake-
holders, tolerance levels of school personnel, and overall school culture 
(Gresham, 2004; Jones, Caravaca, Cizek, Horner, & Vincent, 2006). For 
example, in relation to reading, the standard to be met can be stated as 
“student reads 100 words correct per minute during oral reading,” and 
students who obtain the target score on an oral reading fluency meas-
ure will be successful readers. In addition, the metric for which reading 
progress is measured formatively (i.e., along the way vs. at the end of the 
school year) tends to be the same or similar across primary, secondary, 
and tertiary intervention levels, and data are gathered relatively quickly 
(i.e., 1–3 min). For example, schools interested in screening all students 
for reading difficulties typically use Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good & Kaminski, 2001) or some other type of 



410 LEANNE S. HAWKEN et al.

Curriculum-Based Measurement system (Batsche et al., 2005; Vaughn, 
Linan-Thompson, & Hickman-Davis, 2003). DIBELS are 1-min, fluency-
based measures that are not designed to be comprehensive measures of 
reading but rather provide an indicator of a student’s overall early liter-
acy health (Good & Kaminski, 2001). Once students have been identified 
as at risk, an ST intervention can be implemented, and progress is moni-
tored formatively using the same measure. If the student is not making 
progress, a tertiary-level intervention may be warranted, and progress is 
monitored once again using the academic indicator of reading success 
(Batsche et al., 2005; Vaughn et al., 2003).

In relation to social behavior, there is not an established reliable 
and valid “indicator” of a student’s overall behavioral health that can 
be used across primary-, secondary-, and tertiary-tier interventions. 
In addition, response to behavioral interventions is measured differ-
ently across interventions. For example, percentage of points on a daily 
progress report is one way progress is monitored for the BEP/CICO 
intervention (Crone et al., 2004), whereas absences, tardies, and drop-
out rates are used to monitor progress for Check and Connect (Sinclair et al., 
1998). For some ST interventions, unless researchers are involved in the 
implementation and evaluation, data are not systematically gathered 
to determine the success of the intervention; this is particularly true 
for interventions such as SST and  mentoring. The final issue/question 
when measuring social behavior is the extent to which we allow for 
cultural differences when we compare a student to his or her peers 
(Kincaid, 2007) as cultural norms can have a significant impact on 
which behaviors are considered acceptable or problematic (Crijnen, 
Achenbach, & Verhuist, 1999).

Although direct observation of problem behavior would be a preferred 
metric to evaluate response to intervention (Gresham 2005), it is not effi-
cient or cost-effective to conduct direct observations on the estimated 20% 
of the student population who are at risk for poor behavioral outcomes. 
Direct observation is more likely to be used with tertiary-tier interventions 
or when researchers are trying to establish a functional relation between 
the implementation of an intervention and the reduction in problem behav-
ior (e.g., Fairbanks et al., 2007).

Kincaid (2007) argued for an integrated data system that can be used 
across ST interventions and stated that the data system should include 
the following features: (a) assesses specific, targeted behavioral skills, (b) 
is sensitive to small changes in behavior over time, (c) can be administered 
quickly and easily, (d) can be administered repeatedly, (e) can be easily 
summarized, and (f) can be used to make comparisons across students. 
He proposed that a DPR could be modified to be used across ST interven-
tions; an example of a generic DPR can be seen in Fig. 17.1.

In the DPR included in Fig. 17.1, the schoolwide behavioral expecta-
tions are listed along the left column, and each student problem behavior 
could be further defined under the “List Behavior” section. In addition, in 
its current form the periods of the day are listed across the top, but this 
can be changed depending on the needs of the specific interventions. A 
pull-out social skills intervention may need the time periods broken down 
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into 5-min increments. If a student is participating in a 1-hr afterschool 
mentoring program, the time periods could broken down into 10- or 15-min 
increments. The key benefit to using the DPR across ST interventions is 
that percentage of points could be used as a common metric and allow 
for comparison of effectiveness across interventions. In fact, preliminary 
research indicated that points earned on DPRS can serve as indicators 
of the effectiveness of behavior interventions (Chafouleas, Christ, Riley-
Tillman, Briesch, & Chanese, 2007; Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, Sassu, 
LaFrance, & Patwa, 2007; Cheney, Flower, & Templeton, 2007; Stage, 
Cheney, Flower, Templeton, Waugh, 2008). It should be noted that no 
research-based guideline or cutoff score (e.g., 80% of points) has been 
established regarding what constitutes adequate response to intervention.

Data from DPRs can be easily summarized using SWIS (May et al., 2000) 
or graphed using Excel (e.g., see http://www.ed.utah.edu/∼ hawken_l/
BEPresources.htm for a graphing template program). Other indicators 
besides DPRs and direct observation that can be used to assess response 
to intervention include (a) teacher rating on norm-referenced behavior 
ratings scales, (b) number of ODRs, (c) number of absences or tardies, (d) 
reduction in students needing tertiary-tier support, (e) academic perform-
ance data, and (f) reduction in referrals to special education for behavior 
problems. A list of these measures and the extent to which these meas-
ures have the key elements described by Kinkaid (2007) is provided in 
Table 17.7.

Adapted from Crone, Horner & Hawken (2004) 
Points Possible:  _____

Points Received: _____

% of Points:
______

Daily Progress Report

Name:  __________________________   Date:  ____________ 

Rating Scale: 3=Good day  2= Mixed day 1=Will try harder tomorrow     

GOALS:

Teacher Comments: I really like how… 
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

HR 1st 2nd 3rd 4th L 5th 6th

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
  
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Parent Signature(s) and Comments: _________________________________________________

BE RESPECTFUL

BE RESPONSIBLE

BE PREPARED

List Behavior: 

List Behavior: 

List Behavior: 

Fig. 17.1. Generic daily progress report. Adapted from Responding to Problem Behavior in 
Schools, by D. A. Crone, R.H. Horner, & L. S. Hawken, 2004. New York: Guilford Press.



412 LEANNE S. HAWKEN et al.

Table 17.7. Measuring Response to Secondary-Tier Interventions

Methods

Assesses 
Specific 
Behav-
ioral 

Targets

Sensitive 
to Small 
Changes

Admin-
istered 
Quickly 

and 
Easily

Can Be 
Admin-
istered 
Repeat-

edly

Easily 
Summa-

rized

Used to 
Make 
Com-

parison 
Across 

Students

Teacher rating and 
percentage of points on 
daily or weekly reports

X X X X X X

Direct observation X X X X X
Teacher rating on 

norm-referenced behavior 
rating scales

X X X X

Office discipline 
referrals (ODRs)

X X X X

Absences and/or tardies X X X X
Grades, assignment 

completion, performance 
on standardized tests

X X X X

Reduced need for tertiary 
level of support

X X X X

Referrals to special 
education for behavior 
problems (suspected ED)

X X X X

ED: Emotional Disturbance

SYSTEMS AND SUPPORT FOR SECONDARY-TIER 
INTERVENTIONS

Schoolwide Discipline Plan in Place

Before considering the use of ST interventions, a primary-tier, school-
wide discipline system must be well established. The School-wide Evaluation 
Tool (SET; Horner et al., 2004) is used to determine the extent to which a 
school has reliably implemented a behavior support plan (see chapter 14 
for a more detailed explanation of the SET). By clearly outlining behavioral 
expectations that foster a respectful school climate, primary-tier interven-
tions effectively prevent the majority of disciplinary problems. Without 
these systems in place, ST interventions would be unmanageable due to 
the numbers of students who would require support. In addition, research 
indicates that schools that have an established schoolwide discipline plan 
are better equipped to implement ST interventions (Hawken et al., 2007; 
Powers, 2003).

Leadership Team

Schools need to determine which team is going to be in charge of 
processing referrals along with examining data on effectiveness of ST inter-
ventions. Some schools have established a schoolwide behavior support 
leadership team that meets bimonthly to evaluate schoolwide discipline 
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plan implementation; this team also oversees ST intervention implementa-
tion. In other schools, an interdisciplinary team meets to discuss students 
with academic and behavioral difficulties, and this team is in charge of 
evaluating the effectiveness of ST interventions. No matter which team is 
involved in overseeing implementation, the team should meet at least every 
other week to make sure progress is monitored formatively and so that 
intervention modifications can be made proactively (Crone et al., 2004; 
Hawken, 2006). The team for ST interventions is responsible for making 
programmatic decisions and should include members from general and 
special education, the principal or vice principal, school psychologists and 
counselors, as well as parents and, when appropriate, students (Sugai & 
Horner, 2006; Todd, Horner, Sugai, & Colvin, 1999). At least one member 
should have expertise in the area of functional behavioral assessment so 
that the procedures can be included in ST support when necessary.

Resources

For ST interventions to succeed, administrators and staff must agree 
that the benefits of creating a positive school climate will merit the resources 
required for implementation. While ST interventions are designed to 
support a broader group of students while minimizing resources required, 
schools must commit a portion of total resources for planning and imple-
mentation. ST support requires initial training for all members of the 
behavior support team, monies allocated for staff training, paid time for 
regular team meetings (2–4 hr per month), materials for interventions and 
student rewards, and sometimes an outside expert who serves as a coach 
for the behavior support team such as a district PBS coach (Nersesian, 
Todd, Lehmann, & Watson, 2000; Scott & Martinek, 2006). Many schools 
use educational assistants (i.e., paraprofessionals), who are typically 
supervised by school psychologists or school counselors to help support 
implementation of ST interventions.

Staff training for implementing ST interventions can vary depending 
on the intervention but typically involves an initial 2- to 3-day professional 
development training provided by a coach, an individual with experience 
developing, implementing, and overseeing interventions (Scott & Martinek, 
2006). The coach will play a more integral role in sustaining a ST interven-
tion during the initial years of implementation. The role of the coach is to 
help the team problem solve and troubleshoot, building confidence and 
capacity within the members of the team.

Specific costs for implementing ST supports are not consistent from 
school to school. To assist administrators in creating an accurate budget, 
Crone et al. (2004) categorized financial needs into three areas: (a) person-
nel, including the coach, a team coordinator, training, and paid meeting 
time for all members of the team; (b) materials, including software, writ-
ten materials of secondary support policies, and all required forms for 
students receiving support; and (c) rewards for students receiving ST sup-
port. Annual costs of sustaining ST supports vary based on school size, 
the number of students receiving intervention, and the amount of required 
support from the PBS coach.
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

Empirical Data Supporting Critical Features

As detailed in this chapter, ST interventions have been shown to be effec-
tive in reducing problem behavior, increasing academic engagement, and 
decreasing the need for more intensive levels of behavior support. Certain 
future research should provide empirical data on the critical features of ST 
interventions as detailed in Table 17.6. For example, although parental 
participation is a component of several ST interventions (i.e., FSS, BEP/CICO, 
Check and Connect), the extent to which this component is a necessary ele-
ment has not been empirically validated. In fact, multiple studies on BEP/
CICO indicated that students demonstrate reductions in problem behavior 
following implementation even if parents are unable to participate (Hawken, 
2006; Hawken & Horner, 2003, Hawken et al., 2007).

Additional key elements of ST interventions that appear to cut across 
those described in this chapter but were not included in the OSEP (2005) 
website are teacher/adult feedback and reinforcement along with building a 
connection with a key adult in the school. The prevention literature is clear; 
students who are connected to at least one adult are less likely to engage 
in criminal activity or severe problem behavior, drop out of school, or use 
drugs or alcohol (Bernard, 1995; Biglan, 1995; Cheney et al., 2007; Furlong 
& Morrison, 2000; Masten, Best, & Garmezy, 1990; Metzler et al., 1998). In 
addition, contingent praise and feedback have been shown to be important 
components across prevention programs (Wilson, Gottfredson, & Najaka, 
2001). Future research should examine the extent to which each of these 
critical features contributes to the effectiveness of ST interventions.

Issues Related to Implementation

As mentioned, schools reported implementing a median of 14 preven-
tion programs (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 2002). This number of inter-
ventions is not easily sustainable, and fidelity of implementation is likely 
compromised given the distribution of time and resources across interven-
tions. Future research should document the time, resources, and training 
needed to implement each ST intervention.

In addition to evaluating the costs associated with implementing ST 
interventions, future research should compare which interventions are 
more readily implemented by school staff with fidelity and have good social 
validity. For example, although FSS (Walker, 1998) has been shown to 
be successful in reducing antisocial behavior, the intervention is imple-
mented with one student at a time and requires a consultant to implement 
the intervention. In addition, SST should be provided by someone skilled 
in behavioral principles and in managing the behavior of small groups, 
such as a school psychologist or prevention specialist. In contrast, pro-
grams like Check and Connect (Sinclair & Christianson, 1998) and BEP/
CICO (Crone et al., 2004) support many students (for BEP/CICO, up to 
30 depending on school size and resources) with the support of one para-
professional or mentor to implement the intervention. Research should be 
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conducted to develop guidelines for helping schools choose the most effec-
tive prevention programs to fit the needs and culture of their school.

Combining Academic and Behavioral Supports

Although there is not exact agreement in the field about when to 
increase academic support, there are research-based guidelines that allow 
schools to determine students’ level of risk for reading failure depending on 
goals at different times of the year (Good & Kaminski, 2001). In contrast, as 
mentioned, there are no standardized progress-monitoring tools for social 
behavior, and research-based goals have not been established. For schools 
to successfully implement the ST interventions, future research should help 
define the decision rules for increasing or decreasing behavioral support.

Although some evidence exists that schools can successfully imple-
ment both academic and behavioral support following a three-tier model 
(e.g., Lewis-Palmer, Bounds, & Sugai, 2004; McIntosh et al., 2006; Sadler 
& Sugai, in press), developing a comprehensive service delivery model is 
challenging. Future research should address the extent to which school 
teams have the capacity and knowledge to respond to academic and social 
behavior data to design interventions and efficiently evaluate progress of 
those interventions. For example, although formative assessment of aca-
demic performance has been well established in the research literature 
as an effective way to prevent reading failure (e.g., Deno, 1985; Shinn, 
1989), it is only recently with the passing of No Child Left Behind and the 
push for schools to make adequate yearly progress that many schools 
have started to monitor the progress of all students at least three times 
a year. Many schools are just becoming fluent with collecting these types 
of data and still struggle with how to use the data for decision making 
(Chard & Harn, in press; Simmons et al., 2002). In addition, schools 
often use different systems for managing behavior and academic data. 
For example, over 12,000 schools across the country use the DIBELS 
data system (http://dibels.uoregon.edu/) or some other Web-based system 
to summarize reading performance data. In terms of social behavior, over 
4,000 schools across the country use SWIS (May et al., 2000; http://
www.swis.org/) to organize and summarize ODR data. In terms of teams 
managing data, future research should address whether a single data 
system can be used to monitor both academic and social behavior data or 
the most efficient way to combine data from multiple systems for use by 
team members. In addition, the DIBELS data system and SWIS primarily 
summarize screening and progress-monitoring types of data, and teams 
will also need efficient ways to organize both academic and behavioral 
diagnostic data.

CONCLUSION

To meet the challenge of providing safe and effective schools, educa-
tors must use resources that are efficient in meeting the behavioral and 
academic needs of all students. ST interventions are essential in schools 
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because they have features that permit early identification of the prob-
lematic behaviors and, when implemented with fidelity, prevent more seri-
ous problem behaviors from occurring. Without intervention, students 
with challenging behaviors risk continued school failure and discipline 
problems. ST interventions interrupt this progression and have a strong 
influence on students staying in school and being connected with peers 
and adults and in the academic environment. Such prevention efforts are 
implemented at relatively little cost and use of school resources but have a 
considerable impact on the outcomes of each of these students.

REFERENCES

Batsche, G., Elliot, J., Graden, J. L., Grimes, J., Kovaleski, J. F., Prasse, D., et al. 
(2005). Response to intervention: Policy considerations and implementation. Alexan-
dria, VA: National Association of State Directors of Special Education.

Bernard, B. (1995). Fostering resilience in children (Report No. EDO-PS-95-9). Washington, 
DC: Department of Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 386327)

Big Brothers Big Sisters International. Retrieved January 14, 2006, from http://www.
colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/model/programs/details/BBBSdetails.html

Biglan, A. (1995). Translating what we know about the context of antisocial behavior 
into a lower prevalence of such behavior. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 28, 
479–492.

Blum, C. (2006). Staff development and the validity of measures for schoolwide positive 
behavior supports. Paper presentation at the International Positive Behavior Sup-
port Conference, Reno, NV.

Carter, D. R., & Horner, R. H. (2007). Adding functional behavioral assessment to First Step 
to Success: A case study. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 9, 229–238.

Chafouleas, S. M., Christ, T. J., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Briesch, A. M., & Chanese, J. M. 
(2007). Generalizability and dependability of daily behavior report cards to measure 
social behavior of preschoolers. School Psychology Review 36, 63–79.

Chafouleas, S. M., Riley-Tillman, T. C., Sassu, K. A., LaFrance, M. J., & Patwa, S. S. (2007). 
Daily behavior report cards (DBRCs): An investigation of consistency of on-task data 
across raters and method. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 9, 30–37.

Chard, D., & Harn, B. (in press). Project CIRCUITS: Center for improving reading com-
petence using intensive treatments schoolwide. In C. Greenwood, I. Oxall, G. Sugai, 
& R. Horner (Eds.), Summaries and findings from three-tiered approaches to behavior 
and reading supports. New York: Guilford Press.

Cheney, D., Blum, C., & Walker, B. (2004). An analysis of leadership teams’ perceptions 
of positive behavior support and the outcomes of typically developing and at-risk 
students in their schools. Assessment for Effective Intervention, 30, 7–24.

Cheney, D., Flower, A., & Templeton, T. (2008). Applying response to intervention metrics 
in the social domain for students at risk of developing emotional or behavioral disor-
ders. Journal of special education, 42, 108–126.

Christenson, S. L., Sinclair, M. F., Lehr, M. F., & Hurley, C. M. (2000). Promoting 
successful school completion. In K. M. Minke & G. C. Bear (Eds.), Preventing 
school problems—Promoting school success: Strategies and programs that work 
(pp. 211–257).

Colvin, G., Kameenui, E. J., & Sugai, G. (1993). Reconceptualizing behavior manage-
ment and school-wide discipline in general education. Education and Treatment of 
Children, 14, 361–381.

Crijnen, A. M., Achenbach, T. M., & Verhuist, F. C. (1999). Problems reported by par-
ents of children from multiple cultures: The Child Behavior Checklist syndrome 
constructs. American Journal of Psychiatry, 156, 569–574.

Crone, D. A., Horner, R. H., & Hawken, L. S. (2004). Responding to problem behavior in 
schools. New York: Guilford Press.



SECONDARY-TIER INTERVENTIONS 417

Deno, S. L. (1985). Curriculum-based measurement: The emerging alternative. Excep-
tional Children, 52, 219–232.

Diken, I. H., & Rutherford, R. B. (2005). First Steps early intervention program: A study 
of effectiveness with Native-American children. Education and Treatment of Young 
Children, 28, 444–465.

DuBois, D. L., & Karcher, M. J. (2005). Youth mentoring: Theory, research and practice. 
In D. L. DuBois & M. J. Karcher (Eds.), Handbook of youth mentoring (pp. 2–11), 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

DuBois, D. L., Holloway, B. E., Valentine, J. C., & Cooper, H. (2002). Effectiveness of 
mentoring programs for youth: A meta-analytic review. American Journal of Com-
munity Psychology, 30, 157–197.

Elliot, S. N., & Gresham, F. M. (1991). Social skills intervention guide: Practical strate-
gies for social skills training. Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Service.

Fairbanks, S., Sugai, G., Guardino, D., & Lathrop, M (2007). Response to intervention: Exam-
ining classroom behavior support in second grade. Exceptional Children, 73, 288–310.

Filter, K. J.,. McKenna, M. K., Benedict, E. A., Horner, R. H., Todd, A. W., & Watson, J. 
(2007). Check in/Check out: A post-hoc evaluation of an efficient, secondary-level 
targeted intervention for reducing problem behaviors in schools. Education and 
Treatment of Children, 30, 69–84.

Fox, L., Dunlap, G., & Powell, D. (2002). Young children with challenging behavior: 
Issues and considerations for behavior support. Journal of Positive Behavior Inter-
ventions, 4, 208–217.

Golly, A., Sprague, J., Walker, H., Beard, K., & Gorham, G. (2000). The First Step to 
Success program: An analysis of outcomes with identical twins across multiple 
baselines. Behavioral Disorders, 25, 170–182.

Golly, A., Stiller, B., & Walker, H. M. (1998). First Step to Success: Replication and 
social validation of an early intervention program. Journal of Emotional and Behav-
ioral Disorders, 6, 243–250.

Good, R. H., & Kaminski, R. A. (Eds.). 2001. Dynamic indicators of basic early literacy skills 
(6th ed.). Eugene, OR: Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement.

Gottfredson, D. C., & Gottfredson, G. D. (2002). Quality of school-based prevention 
program: Results from a national survey. Journal of Research in Crime and Delin-
quency, 39, 3–35.

Gresham, F. M. (2004). Current status and future directions of school-based behavioral 
interventions. School Psychology Review, 33, 326–343.

Gresham, F. M. (2005). Response to intervention: An alternative means of identifying stu-
dents as emotionally disturbed. Education and Treatment of Children 28, 328–344.

Gresham, F. M., & Elliot, S. N. (1990). Social skills rating system. Circle Pines, MN: 
American Guidance Service.

Gresham, F. M., Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2001). Interpreting outcomes of social 
skills training for students with high-incidence disabilities. Exceptional Children, 
67, 331–334.

Hawken, L. S. (2006). School psychologists as leaders in the implementation of a 
targeted intervention. School Psychology Quarterly, 21, 91–111.

Hawken, L. S., & Horner, R. H. (2003). Evaluation of a targeted intervention within a school-
wide system of behavior support. Journal of Behavioral Education, 12, 225–240.

Hawken, L. S., O’Neill, R. E., & MacLeod, K. S. (2008). Effects of function of problem 
behavior on the responsiveness to the Behavior Education Program. Manuscript sub-
mitted for publication.

Hawken, L. S., MacLeod, K.S., & Rawlings, L. (2007). Effects of the Behavior Education 
Program (BEP) on problem behavior with elementary school students. Journal of 
Positive Behavior Interventions, 9, 94–101.

Heckaman, K., Conroy, M., Fox, J., & Chait, A. (2000). Functional assessment-based 
intervention research on students with or at risk for emotional and behavioral dis-
orders in school settings. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders in School 
Settings, 25, 196–210.

Horner, R. H., Todd, A. W., Lewis-Palmer, T., Irvin, L. K., Sugai, G., & Boland, J. B. (2004). 
The School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET): A research instrument for assessing school-
wide positive behavior support. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 6, 3–12.



418 LEANNE S. HAWKEN et al.

Jones, C., Caravaca, L., Cizek, S., Horner, R. H., & Vincent, C. G. (2006). Culturally 
responsive schoolwide positive behavior support: A case study in one school with a 
high proportion of Native American students. Multiple Voices, 9, 108–119.

Kincaid, D. (2007). Response to intervention and PBS. Paper presented at the Interna-
tional Positive Behavior Support Conference, Boston. March

Lane, K. L., & Menzies, H. M. (2003). A school-wide intervention with primary and 
secondary tiers of support for elementary students: Outcomes and considerations. 
Education and Treatment of Children, 26, 431–451.

Lane, K. L., Wehby, J., Menzies, H. M., Doukas, G. L., Munton, S. M., & Gregg, R. M. 
(2003). Social skills instruction for students at risk for antisocial behavior: The 
effects of small-group instruction. Behavioral Disorders, 28, 229–248.

Lee, Y., Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (1999). Effect of component skill instruction on math 
performance and on-task, problem, and off-task behavior of students with emotional 
and behavioral disorders. Journal of Positive Behavioral Interventions, 1, 195–204.

Lehr, C. A., Sinclair, M. F., & Christenson, S. L. (2004). Addressing student engagement and 
truancy prevention during elementary school years: A replication study of the check 
and connect model. Journal of Education for Students Placed At-Risk, 9, 279–301.

Lewis, T. J., & Sugai, G. (1999). Effective behavior support: A systems approach to 
proactive school-wide management. Effective School Practices, 17, 47–53.

Lewis, T. J., Sugai, G., & Colvin, G. (1998). Reducing problem behavior through a school-
wide system of behavior support: Investigation of a school-wide social skills training 
program and contextual interventions. School Psychology Review, 27, 446–459.

Lewis-Palmer, T., Bounds, M., & Sugai, G. (2004). District-wide system for providing 
individual student support [invited special issue]. Assessment for Effective Instruc-
tion, 30, 53–66.

MacLeod, K. S., Hawken, L. S., & O’Neill, R. E. (2008). Secondary tier interventions: Efficient 
and effective supports for students at risk. Manuscript submitted for publication.

MacLeod, K. S., O’Neill, R. E., & Hawken, L. S. (2008). Examining the combined effects 
of secondary tier interventions and individualized function-based support strategies. 
Manuscript in preparation.

March, R. E., & Horner, R. H. (2002). Feasibility and contributions of functional behav-
ioral Assessments in schools. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 10, 
158–170.

Masten, A. S., Best, K. M., & Garmezy, N. (1990). Resilience and development: Con-
tributions from the study of children who overcome adversity. Development and 
Psychopathology, 2, 425–444.

May, S., Ard, W., III., Todd, A. W., Horner, R. H., Glasgow, A., Sugai, G., et al. (2000). 
School-wide Information System. Eugene: Educational and Community Supports, 
University of Oregon. Available at http://www.swis.org

McCurdy, B. L., Kunsch, C., & Reibstein, S. (2007). Secondary prevention in the urban 
school: Implementing the Behavior Education Program. Preventing School Failure, 
51, 12–19.

McIntosh, K., Horner, R. H., Chard, D. J., Boland, J. B., & Good, R. H., III. (2006). The 
use of reading and behavior screening measures to predict nonresponse to school-
wide positive behavior support: A longitudinal analysis. School Psychology Review, 
35, 275–291.

Metzler, C. W., Taylor, T. K., Gunn, B., Fowler, R. C., Biglan, A., & Ary, D. (1998). A 
comprehensive approach to the prevention of behavior problems: Integrating family 
and community-based approaches to strengthen behavior management programs 
in schools. Effective School Practices, 17, 8–24.

National Mentoring Center. (2003). Foundations of successful youth mentoring: A guide-
book for program development. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, Northwest Regional Laboratory. Oregon, Poztons

Nelson, J. R. (1996). Designing schools to meet the needs of students who exhibit dis-
ruptive behavior. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 4, 147–161.

Nelson, J. R., Benner, G. J., Reid, R. C., Epstein, M. H., & Currin, D. (2002). The conver-
gent validity of office discipline referrals with the CBCL-TRF. Journal of Emotional 
and Behavior Disorders, 10, 181–189.



SECONDARY-TIER INTERVENTIONS 419

Nersesian, M., Todd, A. W., Lehmann, J., & Watson, J. (2000). School-wide behavior 
support through district-level system change. Journal of Positive Behavior Interven-
tions, 2, 244–247.

Newcomer, L. (2004). Establishing a targeted group intervention process. Paper presented 
at the meeting of the Trainers of School-wide PBS, Naperville, IL. October.

OSEP Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports. 
(n.d.) School-wide PBS: Secondary prevention. Retrieved February 18, 2005, from 
http://www.pbis.org/secondaryprevention.htm.PB

Osher, D., Dwyer, K., & Jackson, S. (2004). Safe, supportive and successful schools step 
by step. Longmont, CO: Sopris West.

Powers, L. J. (2003). Examining the effects of targeted group social skills intervention in 
schools with and without school-wide systems of positive behavior support. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Missouri, Columbia.

Rhodes, J. E., Bogat, G. A., Roffman, J., Edelman, P., & Galasso, L. (2002). Youth men-
toring in perspective: Introduction to the special issue. American Journal of Com-
munity Psychology, 30, 149–155.

Roberts, H., Liabo, K., Lucas, P., DuBois, D., & Sheldon, T. A. (2004). Mentoring to 
reduce antisocial behavior in childhood. British Medical Journal, 328, 512–514.

Sadler, C., & Sugai, G. (in press). Effective behavior and instructional support: A district 
model for early identification and prevention of reading and behavior disabilities. 
Journal of Postive Bettause Interventions.

Scott, T. M., & Martinek, G. (2006). Coaching positive behavior support in school set-
tings: Tactics and data-based decision making. Journal of Positive Behavior Inter-
ventions, 8, 165–173.

Shinn, M. R. (1989). Curriculum-based measurement: Assessing special children. New 
York: Guilford Press.

Simmons, D. C., Kame’enui, E. J., Good, R. H., Harn, B. A., Cole, C., & Braun, D. 
(2001).

Sinclair, M. F., Christenson, S. L., Evelo, D. L., & Hurley, C. M. (1998). Dropout preven-
tion for youth with disabilities: Efficacy of a sustained school engagement proce-
dure. Exceptional Children, 65, 7–21.

Stage, S. A., Cheney, D., Flower, A., Templeton, T., & Waugh, M. (2007). A concurrent 
validity study for a targeted group intervention using an Internet-based daily per-
formance report and chart review process using four student behavior constructs: 
Externalizing problem behavior, internalizing problem behavior, social skills, and aca-
demic skills. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H. (2002). The evolution of discipline practices: School-wide 
positive behavior supports. Child and Family Behavior Therapy, 24, 23–50.

Sugai, G., & Horner, R. R. (2006). A promising approach for expanding and sustaining 
school-wide positive behavior support. School Psychology Review, 35, 245–259.

Sugai, G., Horner, R. H., & Gresham, F. M. (2002). Behaviorally effective school envi-
ronments. In M. R. Shinn, H. M. Walker, & G. Stoner (Eds.), Interventions for aca-
demic and behavior problems II: Preventive and remedial approaches. Bethesda, 
MD: NASP. 315–350

Sugai, G., Sprague, J., Horner, R. R., & Walker, H. (2000). Preventing school violence: 
The use of office referral to assess and monitor school-wide discipline interventions. 
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8, 94–101.

Taylor-Greene, S., Brown, D., Nelson, L. Longton, J., Gassman, T., Cohen, J., et al. 
(1997). School-wide behavior support: Starting the year off right. Journal of Behav-
ioral Education, 7, 99–112.

Todd, A. W., Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., & Colvin, G. (1999). Individualizing school-wide 
discipline for students with chronic problem behaviors: A team approach. Effective 
School Practices, 17, 72–82.

Walker, B., Cheney, D., Stage, S., & Blum, C. (2005). Schoolwide screening and positive 
behavior supports: Identifying and supporting students as risk for school failure. 
Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 7, 194–204.

Walker, H. M. (1998). First steps to prevent antisocial behavior. Teaching Exceptional 
Children, 30, 16–19.



420 LEANNE S. HAWKEN et al.

Walker, H. M., Horner, R. H., Sugai, G., Bullis, M., Sprague, J. R., Bricker, D., et al. (1996). 
Integrated approaches to preventing antisocial behavior patterns among school-age 
children and youth. Journal of Emotional Behavior Disorders, 4, 194–209.

Walker, H. M., Kavanagh, K., Stiller, B., Golly, A., Severson, H. H., & Feil, E. G. (1998). 
First Step to Success: An early intervention approach for preventing school failure. 
Journal of Emotional Behavior Disorders, 4, 66–80.

Walker, H. M., Stiller, B., Severson, H. H., Golly, A., & Feil, E. G. (1998). First step to 
success: Intervening at the point of school entry to prevent antisocial behavior pat-
terns. Psychology in the Schools, 35, 259–269.

Warren, J. S., Edmonson, H. M., Griggs, P., Lassen, S. R., McCart, A., Turnbull, A., 
et al. (2003). Urban applications of school-wide positive behavior support: Critical 
issues and lessons learned. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, 5, 80–91.

White, R. (2007). Positive behavior support team decisions regarding secondary tier inter-
ventions. Paper presented at the International Positive Behavior Support Confer-
ence, Boston. March

Wilson, D. B., Gottfredson, D. C., & Najaka, S. S. (2001). School-based prevention of 
problem behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 17, 247–272.

Vaughn, S., Linan-Thompson, S., & Hickman-Davis, P. (2003). Response to treatment 
as a means of identifying students with reading/learning disabilities. Exceptional 
Children, 69, 391–409.




