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Attention to the behavioral, social, and emotional development 
of preschool age children is substantiated given that approxi-
mately one third of preschool-age children display chronic 
problem behaviors, and an even higher percentage of children 
may be at risk (Hemmeter, Ostrosky, & Fox, 2006). These con-
cerns are recognized by teachers as well in that preschool 
teachers continually cite challenging and disruptive behavior 
as one of their biggest classroom concerns (Alkon, Ramler, & 
MacLennan, 2003; Fox, Dunlap, Hemmeter, Joseph, & Strain, 
2003). In fact, rates of preschool expulsion have reached 
alarming levels in recent years (Gilliam & Shabar, 2006). In 
addition, many stressors are reported by families of children 
with behavior problems, including embarrassment because of 
child disruptive behavior in public settings, distressful com-
munication with frustrated teachers, exposure to rejection, and 
isolation from friends (Knitzer, 2002; Webster-Stratton, 1990). 
Together, these issues support a clear need for strategies that 
can be easily used by educators and parents to target preven-
tion and early remediation of behavioral difficulties in young 
children. The purpose of this study was to investigate the effec-
tiveness of an intervention package involving home-school 
communication using a daily report card on the reduction of 
disruptive behavior in a sample of preschoolers.

Critical Features of Effective  
Early Intervention for Disruptive  
Behavior in Preschool

Although the types of setting vary, it is now estimated that 
approximately 70% of American children from 3 to 4 years 
of age spend time in early education settings (Pianta, 2007). 
Skills emphasized largely target social competence, includ-
ing appropriate behavior. Preschool staff need to be 
equipped with effective strategies to teach and reinforce 
expected social skills for students who have difficulty dem-
onstrating appropriate behavior. In fact, this need has 
prompted the development of comprehensive packaged 
programs (e.g., First Step to Success: Walker et al., 1997; 
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The effectiveness of a daily report card in an intervention package involving home-school communication to decrease 
disruptive behavior in preschoolers was investigated. A sample of four preschool-aged children in two classrooms served 
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Incredible Years: Webster-Stratton, 2001). Comprehensive 
programs that target multiple sources (teacher, parent, 
child) and integrate a variety of effective strategies (e.g., 
teaching adaptive skills, parent training, social skill train-
ing), such as Incredible Years, have demonstrated great 
success in addressing problem behavior across settings in 
young children, both prior to and following kindergarten 
entry (see the review by the National Registry of Evidence-
Based Programs and Practices, 2007). Such programs 
undeniably offer tremendous benefits; however, many com-
mercially available packaged programs may be too resource 
intensive for implementation across a range of early child-
hood education settings. In addition, although such pro-
grams often offer a multitude of strategies that are effective 
in promoting positive behaviors, packaged programs may 
limit flexibility to modify to meet contextual features of a 
particular setting. In summary, although commercially 
available packaged intervention programs serve a valuable 
role in service delivery for preschool populations, it is 
important to also establish the evidence base for individual 
strategies that can serve as complements to these options 
and can be flexibly modified and feasibly implemented 
with existing resources across settings.

Critical features of effective teaching that support social 
competence have been organized in a framework by Fox and 
colleagues (2003). In their teaching pyramid, a systemic 
approach is presented that provides a hierarchy of strategies 
to facilitate meeting the needs of all students. The critical 
features include (a) building positive relationships with chil-
dren, family, and colleagues, (b) implementing practices that 
create supportive environments, (c) using explicit social and 
emotional teaching strategies, and (d) planning intensive 
individualized interventions. The premise behind use of this 
framework is that greater successes for appropriate pre-
school behavior can be found when adults work to address 
problem behaviors early; employ a feasible, acceptable, and 
positively framed design; and involve home-school collabo-
ration (Fox, Dunlap, & Cushing, 2002; Shonkoff & Phillips, 
2000). As previously noted, the rationale for addressing 
problem behavior early is founded within a prevention 
framework to reduce overall incidence and severity of cur-
rent and future problem behavior. A feasible, acceptable, and 
positively framed design means use of strategies that include 
a proactive rather than reactive focus and that are usable 
across a variety of settings given existing resources. Finally, 
as suggested, communication among school and home set-
ting is an essential component to early intervention given 
possible advantages such as consistent communication, 
increased potency of consequences across settings, and 
shared responsibility (Jurbergs, Palcic, & Kelley, 2007). 
Together, a systemic approach that integrates these features 
offers great promise toward facilitating preschool social 
competence. However, further work is needed to establish 
an evidence base for those specific intervention strategies 

that intensify supports for students who are not responding 
to classwide strategies. Such strategies should complement 
comprehensive packaged programs and also be consistent 
with all features within the teaching pyramid. That is, 
although the top tier in the pyramid refers to planning for 
more intensive individualized interventions, it certainly does 
not imply that the other features no longer apply. Rather, 
when planning more intensive individualized interventions, 
it is necessary to intensify options that incorporate, and pos-
sibly add to, the other features. The challenge lies in choos-
ing options that offer appropriate balance between intensity 
afforded through additional resources and feasibility within 
existing resources.

One promising tool that offers combination of these fea-
tures in intensifying supports for social competence can be 
found in home-school notes. Although seemingly simple, 
home-school notes can influence behavior change (Cox, 
2005) and provide meaningful, immediate, and effective 
feedback to both the student and parent (Smith, Williams, & 
McLaughlin, 1983). It is not surprising that the tools have a 
long history of use and discussion within the literature 
(Chafouleas, Riley-Tillman, & McDougal, 2002; Kelley, 
1990). Although many terms have been used to describe 
tools involving home-school notes, Chafouleas and col-
leagues (2002) initially discussed use of a standardized ver-
sion of such tools as involving teacher rating of prespecified 
behavior at least daily and then sharing the gathered infor-
mation with someone other than the rater (i.e., student or 
parent) with the intent to communicate about, and possibly 
intervene with, behavior. Since that organizing definition 
related to tools that incorporate direct behavior ratings, 
researcher attention to creating systematic lines of investi-
gation into a variety of standard versions has begun to occur 
(Chafouleas, 2011). For example, in a related line, Fabiano 
and colleagues have adopted the term daily report card 
(DRC) to refer to this sort of standardized intervention pro-
tocol for promoting communication across settings, which 
can also serve as an intervention to promote positive behav-
ior when combined with reinforcement (e.g., Fabiano et al., 
2010). In brief, the critical components of DRC interven-
tions involve predetermining behaviors of interest, per-
forming a formative and systematic rating of those 
behaviors, and then sharing information about how that 
behavior meets expected performance. This sharing about 
expected behavior might be communicated through use of 
reinforcement (e.g., verbal, tangible) in a single setting 
(e.g., child and teacher at school) or across settings (e.g., 
school and home). Much of the work to date establishing 
the evidence base for DRC has included school-age popula-
tions (e.g., Chafouleas, Sanetti, Jaffery, & Fallon, in press), 
with limited empirical attention to application with pre-
schoolers. One example using home-school notes as an 
intervention for preschoolers exhibiting problem behavior 
did demonstrate positive results. McCain and Kelley (1993) 
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examined the effectiveness of a school-home note interven-
tion with home-based consequences for improving class-
room behavior of preschoolers with attention-deficit/
hyperactivity disorder. Using a reversal design, increased 
attentiveness and decreased disruptiveness in student 
behavior were demonstrated, which were determined to be 
functionally related to the home contingencies (McCain & 
Kelley, 1993). Taken together, use of a DRC-based inter-
vention that integrates home-school communication shows 
promise for use in early childhood, but further work to eval-
uate effectiveness with preschoolers who display disruptive 
behavior is warranted.

Purpose of the Study
Further research is needed to identify and evaluate effective 
strategies that can be feasibly used to address problem 
behavior across preschool settings. Research findings have 
provided support for use of a DRC intervention that can 
incorporate home-school communication, yet limited 
extension has been conducted in preschool settings. The 
purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of 
using a DRC intervention package involving home-school 
communication and contingent reinforcement to decrease 
disruptive behavior in preschool-age children. Specific 
hypotheses were that (a) implementation of the intervention 
package would decrease disruptive behaviors exhibited in 
preschool settings and (b) teachers and parents would find 
it to be a usable strategy.

Method
Participants

Participating children attended a preschool located within a 
public school district in New England. Four children served 
as participants, with two participants in one classroom and 
two participants in a second. Of the child participants, two 
were identified as White non-Hispanic, one was White 
Hispanic, and one was Black non-Hispanic. Three of the 
four children were boys. In addition, the two classroom 
teachers and the mother of each child participated. Of the 
adult participants, all were women and four were White 
non-Hispanic, one was White Hispanic, and one was Black.

Participants were selected through a multiple-step pro-
cess. Prior to beginning data collection, the primary 
researcher met individually with the teachers to discuss the 
project and request recommendations for students display-
ing disruptive behavior and capacity to understand the 
intervention (e.g., no known cognitive impairments). Once 
written parental consent was obtained, the Behavior 
Assessment System for Children (BASC-2) rating scales 
were completed by teachers and parents (Reynolds & 
Kamphaus, 2004) to confirm problem behavior deviating 

from normative expectations. Clinically significant or at-
risk scores on either or both forms for any of the external-
izing scales (i.e., aggression, hyperactivity, attention 
problems) were used to confirm nomination. The following 
students met all criteria and served as participants.

Robby. Robby was a 4-year-old boy attending his second 
year of preschool. His classroom teacher nominated him for 
exhibiting disruptive behavior problems (e.g., aggressive 
behaviors, inattention, inappropriate movement and vocal-
izations) deemed to be severe. Robby’s mother also reported 
concern about his behavioral difficulties in the classroom, 
specifically expressing concern about his ability to interact 
with peers. Clinically significant scores in the areas of 
hyperactivity and aggression were reported by Robby’s 
teacher on the BASC-2, as were at-risk range scores for 
attention problems.

Wendy. Wendy was a 4-year-old girl attending her first 
year of preschool. She was referred by her teacher for dis-
playing problems with inattention (e.g., wandering, not fol-
lowing directions) and inappropriate vocalizations in the 
classroom (e.g., calling out, loud whining). Her parents 
endorsed behavioral difficulties occurring during Wendy’s 
school day. On the BASC-2, at-risk range scores within the 
school setting were noted in the area of attention problems.

Zander. Zander was a 4-year-old boy attending his sec-
ond year of preschool. His teacher nominated Zander 
because he was showing increasingly disruptive behavior in 
the classroom (e.g., inappropriate movement and vocaliza-
tions, inattention). Zander’s mother expressed concern over 
this increase in problem behavior at school. Clinically sig-
nificant scores on the BASC-2 were reported by Zander’s 
teacher in the area of aggression. Zander was also rated in 
the at-risk range for hyperactivity and attention problems.

Jake. Jake was a 4-year-old boy attending his second year 
of preschool. Jake was referred by his teacher because he 
was exhibiting severe problem behaviors in the classroom. 
Disruptive behaviors reported in the classroom included 
yelling, hitting, throwing items, and refusal to comply with 
teacher directions. Jake’s mother reported extreme concern 
about his behavior and stated that she was looking for an 
intervention involving positive framing rather than disci-
plinary measures. Jake was rated by his mother in the clini-
cally significant range on the BASC-2 for hyperactivity and 
attention problems. Jake’s teacher reported at-risk-range 
concerns for attention problems.

Setting. The two preschool classrooms were located in a 
public school building that housed grades prekindergarten 
through 5 and approximately 450 students. The school was 
located in a suburban district ranking in the lower third of 
towns within the state in terms of wealth, with approxi-
mately 10% of students receiving special education ser-
vices. The preschool program consisted of a 4-day school 
week, 2.5 hours a day, over the academic year. Class size 
averaged 10–12 students per class. Mrs. Smith was the 
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classroom teacher in Classroom 1. She was a certified 
teacher and was employed as a teacher for 18 years. Mrs. 
Jones was the classroom teacher in Classroom 2. She also 
was a certified teacher and was employed as a teacher for 
1.5 years. In addition to the classroom teachers, each class-
room had a full-time paraprofessional. Robby and Zander 
attended Mrs. Smith’s classroom, and Wendy and Jake were 
in Mrs. Jones’s classroom. All participating children 
attended preschool during the morning session. According 
to teacher report and researcher observation, each class-
room employed a number of universal prevention strategies 
(e.g., good classroom management, child-focused environ-
ment, clear expectations, positive behavior strategies). In 
both classrooms, disruptive behavior generally resulted in a 
verbal reminder of expectations and/or removal from an 
activity.

Measures
Systematic direct observation of disruptive behavior. Dis-

ruptive behavior was defined as a student action that inter-
rupts regular school or classroom activities. Example 
behaviors included being out of seat, inappropriate move-
ment, inattention, fidgeting, yelling or screaming, making 
noises, inappropriate use of materials, fighting, hitting, 
rough play, and throwing objects. Observational data were 
collected on each student using partial interval recording 
with 15-s intervals. Times or activities during which obser-
vations occurred remained stable throughout the study 
(e.g., circle time).

In addition to the primary author, two advanced graduate 
students in school psychology served as observers and were 
previously trained in systematic direct observation tech-
niques as part of their coursework. In addition, all observers 
participated in a 3-hr training session involving didactic 
instruction in the specific observation procedures and prac-
tice in coding disruptive behavior displayed in video foot-
age. The three observers were trained on data collection 
procedures to greater than 80% agreement prior to the 
beginning of the study. Interrater agreement of the direct 
observations was assessed throughout the study by having a 
second observer conduct simultaneous observations. This 
occurred randomly throughout the course of the study for 
approximately 30% of the total observations (n = 26 ses-
sions). Retraining of observers was to occur if agreement 
for any single observation fell below 80%; however, the 
percentage of agreement stayed at or above 80% for the 
duration of the study. Interobserver agreement was calcu-
lated on a point-by-point basis using the following formula: 
agreements ÷ (agreements + disagreements) × 100. Overall, 
interrater reliability was 92.75% across observations (range = 
80–100%). In addition, kappa was computed (M = .92, 
range = .66–1.0) to reflect the data accurately by accounting 
for chance (Watkins & Pacheco, 2000).

Usability. To measure intervention usability, adult partici-
pants completed the Usage Rating Profile–Intervention 
(URP-I; Chafouleas, Briesch, Riley-Tillman, & McCoach, 
2009) at the completion of the intervention period to collect 
information about the factors influencing intervention use. 
Participants respond to the 35 brief statements by indicating 
their level of agreement or disagreement with each item 
using a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly 
agree). Strong support for a factor structure that includes (a) 
acceptability, (b) understanding, (c) feasibility, and (d) sys-
tems support has been reported.

Integrity. Researcher-created checklists of intervention 
components for the researcher, teacher, and parent were 
used to indirectly assess the degree to which intervention 
procedures were implemented as planned. The researcher 
used a self-report checklist during meetings to set up the 
intervention with parents, teachers, and students, and in 
training teachers and parents on implementation steps. 
Teachers and parents also completed self-report assess-
ments throughout the intervention phase. Specifically, 
teachers were asked to check boxes directly on the DRC 
form indicating whether reinforcement was provided and 
the DRC was sent home. Parents then checked whether the 
DRC was received and reinforcement was provided and 
were asked to sign and return the DRC. This was completed 
daily and returned DRCs were collected by the researcher. 
Percentage of steps completed was calculated for each of 
these self-report measures. In addition to this indirect 
assessment of treatment integrity, direct assessment of 
integrity was provided in the form of a permanent product 
through the return of the completed and signed DRC form 
to the researcher. Finally, to prevent any permanent loss of 
data, teachers were asked to complete a daily rating log to 
record ratings made each day in case the signed DRC was 
not returned. Implementation remained greater than 80% 
throughout the study.

Description of the Intervention
The design of the DRC intervention followed prior recom-
mendations (e.g., Riley-Tillman, Chafouleas, & Briesch, 
2007). The topic of each DRC form included specific inter-
vention targets that were chosen by the teachers as most 
problematic for the individual student and related to the 
previously defined disruptive behavior construct. However, 
the targets on the DRC were worded with specific and age-
appropriate examples and used positive phrasing (e.g., kept 
hands to myself, used a quiet voice). An age-appropriate 
3-point scale (i.e.,, , ) was used to represent a range 
of possible observed behavior, with each point representing 
gradients corresponding to consistently, somewhat, and 
inconsistently displayed, respectively. The form included 
space to rate three activity periods each day. To determine 
appropriate reinforcers, a reinforcer menu was presented to 
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parents and teachers prior to intervention implementation. 
Positive verbal praise and stickers were chosen for each 
child by teachers and parents. Delivery of reinforcement 
was based on ratings earned during each activity and totals 
from each day. More specifically, as the teacher checked in 
with each student immediately following each rating 
period, positive praise was provided if a smiley face was 
earned. That is, the criterion for reinforcement at the end of 
each rating period was earning a smiley face rating. Prior to 
implementation, teachers and parents received instruction 
and practice in using the procedures, including review of 
the DRC form, reiteration of point calculation and provi-
sion of reinforcers, and examples of specific positive praise 
statements (e.g., if a child did not earn a smiley face rating, 
the teacher explained reasons why and redescribed behav-
ior expectations). Teachers were instructed to review the 
expectations and provide a specific example as to how they 
could earn a different rating the next time. The stickers 
were provided to the student at the end of each day (i.e., 
after all three ratings were completed) if at least two smiley 
faces were earned. That is, the criterion for reinforcement 
at the end of the day was earning at least two out of three 
possible smiley face ratings. The completed DRC form was 
then sent home to the parent at the end of each school day. 
The parent checked the appropriate boxes on the DRC, 
signed it, and returned it to the teacher the following day. If 
two smiley faces were earned, the parent provided positive 
verbal praise and a sticker to the child. As mentioned previ-
ously, the researcher provided parents with instruction and 
review, with emphasis on how to deliver specific positive 
praise statements. In addition, parents were also instructed 
to review expectations with the child if the criterion for 
reinforcement was not met. Specifically, if the criterion 
(two smiley faces) was not met, parents were asked to again 
review with the child why he or she did not earn a sticker 
and review (in concrete, specific terms) how he or she 
could earn a sticker the following day.

Design and Procedures
The intervention was implemented using a concurrent mul-
tiple baseline design across participants (Kazdin, 2011). 
The across-participant design with staggering of interven-
tion implementation allowed for at least three demonstra-
tions of experimental effect at three different points in time 
(Horner et al., 2005). Follow-up data points also were col-
lected to probe for maintenance of intervention effects.

Baseline. Baseline data were collected on each participant 
using the previously described partial interval recording 
technique. Once the observed behavior remained stable 
across at least five consecutive observations, the interven-
tion was implemented for the first child. Five observations 
was chosen as the criterion because of time constraints of 
the school calendar. Given the nature of a multiple baseline 

design, total baseline length varied across students. Base-
line student order was determined at random and resulted in 
a staggering of participants across settings (e.g., first child 
in Room 1, second child in Room 2, third child in Room 1, 
fourth child in Room 2).

Intervention. Following baseline, the researcher met with 
participating teachers and parents separately to describe the 
DBR design and intervention procedures and secure agree-
ments regarding implementation. The researcher also met 
individually with each student to describe the intervention 
(e.g., review of intervention procedures, expected behav-
iors). The exact activities during which the classroom 
teacher completed the DRC form was decided on based on 
class and student schedule and in consideration of the most 
problematic times of day for each student. Mrs. Smith rated 
Robby and Zander during free play, circle time, and center 
time. Mrs. Jones rated Wendy and Jake during circle time, 
center time, and transition from snack.

Systematic direct observations continued to be collected 
by external observers during the intervention phase of the 
study. Observational data were collected on participants and 
peer comparisons during a 15-min period approximately 
every other school day (e.g., 2 to 3 times per week during 
the same activity period). In addition, intervention imple-
mentation procedures were documented using the previ-
ously described methods to monitor implementation 
integrity. On completion of the intervention phase, the 
URP-I was completed by adult participants a measure of 
intervention usability. In addition, follow-up observations 
occurred for each student at 4 and 8 weeks following com-
pletion of the requested 15-day intervention period. 
However, it should be noted that Mrs. Smith, Classroom 1 
(Robby and Zander), chose to continue the intervention for 
the remainder of the year, approximately 21 weeks.

Data Analysis
Data were visually analyzed by plotting the percentage of 
intervals in which disruptive behaviors were observed. 
Percentage of observed behaviors across baseline, interven-
tion, and follow-up periods were examined. The follow-up 
period refers to 4- and 8-week observations collected fol-
lowing the intervention phase. Level, trend, and variability 
are discussed, and percentage of nonoverlapping data was 
also reported.

Results
Intervention Integrity

Results indicated that study components were implemented 
with 100% integrity during the training and treatment 
phases by the researcher and teachers. In addition, DRC 
forms were signed by the teacher, signed by the parent, and 
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returned to school an average of 94% of the time (range of 
88–100% across students). In instances of less than 100% 
integrity, DRC forms were either (a) not returned by the 
parent or (b) returned to the school unsigned by the parent.

Student Measures
Data collected from DRC ratings demonstrated that all par-
ticipants met the criterion for earning a daily sticker during the 
majority of days during the intervention phase. Data (i.e., 
smiley face ratings) were converted to a number of points for 
the purposes of data summarization. Specifically, a sad face 
(e.g.,) was equal to 0 points, a so-so face (e.g.,) was con-
verted to 1 point, and a smiley face (e.g.,) equaled 2 points. 
Given that there were three ratings per day, the maximum 
number of points that could be earned per day was 6. As previ-
ously noted, the criterion to earn a sticker following all three 
daily ratings was a minimum of 4 points (e.g., 2 out of 3 smi-
ley faces). During the intervention, Robby earned a sticker 
93.3% of the days, Wendy earned a sticker 100.0% of the days, 
Zander earned a sticker 93.3% of the days, and Jake earned a 
sticker 66.6% of the days.

Baseline. During baseline, Robby displayed disruptive 
behavior during a mean of 55.4% of the observed intervals 
(SD = 7.4) and Wendy displayed disruptive behavior during a 
mean of 37.3% the intervals observed (SD = 11.1). Zander 
displayed disruptive behavior for a mean of 32.2% of the 
observed intervals (SD = 13.1), and Jake displayed disruptive 
behavior for a mean of 44.1% of the observed intervals (SD = 
13.5) during baseline (see Table 1). It should be noted that 
slight decreasing trends in disruptive behavior during baseline 
were evident for three of the participants (Robby, Wendy, 
Zander), which are referenced in the discussion (see Figure 1).

Intervention. On implementation of the intervention for the 
first participant, Robby, an immediate decrease in disruptive 
behavior was observed. Wendy, Zander, and Jake continued to 
present with high levels of disruptive behavior as Robby 
moved into the intervention phase. Overall, Robby displayed 
disruptive behavior for a mean of 6.6% of the intervals 
observed (SD = 6.1) during the intervention phase. As noted in 
Figure 1, visual analysis supports an immediate, maintaining 

change in level from baseline to intervention and a small 
decreasing trend is observed during the intervention phase for 
Robby. Percentage of nonoverlapping data from baseline to 
intervention was 100%, and low rates of disruptive behavior 
maintained at the follow-up assessments (note that the teacher 
chose to continue intervention implementation during follow-
up). Qualitative teacher description of changes observed in 
Robby’s behavior included fewer inappropriate vocalizations 
(e.g., yelling) and aggression (e.g., hitting).

In the intervention phase, Wendy’s display of disruptive 
behavior during implementation of the intervention decreased 
to a mean 5.77% of the intervals observed (SD = 5.5). Visual 
analysis supports an immediate, maintaining change in the 
level of the data with 100% nonoverlapping data. In addition, 
there was a small decreasing trend and decreased variability 
during the intervention phase. Qualitative teacher description 
of changes observed in behavior included the decrease of inap-
propriate vocalizations (e.g., calling out) and inattention. 
Although Zander continued to show high levels of disruptive 
behavior as Robby and Wendy moved into the intervention 
phase, his disruptive behavior decreased to a mean of 4.5% 
(SD = 9.8) of observed intervals during implementation of his 
intervention phase. Visual analysis supports an immediate 
decrease in problem behavior following the first day of inter-
vention and an overall decreasing trend, with 91% nonoverlap-
ping data. A reduction in variability is also visually evidenced 
during the intervention phase. Teacher description of change in 
Zander’s behavior included a noticeable decrease in inappro-
priate movement and talking (e.g., calling out, yelling).

Finally, Jake was the last participant to move into the 
intervention phase, during which he displayed disruptive 
behavior for a mean of 9.9% of the intervals observed (SD = 
7.6), and visual analyses revealed a decreasing trend. The 
percentage of nonoverlapping data from baseline to inter-
vention phases was 85%. Overall, more variability is seen 
in Jake’s classroom behavior as compared to the three other 
participants. However, Jake was described as having fewer 
temper tantrums, able to follow directions more frequently, 
and able to participate in group activities during the inter-
vention and follow-up phases.

Follow-up. Follow-up observations revealed Robby dis-
played disruptive behavior for 2% and 6% of the intervals 
observed and Wendy displayed disruptive behavior for 6% 
and 4% of observed intervals. Similarly, for Zander, low 
rates of disruptive behavior maintained in the follow-up 
(2% and 4%). In follow-up assessments, disruptive behav-
ior was recorded for Jake during 8% and 6% of the observed 
intervals. In summary, across all four participants, a posi-
tive effect of the intervention is evident via visual analysis 
of systematic direct observation data.

Intervention Usability
Overall, both parent and teachers rated the intervention  
as highly usable with regard to items associated with the 

Table 1. Percentage Observed Disruptive Behavior at Baseline, 
Intervention, and Follow-Up for Each Participant.

Baseline Intervention Follow-up

  M SD M SD 4 weeks 8 weeks

Robby 54.40 7.40 6.60 6.06 2.00 6.00
Wendy 37.29 11.09 5.77 5.54 6.00 4.00
Zander 32.22 13.12 4.45 9.79 2.00 4.00
Jake 44.09 13.52 9.95 7.62 8.00 6.00

Note. Follow-up points for Robby and Zander reflect continued implemen-
tation of the daily report card (DRC) intervention based on teacher choice.
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Figure 1. Percent intervals in which disruptive behavior was observed.
Note. Follow-up points were conducted at approximately the 4 and 8 week points and represent continued intervention for Robby and Zander because 
of teacher choice.
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factors of acceptability, understanding, and feasibility. That 
is, parents and teachers perceived that they liked the inter-
vention, understood how to implement it, and found it rea-
sonable to implement with existing resources. For example, 
in response to the question, “Overall this intervention is 
beneficial for the child,” a rating of 5 (“I agree”) or 6 (“I 
strongly agree”) was obtained across all participants. Parent 
ratings of acceptability (M = 5.56, SD = 0.84), understand-
ing (M = 5.68, SD = 0.48) and feasibility (M = 5.54, SD = 
0.51) were high. Systems support was moderately rated by 
parents (M = 2.96, SD = 2.07); however, it is important to 
remember that in contrast to the other factors, lower scores 
on systems support indicate a lower perceived need for sup-
port in intervention implementation. Given the collaborative 
nature of this intervention, the wording of some of the 
questions related to this factor may have been confusing to 
participants (e.g., “Parental collaboration is required in 
order to use this intervention”) given the item was an inher-
ent part of the selected intervention. Similarly, teachers 
rated the intervention with high scores in the areas of 
acceptability (M = 5.5, SD = 0.51), understanding (M = 
5.43, SD = 0.51), and feasibility (M = 5.0, SD = 0.78). 
Teachers also rated systems support in the moderate range 
(M = 3.75, SD = 1.6).

Discussion
Results of the current study indicated that a DRC-based 
intervention involving a home-school component was an 
effective strategy for decreasing disruptive behavior in 
preschool-aged children. In addition, results indicated the 
intervention package to be usable for teachers and parents 
of preschool-aged children. These findings are particularly 
encouraging given that the intervention package developed 
for this study was relatively simple to implement and low 
resource intensive. Overall, results suggested a meaningful 
decrease in observed disruptive behavior for each partici-
pant. Across all participants, visual analyses demonstrated 
clear and maintaining changes in the level of data and 
decreased variability on intervention implementation and a 
high percentage of nonoverlapping data from baseline to 
intervention. For most participants, improvements in 
behavior were immediate on implementation of the inter-
vention, and all evidenced low rates of disruptive behavior 
that were clear and maintaining within a few days after 
intervention began. Although some participants displayed 
slight decreasing trends in disruptive behavior during base-
line that could indicate that disruptive behavior would 
continue to decrease in the absence of intervention,  
immediate-level changes suggestive of more acceptable 
behavior were evidenced on intervention implementation. 
For example, Zander’s data demonstrated variable and high 
rates of disruptive behavior with a slightly decreasing trend 
at baseline. However, implementation of the intervention 
resulted in relatively stable and low rates of disruptive 

behavior for Zander, supporting that the intervention was at 
least partly responsible for the behavior change. Follow-up 
observation points suggested disruptive behavior remained 
stable and within low levels (2–8%) for each participant. It 
is important to reiterate that one classroom teacher (Robby, 
Zander) chose to continue the intervention beyond the 
expected intervention phase. This point serves to provide 
further support for the intervention usability since it is 
unlikely that the teacher would have continued beyond the 
expected research period if the benefit did not outweigh the 
cost of implementation.

Related, the criterion for delivery of the sticker was met 
during the majority of intervention days for each participant 
(range 66.6%–100.0% of the days). Jake earned a sticker 
less often (66.6%) than the others; however, he still earned 
a sticker more often than not. It is possible that had the cri-
teria for or types of reinforcement been modified, student 
behavior may have been even more quickly reduced to 
expected levels. For example, had the criterion for earning 
positive praise and/or a sticker been lowered for Jake during 
the first days of the intervention phase, disruptive behavior 
may have decreased more quickly.

Results of the current study are similar to results of previ-
ous studies that have demonstrated support for a DRC-based 
intervention as an evidence-based practice (Chafouleas et al., 
in press; Fabiano et al., 2010) for assisting students with 
meeting behavior expectations. As noted, the majority of 
extant DRC intervention studies have included school-aged 
populations, and the majority has not included a reinforce-
ment system that extends across home and school settings. 
Thus, results from the current study represent an extension 
within the literature with regard to preschool-aged partici-
pants and school-home collaboration about student behavior 
in school. Although somewhat dated, the study by McCain 
and Kelley (1993) represents one example of a DRC-type 
intervention application with preschool and home collabora-
tion. It is interesting that current results are consistent with 
those findings in demonstrating clear and often immediate 
improvements in behavior following implementation of an 
intervention involving feedback, contingencies, and home-
school collaboration. Together, results continue to build sup-
port for a DRC-based intervention, and with additional work 
encouraged to further delineate those intervention compo-
nents that are critical to effectiveness, for what populations 
and under which circumstances. For example, although a 
home component may be desirable from a communication 
and relationship-building standpoint, it may not always be a 
reasonable component to add in various situations (Chafouleas 
et al., 2002). Understanding the added benefit of this compo-
nent can be helpful to consultants in determining those situa-
tions that might benefit from extra resources to ensure 
successful buy-in and sustained implementation.

The DRC intervention package and current results from 
this study are consistent with recommendations outlined in 
the teaching pyramid that emphasizes building positive 
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relationships, practices that support positive environments, 
explicit teaching around social and emotional behavior, and 
planning for more intensive interventions for those students 
who are nonresponders to the general curriculum (Fox  
et al., 2003). In particular, this DRC intervention utilized a 
positively framed design given feedback and positive rein-
forcement that was delivered across school and home set-
tings. Results indicate that this intervention shows promise 
as a more intensive strategy (e.g., Tier 2 type) that can be 
useful with students who demonstrate minor to moderate 
problematic behavior yet have not responded to universal 
instruction or strategies. Current results also align with 
other research suggesting the possibility for large decreases 
in preschool problem behavior because of an increase in 
teacher positive recognition of appropriate behavior (Stormont, 
Covington Smith, & Lewis, 2007). For example, Stormont 
and colleagues (2007) demonstrated that universal small 
changes and simple methods (e.g., increase in praise) can 
produce significant positive gains in behavior of preschool-
ers. In addition, building positive relationships across set-
tings was emphasized through involvement of both home 
and school in communication about student behavior and 
also with students about their behavior. Both parents and 
teachers perceived the intervention to be highly usable with 
regard to understanding, feasibility, and acceptability. 
Teacher acceptability of this intervention is a particularly 
encouraging finding given that teachers are the most fre-
quent implementers of school behavior supports, and find-
ings are similar to results from prior research on school-home 
notes in which teachers reported minimal disruption to their 
routine but noticeable student results (Kelley & McCain, 
1995). Finally, although student buy-in and understanding 
were not directly assessed, anecdotal child comments (“Two 
smiles! I’ll get a Thomas® sticker!”) suggest that the chil-
dren truly (a) understood the intervention (i.e., helping them 
to behave), (b) understood criteria for reinforcement (i.e., 
two smiley faces), and (c) were motivated by the rewards 
(i.e., sticker).

Limitations
Limitations to the study warrant discussion. First, perhaps 
the most notable limitation was the small sample size, 
which restricts generalization. Potential homogeneity of the 
sample must be noted given that, in many ways, the current 
setting might be considered to provide high-quality pre-
school (e.g., small class–staff ratios, teachers with advanced 
degrees). Second, it is relevant to note researcher decision 
to move forward with the intervention phase despite evi-
dence of decreasing baseline trends for some participants. 
Although this decision was based solely on practical rea-
sons, weakened confidence with regard to experimental 
control is acknowledged even given overall results suggest 
intervention effectiveness. It is worth repeating that it is 
possible that by tracking positive social behavior concur-

rently, the data might have provided additional support for 
the interventions. In addition, given the multicomponent 
design of the intervention, it is not possible to separate the 
effects of feedback on behavior, the reinforcement, and the 
home-school collaboration.

Another limitation stems from the chosen assessments of 
implementation integrity given that the majority was con-
sidered to be indirect rather than direct measures. Although 
the permanent product data (return of signed DRC forms) 
that were obtained supported high levels of overall integ-
rity, it is important not to generalize regarding all aspects of 
implementation integrity. In particular, parent provision of 
reinforcement was collected via self-report but not directly 
observed, and thus we cannot be certain as to whether and 
how it was delivered.

Implications for Research and Practice
The current investigation adds to the literature and can 
inform practice in several important ways. First, it offers 
further empirical support for a relatively simple, standard-
ized protocol intervention that can be used in planning 
more intensive intervention for decreasing problematic 
behavior. The recent interest in continuing to build a body 
of evidence regarding DRC-based interventions is encour-
aging given the need to increase options for effective strat-
egies across all tiers within a multitiered problem-solving 
model. A DRC-based intervention is particularly relevant to 
tiers that emphasize provision of more intensive supports, 
in which some additional resource intensity is available yet 
feasibility remains of utmost importance.

Furthermore, this study adds to the literature supporting 
the benefits of family–school partnerships. Although the inter-
vention was designed to affect school behaviors, the actual 
intervention procedures were collaborative in nature in that 
both school and home environments worked together toward 
improving student behavior in school. This highlights a differ-
ence in approach, which may be needed for young student 
populations. In contrast to older students who might be 
expected to take greater role with the DRC ratings (Chafouleas 
et al., in press), younger students may benefit from an adult-
directed, collaborative approach with the home setting. Given 
the promise of using a DRC intervention as a mechanism to 
increase positive interaction and communication between 
home and school for students who need additional behavior 
supports beyond the general classroom strategies, additional 
investigation into home and school communication systems 
and how they fit within a three-tiered approach within early 
childhood would be of interest. Furthermore, future research 
may wish to investigate whether the DRC intervention had a 
positive impact on relationships over time.
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