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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

During the past few years, there has been emphasis 

placed on having a variety of settings to supply develop

mental, rather than custodial, care for infants (Caldwell 

& Richmond, 1968 ; Gordon, 1976; Honig & Lally, 1972). 

The New York City Infant Day Care Study (Golden, 

Rosenbluth, Grossi, Policare, Freeman, & Brownlee, 1978), 

particularly documented that what matters is not only the 

setting but also the quality of care within the setting. 

Research has shown that quality care, a developmental 

boost for babies, is something that parents and care

givers need to know more about (Honig, 1978; Keister, 

1970; White & Watts, 1973). Infant researchers have 

continued to supply knowledge about what kinds of adult 

social responses, cognitive transactions, and language 

exchanges with infants are most likely to be associated 

with later child competence, good feelings about self, 

successful problem-solving, and a rich, expressive play 

and language repertoire. 

1 



2 

A child learns these competencies in many ways. 

He must have my riad opportunities for 

exploring the world, taking things 

apart, asking unexpected questions, 

and making messes once in a while. Such 

opportunities allow the child to find 

his own strengths and competencies, to 

feel self-reliant and self-satisfied. 

(Honig, 1978, p. 41) 

To help the child develop these competencies to the 

fullest potential, Piaget (1936 / 1952) suggested matching 

the adult's responses to the infant's level of under

standing. Hunt (1961) agreed with Piaget and stated: 

Accommodative modifications in central 

structures take place when the child 

encounters circumstances which so 

match his already assimilated schemata 

that he is motivated by them but [sic] 

can cope with them. (p. 280) 

Both of these authorities have taught us that a 

child learns by interacting with her/his world. They 

believe that a child's interactions with people, places, 

and objects encourage new learning when the encounters are 

not too difficult or too easy. A slightly new situation 

~ - ______________________ .. 
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or problem will be most highly motivating to the child 

(Kagan, 1976; McCall & McGhee, 1977). Hunt (1961) and 

Piaget (1936/1952) further suggested that the more 

opportunities a child has for interactions with the 

physical and social world, the greater are her/ his chances 

to accomplish the developmental tasks. What are some of 

these developmental tasks? How can a caregiver help a 

baby accomplish these developmental tasks with pleasure 

and success? 

A training program that helps caregivers understand 

children and integrates a variety of toys and experiences 

into the daily routine should enhance the learning of 

developmental tasks. All the daily routines of feeding, 

bathing, and diapering are ideal one-to-one times for 

teaching new ideas and words, and for sharing happy 

experiences in the context of a loving relationship 

(Honig & Lally, 1972; Keister, 1970). Lally (1970) said, 

"If a child does not feel secure, he will not learn . 

(Adults) must make themselves available to the children as 

a source from which children can explore the world" (p. 

179). Erikson's (1950) theory of the stages of social

emotional development should be understood by the 

caregiver and integrated into her / his actions with 
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c h ildr e n. In a n infant-care setting, cognitive and 

emo tional supports are inseparable. Honig (1978) stated: 

Learning to meet the problems of the 

match in offering activ ities to babies, 

or in responding to their actions, 

takes sharp observation skills, a high 

degree of patience, much ingenuity , and 

lots of practice. . Training should 

hel p integrate all experiences. (p. 41) 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to design a training 

program for caregivers at the 24- to 36-month-old age 

range. The design is different from most programs because 

it focuses on helping caregivers match chronological age 

levels with appropriate activities for a particular age 

range. A second feature is that the program is written, 

illustrated, and photographed to appeal to the average 

caregiver. 

Definitions 

The following definitions were used for the purposes 

of this study. 

Developmental child care--is designed to enable 

mothers to provide their children with an opportunity for 



5 

s ocial a nd emoti onal development. It involves trained 

c are g ivers working with children, availability of books 

a nd t oys, meals meeting nutritional requirements, and 

some medical care (Stocker, 1973). 

Custodial child care--involves little more than 

ensur ing the supervision and physical sa f ety of children 

while their mothers are at work (Stocker, 1973). 

Match--when the child encounters circumstances which 

so match his already assimilated schemata that he is 

mot ivated by them and can cope with them (Hunt, 1961). 

Caregivers--parents, relatives, friends, day-care 

staff, day-horne mothers who care for one or more children 

(Ligon, 1980). 

Average caregivers--persons who are 18 years old and 

able to read and write (no level of ability defined) 

(Texas Minimum Standards, 1980). 

Behavioral items--items which show a behavior 

typically observed or could be expected to occur in most 

competently functioning young children during a particular 

age range (Knoblock & Pasarnanick, 1974). 

Significance of the Study 

While there was information found concerning training 

prog=arns for infant-toddler caregivers (Fowler, 1979; 
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Herbert-Jackson, O'Brien , Porterfield, & Risley, 1977; 

Honi g & Lally, 1972; Keister, 1970; Pitts , 1975), only a 

few (Honi g & Lally , 1972; Pitts, 1975) are written so 

tha t the caregiver with less educational training could 

read and understand the information given . This program 

is de signed to e nhance understanding through the wide use 

of pho tographs and illustrations. It is also designed to 

be vi sually appealing. This format should encourage 

caregivers to use the information available. 

Although 1979 was designated the International Year 

of the Child, money for training of child caregivers was 

reduced at federal, state, and local levels. It is 

imperative that training be continued. This training 

program is available without need for paid consultants 

and at minimal cost; however, a trainer would enhance the 

program if money were a vai lable. 

The problem of match has been mentioned in much 

research (Honig, 1978; Hunt, 1961; Piaget, 1936/1952 ) . 

but specific techniques for matching chronological age 

levels and appropriate activiti es are still badly needed. 

For example, Fowler (1980) tried 

. to formulate a coherent approach 

to the problems of caring for children. 

. The book is both a theoretical 
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statement and a detailed practical 

guide intended to serve a wide range 

of educational institutions and day 

care settings. (p. ix, Preface) 

Al though this is a textbook approach with la~guage many 

caregivers will not understand, it is an attempt to fill 

an i mportant need. 

There are very few training programs (O'Brien, 

Porterfield , Herbert-Jackson, Risley, 19 79 ; Steele & 

Wa gner , 1978) designed for the 24- to 36-month-old age 

range . In many training programs, the 24- to 36-month-old 

age range is neglected (Karnes, 1979) or combined with 

the 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old information (Honig & Lally, 

1972). Even the Child Development Associate materials, 

which are competency-based, included the 2-, 3-, 4-, and 

5-year-olds in the same area. 

Assumptions 

This study was based upon the following assumptions: 

1. Development is a continuous process (Lewis & 

Starr, 19 7 9) . 

2. Children do progress through "stages" of 

development (Piaget, 1936/19 52, 1964). 
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3. Motivation plays a crucial role in self-esteem, 

c ompetence, and the ability to learn (Hunt, 1961; Kagan, 

1 976). 

4. Caregivers can be trained to provide develop

mentally appropriate experiences for infants/toddlers and 

to facilitate positive social-emotional interactions with 

warmth and sensitivity (Honig, 1978; Ricciuti, 1976). 

Limitations 

The study was limited to the f ollowing: 

l. Children from 24 to 36 months of age. 

2. A target population of entry-level personr.el 

who work directl y with children. 

3. Only those behav ioral items that could be easily 

observed in the daily process of caregivi ng. 

4. Only one activ ity per behavioral item for 

"matching" purposes. 

5. Twenty caregivers enrolled in a local community 

college training program for pilot-testing purposes. 

Related Research 

The New York City Infant Day Care Study (Golden 

et al., 1978) is the only longitudinal (6 years), large

scale, comparative study of children raised in horne 

settings, family day homes, and day care centers. One of 
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the main purposes of this research was to provide 

empirical data to determine whether it makes a difference 

t o c hildren's development if they are cared for at home 

by their own families, in a family day care home, or in 

a group day care center during the first 3 years of life. 

After compiling all the data, the researchers made these 

recommendations for infant day care: (a) that the need 

for "subsidized, licensed, supervised" infant day care 

services be met; (b) that family day care be used for 

infants under two, "provided that nutrition, health care, 

a nd physical safety aspects of these programs, which our 

study found to be deficient, are upgraded;" (c) that group 

day care be used for children between 2 and 3 years of 

age, as these programs seem to stimulate children's 

intellectual development during this period; (d) that 

"while the training and supervision of caregivers are 

essential to ensure that children are provided with quality 

day care, the selection of caregivers may be equally 

important." 

This 6-year research, based on 400 children and their 

families, shows the need for carefully examining all 

existing training programs for children under 3 years of 

age. Golden and Birns (1971) identified some specific 

kinds of behaviors of caregivers which facilitate 
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c h i ldr e n's development during these early years. The 

authors found that selection of caregivers who have 

nurturing qualities is important. Training should 

e nhance these qualities and help develop positive 

behaviors in caregivers. 

Caldwell (1970) and Keister (1970) were two of the 

first professionals to publish information concerning 

what kind of program is needed for children under 3 years 

of a ge. In 1971, the United States Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, Of fice of Child De velopment, 

published a series of day care training handbooks, which 

included a handbook called Serving Infants. In 1972 

Honig and Lally published one of the first widely 

distributed training manuals, Infant Careg iving. This 

book was designed for people with a college education. 

Since that time, other styles and types of training 

programs have been developed. Two of the latest programs, 

Wagner and Steele's (1978) Developmental Programs for 

Infants and Toddlers and William Fowler's (1980) Infant 

and Child Care, both have attempted to (a) match behavioral 

items with appropriate activities and (b) aim the style 

toward the paraprofessional or average caregiver. 

In the Wagner and Steele (1978) program, a simplified 

assessment checklist was designed. Unless the caregiver 
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i s highly trained already, it would be extremely difficult 

t o a s certain the pertinent information from the script 

o r tape . Another problem is that the caregiver must look 

a t a packet of pictures and listen to a tape. The tape 

and p ictures must then be combined with a completely 

separate activity booklet. There are too many booklets 

and t apes to combi ne and still be easily understood. A 

trainer would need to explain this program to caregivers. 

Fowler (1980) worked 10 years on his publication. 

He specifically designed it for the paraprofessional, yet 

he uses such terms as structural-functional relations, 

polygons, polar contrast pairs, central-peripheral, 

two-dimensional structural-functional interaction, and 

omagnetic. The format might be intimidating to many 

people. Pages of small print are without pictures, 

illustrations, or charts for clarification or emphasis 

of important information. 

Karnes (1979) published an infant program--from birth 

to 18 months of age--entitled Small Wonder! She matched 

behavioral items with appropriate activities, and this 

program would appeal to many caregivers. However, this 

program only ranges from birth to 18 months of age, and 

the cost of $65.00 might be prohibitive. 
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In summary, there are now more training programs 

avai l able to caregivers of children under 3 years of age. 

Most programs (Fowler, 1980; Honig & Lally, 1972; 

Ke ister, 1970; O'Brian, 1979) require a highly-trained 

person to disseminate the information to staff in direct 

care of children. Only a few training programs have 

addressed the concept of match (Fowler, 1980; Karnes, 

197 9; Steele & Wagner, 1978). Many programs have not 

included the 24- to 36-month-old age range with any depth 

of information (Caldwell, 1970; Herbert-Jackson, 1977; 

Honig & Lally, 1972; Keister, L970). 

Therefore, a program which (a) addresses directly 

the 24- to 36-month-old age range, (b) appeals to and is 

designed for staff in direct care of children; and (c) 

does not require a trained person to disseminate the 

information; is needed for direct care personnel. 

Procedure 

The Partners in Growth training program attempted to 

help direct care providers with an understandable process 

for matching behavioral items with appropriate activities 

from the 24- to 36-month-old age range. The format was 

designed so that a person could easily understand the 

information. Pictures and illustrations were incorporated 
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for clarity. The caregiver was able to understand the 

trainin g program and apply it practically and directly to 

children in her/ his care. 

The process used to select the behavioral items 

was a s f ollows: 

1. Programs and tests (see Appendix A) using 

behavioral items already developed were reviewed. 

2. Only those items most typically seen during the 

24- to 36-month-old age range were considered for this 

program (see Appendix B). 

3. The final items were selected on the basis of 

the following: 

a. the observability of the behavior 1n 

normal or natural environmental settings. 

b. the face validity of the item, because it 

was included in at least two other programs or 

tests (see Appendix C). 

c. the materials for the games could be easily 

found whether the program was used at a day care 

center, family day horne, or in the parent's home. 

The games were limited to one game per behavioral 

item. The written game helped the caregiver understand 

how to encourage the desired behavior in an individual 

child. Once the caregiver understood the process of 
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creating different games, it was hoped that the caregiver 

would create different games for a particular behavioral 

item. Space was available at the end of each game for 

the caregiver to write the newly-created games. 

The actual "matching" process was designed in a 

step-by-step manner. The section called "Children and 

Caregivers" helped the caregiver understand that each 

c hild is unique and has a special pattern of growth. The 

"Deve lopmental Checklist'' section contained checklists 

f or five different developmental areas: Large Motor, 

Smal l Motor, Language, Thinking, and Socialization. The 

"Definitions" section helped the caregiver understand what 

each behavioral item on each checklist meant. The "Games" 

section was designed to help the caregiver understand what 

was an appropriate activity for each behavioral item. 

Once the caregiver understood the process of creating 

appropriate games, it was hoped that new games would be 

written by the caregiver in the space available. In a 

behavioral item such as, "Matches two or three primary 

colors," the "matching" process would be 

1. Locate the behavioral item on the "Thinking 

Checklist" (red color code). 

2. Locate and read the definition of that item in 

the "Definitions" section (red color code). 
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3. Locate and read the game for that i tem in the 

"Games " section (red color code). 

4 . Gather any materials necessary for the game. 

5 . Interact with the child us i ng the game suggested 

in thi s program or develop and use a game created by the 

caregiver. 

DEFINITION 

Matches RED--Child 
will match a red 
object with another 
RED object 

Have RED blocks on floor 
between you and the child. 
" (child's 
name) is stacking the RED 
blocks. Where is another 
RED block?" 

A "Resources" section was included in the program to 

provide the caregiver with more information of depth and 

breadth. 

The study was pilot-tested on 20 caregivers enrolled 

in a community college day-home caregiver training 

program. Each caregiver was asked to use the program at 

home for 10 days. They then responded to a short 

questionnaire designed to evaluate the effectiveness and 

clarity of the format of the training program. The 
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r e sul ts of the questionnaire will be utilized in 

re-de signing the program at a future time. 

Overview 

The first chapter of this study presented the 

int r oduction, the statement of purpose, definitions, the 

signi ficance of the study, assumptions, limitations, 

related research and procedures, and overv iew. Chapter 

2 p r esents the review of literature, historical perspec

t i v e of infant/ toddler education, need for d e velopmental 

chi l d care, child competence, motivation, and the problem 

o f match, summary, assessment measures, need for 

training, training programs, historical perspective of 

training programs, theoretical framework for training 

programs, and available training programs. 

Chapter 3 develops the procedures, introduction, 

infant day care research base, design of developmental 

checklists, categories, behavioral items, face validity 

of the developmental checklists, design of definitions, 

selection of games, resources, readability and pictorial 

stimuli, pilot study, questionnaire, and summary. 

Chapter 4 includes the introduction to the training 

program, children and caregivers, who is a caregiver, who 

is a child, how do children grow, is emotional growth 
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important, listen to each child, how does a 2-year-old 

reac t, what does a child need, developmental checklists, 

what do I do now, definitions, games, why are games 

important, how to start, how to match, how to play, and 

reso urces. Chapter 5 concludes by providing the results, 

demographic variables, evaluation of Partners in Growth, 

discussion, and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The formal study of infant/toddler care is a 

relatively new area of research. Only during the last 

few y ears, as more mothers enter the work field, has the 

concept of group care for infants/ toddlers become more 

socially accepted or needed. The importance of infancy 

as a developmental period has long been recognized, which 

brings much speculation as to the effects of group care 

upon the developing infant/ toddler. 

This chapter deals with the historical view of 

infant/ toddler education, discusses the needs for 

developmental rather than custodial care for children, 

and researches child competence, motivation, and the 

problem of match. Also reviewed are the assessment 

measures, the arguments for the need for training programsr 

and the available training programs. 

Historical Perspective of Infant/ Toddler 
Education 

Different educators through the centuries have 

advocated that parents begin educating their infants from 

the moment of birth. Comenius wrote School of Infancy 

18 
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in 1628. One of his ideas was the "school of the mother's 

lap " where children from birth to six could learn the 

b asics of all knowledge. Locke's book, Thoughts on 

Education, written in 1830, instructed parents on the 

management of children. Pestaloggi (Guirnps, 1890) urged 

pare nts to be active in educating their infants. Frobel 

wrote Mother's Songs, Garnes, and Stories in the 19th 

cent ury so that mothers could use these stories to culti

vate the moral a~d intellectual development of their 

ch i ldren. 

Group care for infants began ln workhouses and other 

institutions in the 18th century. At that time foster 

care in private homes was no better than institutional 

care (Gordon, 1975). Concepts of deprivation grew out 

of 20th century research in full-time residential care in 

the United States and other countries. The studies 

revealed physical and mental developmental retardation, 

sometimes severe, among the children cared for in these 

institutions (Dennis & Najarian, 1957; Provence & Lipton, 

1962; Spitz, 1973). Lack of physical contact, social 

isolation, and other factors indicated by these studies 

give reasons for such retardation which could be avoided 

in a more optimal caregiving situation. 
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The early studies on institutional care repo rted 

t a t c ustodial arrangements were harmful to positiv e 

deve l opment, but it is now only beginn i ng to be understood 

why . The studies of Dennis (1957, 1960, 1973) prov ide some 

insight. He found that sufficient adult-child ratios, 

int e r e sting surroundings, and handling of indiv idual 

chi l d ren helped infants dev elop physically and intel

lectually. During World War II, Burlingham and Freud 

(194 4 ) reported three basic needs of children obser ved 

during their experience in British institutions. Those 

needs were close affection with the mothering adult, a 

stimulating environment, and continuity of care. 

In London, Moore (1967, 1968) conducted a longi tudinal 

study which followed students into adolescence. He 

stated his findings as suggestive rather than final. He 

felt that mothers working full-timehad harmful effects on 

health and emotional development of children under 3 years 

of age. His findings also suggested that the poorest 

arrangement for care · is the shifting , pillar-to-post 

type. That type of care led to illness and emotional 

instability in children. Moore supported Freud and 

Burlingham in urging part-time care and a staff oriented to 

the developmental and emotional needs of children. Bowlby 

(1969, 1973) conducted research concerning attachment and 
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separa t ion anxiety. He believed that institutional care 

L~ t he first year of life is harmful to emotional 

development. 

I t was not until the 1950s that rigorous studies of 

infa nt attachment and learning were initiated. The effect 

of i n f ant day care on the mother-infant relationship has 

been the subject for much speculation. Some studies 

reported no effect on attachment to the mother (Caldwell, 

Wri ght, Honig, & Tannenbaum, 1970; Portnoy & Simmons, 

1 97 8; Saunders, 1972). Two studies (Keister, 1970; 

McCutcheon & Calhoun, 1976) showed no adverse effect on 

emotional stability in the infant. The New York City 

Infant Day Care Study (Golden et al., 1978) found that 

children in family day care received more individual 

attention from caregivers during the first 2 y ears of 

life than group day care children. The authors concluded 

children do not suffer adversely from their infant day 

care experience. 

A variety of studies concerned with different aspects 

of social development of the infant have also been 

reported. Fowler and Kahn (1976) measured socio-emotional 

functioning of 2- to 3-month-olds reared in day care in 

Canada and found no difference when compared with home-

reared infants. Infants enrolled in day care at the 
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frar k Porter Graham Center (Keister, 1970) showed no 

d i fference from home-reared infants in ratings on the 

Vinela nd Social Maturity Scale. A study by Schwartz, 

Si: r ickland, and Krolick (1974) found that 3- and 4-year-old 

chi l dren who had been in day care since they were infants 

rated significantly different social behavior traits than 

3- a nd 4-year-old children enrolled in day care for the 

firs t time. Day care participants were less cooperative 

with adults and more physically and verbally aggressive. 

A 2-year study of infants in day care f ound day care 

children had significantly more temper tantrums and more 

noncompliant behavior toward mothers, than a matched group 

of home-reared infants (Rubenstein, Howes, & Boyle, 1979). 

A longitudinal study by Kagan, Kearsley, and Zelazo 

(1978) focused on various measures of cognitive, social, 

and affective qualities during the first 3 years of life. 

Laboratory experiments, which compared infants cared for 

in a day care setting with infants cared for in their 

own homes, found no differences in attentiveness, 

excitability, reactivity to others, attachment, and later 

cognitive functioning. 

One study which gave particular emphasis to physical 

development and health aspects of infant day care was 

reported by Keister (1970). Optimal physical development 
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"':~s sustained in day-care children. A signi fi can tly 

'J~·e ater number of illnesses were reported among day -care 

~.~fants than among home-reared infants. Nutri tion, health 

.l':'e , a nd physical safety were among many a spects i nve sti

-~at ed by the New York City Infant Day Care Study (1 978). 

This s tudy recommended that f amily day care b e used for 

chi l dren under 2 years of age, if the nutri tion , health 

c are , and physical safety aspects of t h i s type of care 

wer e u pgraded. 

Many of the research pro j ects thus fa r c ited have b een 

a ble to demonstrate that infants and toddl e rs in day care 

centers develop normally and a re not harme d o r damaged in 

any apparent way (Calwell et al., 1970; Fa l e nde r, 19 79; 

Kaga n et al. 1978). There is still a need for defining 

wha t is developmental care f or children and provi ding 

t r a ining programs to direct care personnel. 

Need for Developmental Child Care 

Developmental child care may best be exempli f ied by 

a description of quality group living written by Mary 

Elizabeth Keister in 1970. 

A sensitive caregiver has deep respect 

for the child's tie to his mother and 

family. The caregiver understands the 

young child's need to live and grow in 



an atmosphere of warm enco uragemen t and 

benevolent support as he learns to live 

with age-mates and to cope with the 

complexities of i nterpersonal relation

ships. She has a lively enthusiasm for 

age-appropriate play equipment, songs, 

stories and books, fo r firsthand expe 

riences and nature , wi th art materials 

and music, and for community li fe . 

(p. 28) 

A high degree o f involvement o f caregiver and child , 

whether at home or ln a group setting , has been associated 

with ac celerated intellectual development (Bayley & 

Schaefe r, 1964; Caldwell et al., 1970; Yarrow , Rubinstein , 

Peder son, & Jankowski, 1972). Deliberate stimulation of 

the infant by the mother, vi suall y a nd vocally, appears to 

be advantageous to the infant's development (Clarke

Stewart, 1973). 

Responsive caregivers have been assoc iated with 

optimal attachment balanced with exploratory behav ior 

(Ainsworth & Bell, 1972; Clarke-Stewart, 1973) and with 

better cognitive development (Lewis & Goldberg, 1969) 

Lewis and Goldberg (1969) further suggested that the 

sensitive and responsive caregiver 
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. creates in the infant a generalized 

expectancy that his behavior can affect, 

perhaps control, his environment. This 

motivates him to produce and utilize 

behaviors and skills not reinforced in 

his experience. Such an expectancy i s 

essential to optimal deve lopment. 

(p. 91) 

Fein a nd Clarke-Stewart (1973) further suggested the care 

of c hi ldren 

. must offer opportunities fo r the 

development of competence , for children 

and their caregivers. Competence takes 

many forms, involves many doma i ns (e . g ., 

social problem solving, and language) 

and can be attained in many environments . 

(p. 295) 

Braun and Edwards (1972 ) wrote of the need f or a 

national policy for young children. Hymes (1974 ) urged that 

a fundamental American commitment to childhood be made: 

The need for child care--for excellent 

child care--is one of life's pressing new 

realities, yet our society is reluctant 

to face this fact. We act as though 
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every young child has a full-time mother 

at home, a loving and available mother 

ever ready to care for him. 

But mother is not at home. Four and 

one-half million mothers of children under 

six are working. Grandmother, that 

maiden aunt, that beloved and faithful 

retainer are not at home either--they are 

probably out in the labor force, too. 

(pp. 11-12) 

The lack of developmental or quality child care , for 

children whose parents must be away from home, wa s voted 

to be our nation's greatest child-care problem by the 

1970 White House Conference on Children (Zigler , 1976). 

Although quality care is a concern, there is controversy 

a bout child-care programs among national legislators . 

Ryan (1976) advised that child advocates should understand 

the anti-legislation viewpoints , and acquaint themselves 

with the "nature, strength, and weaponry of the (day care ) 

opposition" (p. 10). It has become apparent that the 

rationale for social welfare programs initiated during 

the "affluent 1960's has been rendered obsolete'' (Ryan, 

1976, p. 11). 
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The Child and Family Services Act , introduced first 

~ 19 74 by Representative Brademas (D- Indiana) and 

.. E::na t or Mondale (D-Minnesota) was intended to establish 

. J'd e xpand chi ld and family service programs . A consensus 

~o ut bas i c is sues could not be r eached and the Child a nd 

: ~mily Services Act wa s blocked. Another bill was intro 

•'llred in 1975 by Senator Mondale and Senator Long 

(D-Lou i siana), which would provide f unds to assist states 

in "complying with the federal day care requireme nts of 

Titl e XX of the Social Services Amendments of 1975 " 

(Haberkorn, 1976, p. 99). 

The Ford administration was cost conscious . In 

October , 1975, NEW 's Ass istant Secretary , Kurzman , gave 

oppo sing t e stimony to the Long- Mondale Bill (S . 2425) . 

Ki rzman cited "cost" as the administration ' s fi rst 

objection to the bill, noting that 24 states had not 

committed all their Title XX fund s (Ryan, 1 976 ) . 

The Long-Mondale-Bradema s child care efforts 

encountered further problems during the second session of 

the 94th Congress in January , 1976. The Child and Family 

Services Act, which was subsequently modified for passage 

through the House and Senate, was later vetoed by Pre s ident 

Ford (Ryan, 1976). 
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In speaking about the need to establish the improve

:, .. ·n t of child and family services as a nat ional priority , 

.,unda le stated: 

Above all, we need to have increased 

political involvement by those who under

stand and appreciate the profound nature 

of this issue. We are talking about 

justice for families and children, 

nothing else. (Haberkorn, 1976, p . 105) 

Cost is also a major concern for the Carte r 

Administration in 1980. During 1979, the Internat i onal 

Year of the Child, money for child-care programs was 

reduced at the federal, state, and local levels. Yet , 

the need for quality child-care programs is supported in 

the literature (Golden et al. 1978; Haskins, 1979; 

Keyserling, 1972; Steinfels, 1973). The following fa cts 

were taken from 78 Things You Need to Know About Texas 

Children (1978): 

In Texas alone, 900,000 children from 

birth to fourteen have mothers who 

work. An estimated 30,900 Texas 

children under six may be left to care 

for themselves while their parents work. 

In 96 Texas counties, state-regulated 
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day care serves fewer than 100 children 

in each county. In 22 counties, there 

is no regulated care. (pp. 125-128) 

Yet with all these needs, children are a low priority 

..:.n Texas . Some Texans feel strongly about the privacy 

oi family life and resist services and intervention by 

government. What they do not understand is the role 

gove r nment can have in strengthening families. There 

shoul d be--at all levels of government--a clearly defined 

polic y on children, families, and programs. The Long

Monda le-Brademas Child and Family Services Act was an 

effor t toward defined policy at all levels of government 

(Langham, 1978). 

Such a policy could focus on prevention, instead of 

crisis intervention, as the mode for sol ing problems. 

It could also help agencies and organizations coordinate 

their services to children and youth more effectively. 

The roles of local, state, and federal government could 

be more clearly defined, with communities determining their 

own priorities based on the needs of children and families 

in their regions. (Langham, 1978). If policies for children 

and families were more clearly defined, then quality 

programs would be more clearly defined. 
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Developmental child care was defined. Many of the 

:.: t o r s associated with quality child care were cited 

: '· ,: s uppor t ed in the literature. The need for national 

,1·,. s t ate policies concerning quality child care was 

l ·~ r c. b li shed. Some of the factors preventing such a 

~-i cy were discussed. 

Compe t ence 

Child Competence , Motivation , 
and the Problem of Match 

In the past 15 to 20 years, attitudes and understand-

ing s a bout infan ts have changed enormously. The re has 

been a change in concept f rom the infant as being totally 

helpless, to the infant as b e ing active, perceiving , 

learning, and information-organizing . Today , emphasis lS 

placed on the child's sense of competence and effective-

ness in coping with life. 

Research has shown that what happens to infant s and 

their families has an impact on lifelong prevention o f 

disability and the positive development of competence. 

The idea that what a baby does is important, and that what 

an adult does with an infant is equally important. The 

development of competence in very young children can be 

related from the earliest months onward to their 
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iJ, .·J a c t ions with their caregivers (Clarke - Stewart , 1973; 

W<1:; ~· , Halfor, & Chan, 1974; Yarrow et al. , 1972) . 

I nfants have been found to be fa r more competent than 

a J>Y "le realized (Ainsworth & Bell, 1974; Fagan , 1976 ; 

Fa ,-;·:z , 1 963; White, 1 975; Wolff, 19 73) . Kagan ' s work 

(19: , 1 976, 1978) and Lewis' research (1975 , 1977) have 

al sc d emonstrated competencies in infant visual discrimi-

nat ion. Lewis recently (19 77 ) reported an interesting 

experiment . He had a mother or a stranger stand in front 

o f the baby and speak under one of two conditions . Some

t imes the voice came out from where t h e face was , and 

sometime s Lewis displaced t he voice with a loudspeaker to 

the side of the baby . The effect was disconcerting even 

for adults. But infants as young as 1 month old made 

exploratory responses when there wa s a violation of the 

usual integrated pattern of audio-visual stimulation . Hi s 

finding s indicate that even young infants realize that a 

vo ice should not be coming from a different place while the 

face they are looking at is directly in front of them . 

While an entire book has been devoted to competence 

below 15 months, The Competent Infa nt (1 9 73) , ve r y f ew 

studies have been done with toddlers and older c hildren 

dealing directly with competence. White and Watts (1 973 ) 

invented a list o f p s y chological character i s tics they 
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C·t.l _ ~~~d c ompetence. Competent children 3 to 5 years of 

~:1· h d the ability to engage and maintain the attention 

of Jdu l t s in socially acceptable ways: to use adults as 

n.:·r ·"'Hr c e s, to express affection and hostility to ad ults and 

pP· ·s ; lead, f ollow, and compete with peers; and to 

imJ~ate adult rules. 

The investigators classified a grou p of fourteen 

1 - yea r -olds and seventeen 2-year-olds a s competent or 

incompetent based on the classification of thei r older 

siblings. The investigators followed the development of 

the 1 - and 2-year-olds for almost a year, observing them 

a t home and testing them. The competent children were 

more proficient at language and on many cognitive tasks. 

Mothers of the more competent children were more verbally 

interactive with their offspring, stimulated their intel 

lectual development more, and encouraged mastery more than 

mothers of the less competent. White and Watt s (1973 ) 

further asserted "If we assume that the infants were not 

significantly different at birth, the data imply that 

experience in the home does indeed influence the child in 

expected ways" (pp. 199-200) . 

Competence seems to be one of the rich areas of 

infancy research. Perhaps as more experimental ingenuity 

in modifying modest body responses such as head turns or 
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s .. · :cj i s developed, researchers will begin to see more 

' ' •' ~~tence in infants, and more pleasure in learning how 

L'> (·r n t rol the environment. 

Mt 1 i va t ion 

To develop competence in children , the role of 

m0 1 j vation must be considered (Yarrow et al. 1972). One 

fi ndi ng of the study showed the striking extent to which 

t he c o gnitive-motivational functions seem to be amenable 

t o e nvironmental influences in early infancy . The results 

support Provence and Lipton's (196 2) impressions that 

motivational functions may be more v ulnerable to depriving 

insti tutional environments than are specific emerg ing 

skil ls . Lewis and Goldberg (1969) have formulated a 

"generalized expectancy :nodel," emphasizing the role of 

contingent adult-child interaction in the developmen t of 

the child's belief that he can affect his environment , that 

he can bring about reinforcement by his actions . Watson 

(1966 ) spoke of "contingency awareness" as a precondition 

for later learning. The common thread in these fo r mula 

tions is the active, information processing organism, 

initiating transactions with the envi ronment and, in turn, 

being influenced by the transactions (Yarrow, et al. 

1972). Motivation and the expressions of this motiva t ion 
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to . :~~ imilate, to learn, and to mas t er the environment may 

b0 . 1ewed as an early expression of a competence of an 

e f(··· .. tiv e motive (White, 1959). 

Bir ns and Golden (1972) showed that pleasure in 

p r ~em-solving facilitates cognitive development : 

The amount o f pleasure manifested 

by 18 and 24 month old infants on the 

Cattell and Piaget Obj e ct Scales was 

predictive of their later intellectual 

performance on the Stanford-Benet at three 

years of age. The fact that the 18 month 

Cattell and Piaget Object Scale scores 

did not correlate with the 36 month 

Binet scores, whereas Pl easure in Task 

was significantly correlated with perfor

mance on both the Cattell at 18 months 

and the Binet at three years of age tends 

to support our hypothesis. (p . 57 ) . 

Whether one uses White's (1 963 ) expression of 

competence motivation, or Buhler's (1918 ) expression of 

function pleasure, or Hendrick's (1943) pleasure in 

mastery, the concepts appear to be very similar. In 

recent years, Levenstein (1969) has shown a significant 
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-.. ··.·ela tion between I. Q. gains and the amount of pleasure 

c 1.1 ·ctr e n manifested on problem-solving tasks. 

'n'·: .Pro blem of Match 

Whe n dealing with learning and motivation, Piaget 

<~ 'c4 ) believed that learning is subordinated to d e velop-

me11'l, a nd not the opposite. Further, he stated that the 

fundame ntal relation involved in all development and 

lear ning is not association. 

In the stimulus-response scheme, the 

relationship between the response and 

stimulus is understood to be one 

of association. In contrast to this I 

think that the fundamental relationship 

is one of assimilation. Assimilation is 

not the same as association, I shall 

define assimilation as the integration 

of any sort of reality into a structure, 

and it is this assimilation which seems to 

be fundamental in learning . 

(p. 19) 

Learning, according to Piaget, is the assimilation of 

reality into a structure. The developmental process is 

defined as identical with adaptation, the organism's 
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se ;1- ~egulatory activity which functions to maintain an 

eq'·' · : .1.bration between the organism and its environment 

(P ·I.n•r.: t , 1964). Uzgiris and Hunt (1975) developed 

Pia .·: .. - inspired infancy scales and broadly docume nted 

Pi<. ,,~t ' s development of intention. In part , it h as 

s te, : .. e d from Bruner's (19 7 3) theoretical and empirical 

worJc o n how the "automatization" of simpler skills sets 

the stage for their integrated use in pursuing higher

o r der p urposes. Bruner and h i s associates have nice ly 

doc umen ted how infants foresee such eve nts as how to 

c reate more s pace if they want to hol d more than two 

obj ects . There seems to be general agreement that one 

needs to approach the study o f the development o f skills 

in terms of the idea o f intention and motivation . 

Piaget's observations lend some support to Hebb ' s 

(1949) hypothesis that a major s hare of motivation and 

the reinforcement of patterns of response in learning 

is intrinsic. Piaget believed that a child tends to 

repeat schemata playfully until they understand , then the 

child ceases unless some new schemata are added . 

Motivation, according to Piaget , is the amount of effort 

that is required to close the gap between the old learning 

and the new. Hebb (1949) claimed that "interest i s likely 

to be preoccupied by whatever i s new in the combina tion of 
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fa111· ; i a r events" (p. 230). Piaget (1936 / 1952 ) formulated 

the·· hyp o thesis that the more new thing s an i n fant has 

s et~n dnd the more new things he has heard, the more 

he j~ interested in seeing and hearing; and t he more 

varL1t i o n in reality he has coped with, the greater is 

the c apa ci t y for coping. 

The re is a notion of a proper match between circum

stance a nd schema (Hunt, 1961). Every c aregiver must 

unders tand the matching process, perhaps only intuitively , 

if he i s to be effective. McClelland and Clark (1953) 

and Festinger (1957) agree that discrepancie s which are 

too large for the child to understand are source s of 

d istress and negative motivation. Hebb (1949) and Berlyne 

(19 6 0) showed that discrepancies which are within the 

child's schemata are a source of positive interest and 

curiosity. Hunt (1961) is well-known for his formulation 

and thinking about the "problem of match. ' He referred 

to the fact that it is necessary to have a n appropriate 

match between the circumstances that a child encounters 

and the schemata that he has already assimilated into his 

repertoire. The two problems to consider in thinking 

about "match" are: 

1) having pertinent information concerning 

the nature of the child's central 
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processes and his existing level of 

functioning; 

2) having information about the size of 

the steps in discrepancy between the 

circumstances to be accommodated 

and those learnings already 

assimilated. (Hunt, 1961, p . 273) 

Hun t (1 961 ) believed that an environmental encounter which 

f os t ers development must both (a) engage the child and 

(b ) be discrepant enough from those he has encountered 

be for e to challenge his sensori-motor development. 

The task of matching environmental c ircumstances to 

already-assimilated schemata is o f utmost importance in 

teaching and in assessing the environment (Hunt , 1961) . 

When chi ldren are allowed to experiment in an organized 

environment, by using materials in unique ways, they 

will fi nd their own motivational requirement s and e stabli sh 

appropriate levels of learning. The caregiver must be 

ab l e to observe the readiness of a child to accommodate 

new circumstances. The descriptions of v ar ious behavioral 

landmarks or items are extremely helpful in the matching 

process. Honig (1978) put particular e mphasis on 

observation checklists and skills and matching a child's 

readiness to learn new ideas. 
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Re s earch has shown that competence in children is 

a ·.._::· :tl i t y. Competence seems to be related to inter-

a ct- i .. n ns with caregivers. Yet the role of motivation is 

a ls. re l ated to competence. The basis of competence 

a n( )\to tivation is the child acting within his environ-

me nL and , in turn, being influenced by his environment. 

Ma t h ing a child's competence and motivation to 

app r opr iate environmental learnings is of utmost 

i mpor t a nce in helping a child learn new things and ideas. 

Assessment Measures 

Escalona and Moriarty (1973) agreed with other 

i nvest igators (Lewis, 1979; Tarczan, 1975) that infant 

tests are the best available method for the systematic 

assessment of developmental status and for the measure-

ment of mental growth. Developmental schedules, such as 

those developed by Gesell, Psyche Cattell, and Bayley, 

are collections of items organized and scaled so that 

scores indicate the relative placement of the baby 

compared to others his age, or compared to what an average 

baby of a certain age (in weeks or months) can do (Gordon; 

1975). The Gesell Developmental Scales and the Stanford-

Binet have been used for models of developmental scales 
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o f Y' d(!g children and generally speaking, most tests 

resE··:-:.~ ·;.e one 1another (Tarczan, 1975) . 

. ~ e r eliability of infant scales and tests has 

b e e r. . ·t'.a l l enged, as well as their capacity to predict 

l a t e· per formance (Horowitz & Dunn, 1976; Lewis, 1976). 

Al t .bc ·~-:::rh t here is a necessity for tests for the very young , 

mo s t are limited in their predictive value b e cause the 

ite ms are heavily weighted with sensori-motor components, 

which are minimumly correlated with higher intellectual 

functi ons. The Bayley Scales of Infant Development is 

an e xception and is highly reliable (Tarczan, 1975). 

Other problems include the fact that infants are not 

predictive, and that 2- and 3-year-olds are n egative many 

times. The observer must determine whether or not the 

child has performed at his best. 

The Gesell, Cattell, Bayley, and Denver Developmental 

Screening Test (DDST) are the scales which have been most 

extensively used and studied. The other infant tests and 

scales reviewed for this research have not accumulated 

extensive literature and were not reviewed here. 

Gesell was a pioneer in the infant assessment field. 

Bayley and Cattell were also early participants. These 

three, more than any others, were responsible for 

substantive development of the field. Gesell (1929) 
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f o c v,,·, ~ o n "infant welfare" and "infant hygiene." While 

a ge ' · ,r ms were important in studying growth, Gesell 

arg c•_ ·l t h a t the process of growth was the vital concern 

o f c.l'. ' "2 1o pmental psychology. 

'~'h e initial total scale, published in 1925, consisted 

o f J ,, '"· i terns divided into four general fields--motor 

beh a vL or , language behavior, adaptive behavior, and 

per sona l -social behavior. There have been no basic 

cha nge s i n the scale since 1925. Many of the speci fi c 

items Ge sell developed were adopted unchanged by later 

researc hers. Although some have noted the need to revise 

the norms of certain items, no one has questioned the 

a ppropriateness of the items for use with infants (Yang , 

1979 ). 

Ge sell presented normative distinctions for 2- year-old 

infants. These distinctions were achieved not by changing 

specific items on the schedules, but by distinguishing 

finer graduations of response (Gesell & Thompson, 1938; 

Gesell, 1940). The normative samples on which these 

schedules were based were inadequate. Gesell did defend 

his selection of subjects (Gesell & Thompson, 1938). 

Several researchers have attempted to examine the 

predictive validity of the Gesell schedul es with varying 

results (Wittenborn, Astrachan, Degooyer, Grant, Janoff, 
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Kug0., Myers, Riess, & Russell, 1956; Knobloch & 

Pa ss1 ~nick, 1960; ~rillien, 1961). Aware of the 

v a r 1 ·.t ::.~. l i ty of results in the predictive coefficients 

o b t.a tl :. \ :~ d by various investigators, Ames (1967) noted that 

Ges e~ ~ had not intended his scale to be an intelligence 

tes~ Ge sell's interest was in assessing developmental 

s t a tus f r om a comparative perspective. 

Unlike Gesell, Cattell (1940) was less concerne d 

wi t h a n e nveloping, clinical assessment than with producing 

a s tanda rdized assessment of mental ability. Cattell 

found t he Gesell scales, as well as several others, 

available during the 1930s, wanting in objectivity, 

standardization, appeal to young infants, and amenability 

to numerical ratings rather than descriptions. Cattell 

was particularly dissatisfied with the proliferation of 

motor performance items on the scale. The Cattell 

Infant Intelligence Scale was designed to be compatible 

with the Stanford-Binet. An inspection of specific items 

in the scale indicates that, by and large, they are similar 

to those in the Gesell scales (Yang, 1979). 

A total of 1,346 examinations were used in connection 

with the standardization. Cattell's normative sample 

consisted of 274 infants participating in a longitudinal 

study conducted at the Harvard School of Public Health. 
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Th e 10fa n ts were seen at 3, 6, 9, 12, 18, 24, 30, and 36 

monu·~:~ o f age. Families were largely of middle-class 

sta t~.~ ~. The scale consists of five items for e ach age 

l e vel , wi th one or two alternatives. Each ite m is 

s cor~d a s pass or fail, and is proportionately we i ghted in 

dete .,min i ng an infant's level of performance. The spl i t

h a l f r eliability for the 24- and 30-month a ges r eache d 

a cceptable levels of reliability (Spearman-Brown corre

lations ranging from 0.86 to 0.90) (Catte ll, 1940 ) . 

Bayley's (1933) reasons for developing he r own scale 

a ppeared to be related to her dissatisfaction wi t h 

cur rentl y available scales and the manner in wh ich they 

had be e n standardized. Althcugh Bayley, as Cat te l l (1 940 ) , 

al so relied heavily on Gesell's work in deve l oping he r 

own scale, she has continued, more than anyone else , to 

improve her scales over the 40 years since she d eveloped 

them. Her efforts have been directed primar ily t oward 

strengthening the scales by revising them on larger 

normative samples (Tarczan, 1975; Yang, 1979 ) . 

Bayley's (1933) scales are divided into mental and 

motor areas. Among the mental test items are "tests of 

adaptability or learning and tests of sensory acuity and 

fine motor coordinations" (p. 24). Motor items deal with 

"gross body coordinations" (p. 24). Although most 
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o f L'··~- s pecific test items were drawn from the Gesell 

s cah· ·; v Bay.ley omitted those that did not elicit 

dif t~!entiating behavior at successive ages or we r e not 

obse ~·-~'2d i n sufficiently large numbers. 

The i nitial mental and motor scales have unde r gone 

b o t h ma j or and minor revisions in the 40 y e a rs that Bayley 

h a s W)rk e d with them. The mental scale contains 1 63 items 

a nd i s normed at 1-month intervals from 6 to 30 month s . 

Th e motor scale, consisting of 81 items, i s normed at 

i dentical -age intervals. Bayley's s a mple , comprised o f 

1, 2 62 term and normal infants, was strati f ied by sex , 

col or ("white'', "non-white"), rural-urba n r e s idence , and 

edu cation of head of household. The only dif f erence Bayley 

found between these stratifications was f o r color-

non-whi te infants scored significantly h igh e r t han whi te 

infants on the motor scale between the 3rd a n d 14th month . 

The c o rrected split-half rel i abil ities f or t he 1 969 

mental and motor scales were impress ive, a veraging 0 .8 6 

(Bayley , 1969, p. 16). 

The Denver Developmental Screening Test (DDST) was 

devised to provide a simple method of screening for 

evidences of slow development in infants and p reschool 

children. The test covers four functions-- g ross motor 

language, fine motor-adaptive, and persona l-social . The 
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DDST Ls not an intelligence test. It is intended to 

no t e ~~ether the development of a particular child is 

wi t hin no rmal range (Frankenburg & Dodds, 1967). Twelve 

d e v e:Olpme ntal tests and preschool intelligence tests were 

s u r veyed t o select potential test items. 

The f inal 105 items were standardized on 1,036 norma l 

Denv er c h ildren between the ages of 2 weeks and 6 .4 years . 

The s ub j e cts were fairly evenly distributed throughout 

t he city and reflected ethnic and occupational g roup 

cha racter istics of the Denver population, according to 

19 60 c ensus data (Frankenburg & Dodds, 1973). The pe rcent 

of children in each age group who passed each item was 

calculated, a curve representing the age at whic h 25 %, 50 %, 

75 %, and 90 % of the children passed each item was noted. 

Norms are given for the total sample, girls and bo y s, and 

soc ioeconomic status (Frankenburg & Dodds, 1973). 

Various investigators focused on the assessment of 

developmental changes in infancy, and each had a somewhat 

different perspective. Gesell (1929) dealt with 

developmental status. He believed his scale represented 

the totality of an infant's effective functioning. Gesell 

saw development to be primarily a result of a maturational 

unfolding process generally unaffected by external 

influences (Gesell & Thompson, 1938). In contrast, 
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Catt~· l' s (1940) specific intent was to measure 

" int,:1 i gence." Her scales were to be a downward exten

sio n ·1~ t he Stanford-Binet. The exclusion from her scale 

o f G t"':;(~ l l items that she felt were unduly reflective of 

home : nf l uence suggested that she viewed intelligence as 

no t .:hfl uenced by environment (Yang, 1979). Bayley 

(1 933 ) wa s not as averse to restricting the role of 

dev e lopmental tests to the measurement of intelligence as 

was Gese ll (1929). Bayley (1933) noted that intelligence 

was a n e mergent function, taking different forms at 

di f fe r e nt periods of development. Frankenburg and Dodds 

(19 73) provided a simple method. of screening for evidence 

of slow development in infants and preschool children. 

The Denver Developmental Screening Test was not intended 

to diagnose, but to alert the examiner to the presence 

of potential developmental problems which need further 

investigation (Frankenburg & Dodds, 1973). 

Need for Training 

The National Day Care Study (NDCS) (Ruopp, Travers, 

Glantz, & Collin, 1979) was a 4-year study of center 

day care. The study was initiated in 1974 by the Day Care 

Services Division of the Office of Child Development. The 

NDCS consisted of a major Cost/ Effects Study of 
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cenL ~· -based day care for preschool children and two smaller 

s t udJ• s - - the Supply Study and the Infant/Toddler Study. 

':'he Infant/Toddler Study was initiated in 1976, after 

c a r e1 ver / child ratios for infants and toddlers were 

i nc l1.':1ed a s requirements in the Title XX Federal Inter

age ncy Day Care Requirements (FIDCR) . Caregiver/child 

ra t i o a n d caregiver qualifications were of main concern in 

the Infa nt/Toddler Study; center characteristics and 

c aregiver behavior were examined in relationshi p to these 

characteristics. 

I nc reasing numbers of day care centers seem to be 

responding to the need for infant and toddler care. The 

impact of the specific features o f a group child care 

environment on very young children is unknown. These 

features include daily exposure to a large group of peers 

and multiple caregivers, separation from parents and 

siblings, and an environment different from home (Ruopp 

et al. 1979). 

Almost 8% of the total day care center children in 

the Southeast and Southwest of the United States is under 

2 years of age compared with about 2% in the Northern and 

Western states. For children 24 to 36 months, the enroll

ment is 10% in the South and 8% in the rest of the country 

(Ruopp et al. 1979). 
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Jome of the major findings of the National Day Care 

St udv a r e as follows: 

The actual number of infants and toddlers in 

day c.;re centers remains small; however, the number is 

incn'~ising more than any other age group (Ruopp et al., 

19 79 I • 

2 . High caregiver/child ratios and small group sizes 

are associated with such indicators of quality as care

givers d evoting more time to developmental activities as 

opposed t o management of children and routine tasks, the 

abse nce of overt distress and apathy among children, and 

absence of potentially harmful behavior among children 

(Smith , 19 7 9 ) . 

3 . Caregivers with more formal education tend to 

engage in more social interaction with children, more 

cognitive-language stimulation, and more conversation than 

do other caregivers (Smith, 1979). 

4. Caregivers in this sample averaged only 12.7 

years of education; few had college degrees or any 

education/training related to young children; and almost 

none had been trained to specifically work with infants 

(Smith, 1979). Furthermore, few training programs 

currently available focus specifically on care fo r infants 

and toddlers (Ruopp et al., 1979). 
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Nationally, caregiver wages are extremely low. 

Almo s! t wo out of three caregivers' annual earnings fall 

bel ow ·. he poverty line for a family of four (Smith, 1979). 

S. Fairly large differences in education and/ or 

expe r; ~nee affect caregiver wages by only a few cents 

per hour (Smith, 1979). 

1. Parents chose center care because they perceive 

tha t cen t er s would provide a developmentally oriented 

pro g r am , adequate and dependable supervis ion , convenience 

o f l ocation , and low cost (Ruopp et al. 1979). 

8 . Most directors felt an educational program for 

infants and toddlers is desirable. Such a program should 

focus on an appropriate level of stimulation for children; 

on individual, adult-child, or small group activities 

supervised by adults; and on provision of age-appropriate 

equipment and materials rather than a structured curri

culum or periods of formal instruction (Ruopp et al ., 1979). 

9. Few centers had well-articulated developmental 

prog~ams for infants and toddlers. Equipment in infant/ 

toddler classrooms tended to be sparse. Interest in 

developmental programs exist side-by-side with uncertainty 

about the content of such a program (Ruopp et al., 1979). 
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~.,~commendations for federal regulations include: 

Future federal regulations should maintain the 

cur r r ,:; Ll y required staff/child ratios for children under 

3 y e .'! ~ s o f age and should incorporate a group size 

req u J!?ment more stringent than the requirement for 

pre s v:1oo l children (Smith, 1979). 

2. A group size limit of eight or 12 should b e 

impo s8d f or infants, and a limit of 12 should be imposed 

for todd lers (Smith, 1979). 

3 . Results of the infant/toddler study also suggest 

that chi ld-related education/ training is desirable f or 

providers who care for children under three. A prudent 

course f or future federal policy action mi ght we ll be to 

pro v ide age-specific education or training to infant/ 

toddler caregivers and to conduct further research into 

the effectiveness of caregiver training methods (Ruopp 

etal., 1979). 

The need for trained staff is supported in the 

literature. Prescott, Jones, and Kritchersky (196 7) 

observed for four 20-minute periods, daily for 10 days 1n 

50 randomly selected day care centers in the Los Angeles 

area and noted such things as teaching style, amount of 

training, program formats, spatial arrangements, and 

staff attitudes. They wanted to discover whether the 
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amo u f1 '· · f training was a predictor of a child-centered of 

adu l t ~en tered program. More training was associated with 

a c h JJd-c e ntered approach. They found that day care was 

mo s t ef fec tive (as determined by the extent of the 

ch i l dr·.:n ' s interest and involvement in the program) in 

tho s e , e n ters in which the staff was flexible and where 

ch i ldren' s needs were met. 

Ti z a rd, in England (1972), used a time sampling 

t echnique to study language development in 2- to 3- year -

old s living in residential nurseries. She fo und that where 

sta f f t a lked more with children and where staff had more 

tra ining , the children were doing better in languag e 

development. Tizard also found that child language 

comprehension scores were highest when staff stability 

was higher, when the staff was more experienced, and when 

the staff-child ratio was better. Tizard's findings were 

supported in the National Day Care Study (Ruopp e t al ., 

1979) that quality care was associated with the g roup size 

and caregiver/child ratio and caregiver years and type of 

training. 

Training does not necessarily need to be 1n school. 

Ricciuti (1976) stated: 

Caregivers can be trained in-service 

to provide developmental ly appropriate 
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e xperiences for babies and to facilitate 

positive social emotional interactions. 

This requires warmth, sensitivity and 

training. Caregiving is a legitimate 

occupation that should pay a living wage 

but one that doesn't require a formal 

degree. It is possible that careg iving 

may be a first step for some people who 

then want to pursue more formal traini n g 

either in the area of early childhood 

development or a related field. (p . ll ) 

Gorelick (1978) conducted a survey o f staff prepara

tion fo r an infant/toddler developmental program i n Los 

Angel es . Her purpose was to study the education a l back 

ground of individuals staffing these programs and thei r 

recommendations regarding the educational level, 

competencies, and academic preparation needed by indi v id

uals desiring careers in infant/ toddler caregiving. Of 

the 186 questionnaires sent, 93 caregivers completed and 

returned the questionnaire. Thirty-three percent had 

graduate degrees, 60% had 4-year degrees, 5 % had commun ity 

college degrees, and 2% had high school degrees. Seventy

eight percent suggested that a 4-year or graduate degree 

in education was needed to become an infant/ toddler 
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care g _l ,,-er , 13% recommended a community college degree, 

and l l;t emphasized the importance of other experience 

than f.:~rmal education. The majority did agree that no 

single .na j or or discipline was adequate preparation to 

condu c t pr ograms for infants/toddlers with learning 

disa b i lit i es . 

As no ted in the Executive Summary o f the National 

Day Care Study (Smith, 1979) caregiver wages are extremely 

low. Gai ne s (1979) discovered that centers have a need 

for t rained staff; however, even head teachers with a 

B.A. o r B.S . degree earn less than public school teachers. 

Whil e it is reasonable to assume that the g roup of workers 

who earn the least money have no spec ial training , staff 

who have associate degrees or CDA credentials fa re no 

better. The increase of the federal minimum wag e i n 1 9 79 

has had far-reaching effects on the wages o f early 

childhood personnel. Many centers have not had the budget 

to give all employees the same percent increase received 

by those being raised to minimum wage. Low sal ar ies 

make it difficult to uphold standards. Gaines (1979) 

concluded "The quality of care is bound to suffe r even 

more in the future if adequate salary levels are not 

established" (p. 149). 
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<J·JSe d on these two studies, it would seem that 

hi g h e• s a l aries are not assured by higher training. It 

wou l d ~'ppear that earning more salary would not be 

mo t i v .. ; ;; :·_on for additional training. Training that is low 

cos t :11d c omparatively easily understood might serve as 

motiv ~~lon to direct caregivers to continue learning. 

T e Nat ional Day Care Study (Ruopp et al., 1979) is 

one o f t h e most recent and most comprehensive studies 

conc e rn i ng the care of children in groups. One of the 

ma jor recommendations was for training o f infant/ toddler 

dire ct c are personnel. Other literature was reported 

that suppor ted the need for training caregivers. 

Training Programs 

Historical Perspectives of Training Programs 

A number of pioneers, particularly Hunt (1961), 

Bruner (1963), and Bloom (1964), began to call attention 

to the fact that the early environment of the infant was 

largely left to chance rather than planned. The 

three researchers further suggested that the period 

prior to age 3 or 4 years might be more important than 

the school years. Accordingly, the Research Department 

of the Children's Bureau began to support a number 

of research and development centers that offered 
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infar, ··· d ay care. The first four projects thus supported 

are u·! ~~ Chi ldren's Center in Syracuse, New York; the 

Fran k t·ort er Graham Child Development Center in Chapel 

Hil l, N1J r t h Carolina; the Demonstration Nursery Center 

for It ·an t s and Toddlers at the University of North 

Caro l :..-• .1 i n Greensboro; and the Child Study Center at the 

Yale Dr l versity School of Medicine. 

Thes e four research programs included elements of day 

care for infants. Infants from ages 6 months to 36 months 

atte nded the centers on half- or full-day basis. The 

adul t-infant ratio was usually one adult to four infants/ 

toddl ers. These programs utilized play, games, and 

stimulation to foster intellectual and social development. 

The e xperimental children were usually assessed and 

compared to a control group at each year up to 5 years o f 

age. Data from these programs indicated no significant 

difference in the overall development of children attending 

day care centers as compared with home-reared non-day care 

groups of children. The findings were supportive of day 

care in that the bond between mother and infant was not 

weakened by the group care of infants (Caldwell et al., 

1970; . Keister, 1970). These researchers also found no 

dilution of emotional attachment between mothers and 

infants, whether middle- or low-socioeconomic class, as a 
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resul t. , .. f d ay care. Kagan, Kearsley, and Zelazo (1978) 

cauti o1.0d that fewer detrimental effects will be found 

if c h .U ,; ren come from supportive families. 

Gc:rdon (1975) pioneered the concept of infant home 

interrr~..-, t i on programs. Some parent programs have varied 

the k i 111l of curriculum offered to determine which efforts 

with mo t her s might promote more language competence 

(Kes s en & Fein, 1976~ Levenstein & Levenstein, 1971). 

Lally and Honig's (1975) program found that family support 

was a n important factor in the success of a horne 

visitation program for helping families enhance the lives 

of their infants. The Brookline Early Education Proj ect 

(BEEP ) f ounded by White (1975) provides a variety of 

support such as medical services and childrearing 

information for mothers of infants. 

Heber's work (1975) suggested that while infants are 

in quality programs, cognitive gains are achieved. Palmer 

(1976) in the Harlem Infant Study had given 2- and 3-year

old boys 2 hours of tutoring weekly for 8 months. By 

fifth grade, experimental children were reading 3 months 

ahead of the control group. This study would indicate 

that quality infant/toddler programs ma y show sustained 

effects of enrichment during the elementary school years. 

Lazar and colleagues (1977) conducted a longitudinal 
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analy s.i ~ ; of 14 intervention projects to see if there were 

any l < r , ·t erm effects of participation. There were two 

impor t d 1t findings: (a) there were less experimental 

child n 11 p laced in special or remedial classes than 

contr o.l ':~ hildren; and (b) experimental children were less 

often r 2 t a ined at grade level than were control children. 

Ir t h e early 1960s research seemed to indicate that 

the f i rst 3 years of life were important educationally. 

Four research and development centers were establ ished by 

the Researsh Department of the Children's Bureau. These 

original programs have provided much of the research base 

for future training programs for direct care personnel . 

In the l ate 1960s and early 1970s, many home intervention 

programs were established. Information from these programs 

indicated a need for parent participation in the education 

of young children. 

Theoretical Framework for Training Progress 

Erikson (1963) and Piaget (1936/ 1952) developed 

theories utilized as a basis for determining theoretical 

framework for infant/toddler training programs. Erikson 

(1963) predicated the development of basic trust versus 

mistrust as the foundation of later socioemotional 

development. The infant who emerges from the first year 
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of l i f~ ' ,,vi t h more trust than distrust for his environment 

wil l b~ i n a better position for coping with the develop

menta l .~cises of succeeding life stages. 

EY: ck:s on (1963) believed: 

By combining sensitive care of the 

baby's individual needs and a firm 

sense of personal trustworthiness 

within the trusted framework of their 

culture's lifestyle, caregivers can 

create a sense of trust within babie s 

which is essential to the development 

of a positive self-concept. (p. 249) 

Piagetian theory has accounted for an impre ssive 

amount of theory-oriented research with infants in the 

past decade. Piaget undertook to describe development 

as a series of hierarchial, qualitatively different stages , 

containing horizontal and vertical movement. He believed 

that development is inextricably bound to environmental 

exchange. The initial stages of development were seen as 

primarily reflexive; the later stages represented the 

progressive integration of developing internal processes 

and physical coordination. Two assessment procedures 

based on Piaget's theory have been developed recently 

(Corman & Escalona, 1969; Uzgiris & Hunt, 1975). These 
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infan t .}s s e ssment scales are based on Piaget 1 s ordinal 

steps ~ .. s e nsorimotor development. As behaviors emerge 

and ben:":.1e consolidated and integrated into the baby 1 s 

tota l b:ha v i or pattern, the consistency of progression 

througl~ P iaget 1 s stages of development has been demon

stra ted and replicated by researchers (Gratch, 1976; 

Lee - Pa inter & Lewis, 1974; McCall, 1974; Uzgiris & Hunt, 

1975 ) . 

Mc Call (1974), in his monograph on infant play and 

explo rati o n research, particularly supported Piagetian 

theo r y. His summary of evidence could serve as a guide 

post with strong methodological implications for 

optimizing the environment of infants/ toddlers and for 

deciding the type of training needed for caregivers. 

Both the animal and human data suggest 

that the early opportunity to explore a 

variety of animate and inanimate 

objects is related to the speed, vigor , 

and amount of manipulative exploration 

of novel and/or complex ob j ects in the 

environment. These results suggest a 

developmental principle in which 

exploration of the environment provides 

the child with learned experience about 
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h is world which in turn modifies what 

stimulus events will next catch his 

exploratory attention. Presumably, 

o bj ects and events which represent 

moderate departures from his remembered 

experiences or accustomed level of 

e nvironmental complexity will be 

explored most. (McCall, 1974, p. 7) 

The implications for caregivers from this Piagetian 

equi l i bra tion principle is that if a skill or interest 

can be detected just as it is emerging, and if caregivers 

watch carefully the process of how the baby explores and 

learns , the caregiver will be able to encourage new skills 

and understandings more sensitively. 

Some research has been conducted to see whether 

Piagetian sensorimotor development could be advanced 

through specific games and activities carried out with 

babies from low-income families (Honig & Brill, 1970; 

Paraskeropoulos & Hunt, 1971). The study of 

Paraskeropoulos and Hunt (1971) suggested that in ordinary 

households babies have sensory-motoric involvement with 

their environment so that sensorimotor learnings are not 

markedly advanced. The investigators did find that object 

permanence development did seem to be more susceptible 
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to e m .: ' .hme nt. When institutional babies were compared 

with u . .- :··ic h e d low-income babies, marked advances in 

certa i1 : c o mpetencies were found for the stimulated infants. 

Thus, Jltho ugh research has confirmed the orderly progres 

sion of P i a get's stages and processes of development, 

resea rc.1e r s still are not sure of the minimal stimulation 

and o ppor t uni ties necessary for normal development of 

compe tencie s during the first 3 years of life. 

Resea rch evidence to date appears remarkably compat

ible with a t least two implications from Piaget's the ory 

of d e velopment: (a) the importance of a variety o f 

appropriate environmental experiences f or the process of 

equil ibration, and (b) the basic and crucial role of the 

equilibration process in establishing new cognitive 

competencies. Yet research evidence also suggested 

strongly that the emergence of these cognitive competencies 

is facilitated within loving social-emotional relationship. 

Perhaps the most salient finding of the past decade's 

infancy research is that loving and learning are intrinsic 

and intertwined for optimal infant development. Erikson 

(1963) and Piaget (1936/1952) together can provide a 

theoretical base from which caregivers can draw impl i

cations for programs and training to optimize experiences 

for infants. 
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Avai L JL.L_e Training Programs 

!.'j· l gu i delines, curriculum, or programs of systematic 

infa n t Ln t e rvention existed in the early 1960s. There 

were b1Ls a nd pieces of information but a scarcity of 

deta L:. The first research program efforts contained 

fal s e sta rts, joys, and sorrows. Very little information 

was a vai lable , and there is still much to be explored . 

Ca l dwell (1970), now in Arkansas, and Keis ter (1 970) , 

in Gr eensboro, were originally funded to asses s whether 

or not infant day care would be harmf ul to children . A 

decade later, in spite of the fact that Caldwell and 

Keis ter both found day care not harmf ul to infants a nd 

toddlers , that debate continues. The results of these 

programs were documented in two books which s erved as the 

first training guides for infant/ toddler caregivers-

Perspectives on Infant Day Care (19 72 ) edited by Elardo 

and Pagen and "The Good Life" for Infant s and Toddlers 

(Keister, 1970). These resources are still valid today . 

In 1971, the United States Department of Health , 

Education, and Welfare, Office o f Child Development, 

published a series of eight training handbooks. Only 

the ones directly related to infant/ toddler child care 

are discussed here. 
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l o A Statement of Principles contai ne d the aim o f 

day c a. t':r the basic needs of children, i mplica t i ons o f 

need s J ... ;.r p rogramming, economic and social change , and 

admi n i s i.:.:r..·a t ion. 

2 Se r ving Infants included the top ics, g u i d i n g 

prin c i pl e s , organizing a day care center, dai ly p l a nn i n g 

for i n fa n ts , and activities for infants. 

3 . S t af f Training incorporated the t opic s , intro

duc t ion t o handbook on staff traini n g , c a r eers in day 

care, the training process, and a descr iption o f s e v e ral 

tra ining p rograms. 

4 . Health Services contained the s u b jects, admin

istrative considerations, medical profe ssional 

cons iderations, and the dental program. 

5 . Administration included the topics, o r ganizi ng 

day care s e rvices, components of day care s e r vi c e s, and 

business management of day care serv ices. Th e s e handbook s 

included specific knowledge and a sound theor e t i ca l bas e 

for training direct care personnel. The y are e asi l y 

understood and could be given to careg i vers as t ra ining 

materials. 

One of the most widely distributed t r aining manuals 

was Infant Caregiving, published b y Ho n i g and La lly (19 72 ) . 

This training manual was one of the firs t e ffo r t s geared 
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direc t 1 y t oward infant/toddler caregivers. They defined 

the i niH nc y period as children from birth to 36 months 

of a ge They stressed the intangible, emotional fee lings 

of wo r th and the caregiver's positive feeling about his 

abil i t y t o do a job. These intangibles are difficult to 

progr a m. The positive feelings of a caregiver to do the 

job c ome from the trainer-trainee relationship , not a 

train ing manual (Honig & Lally, 1972). 

The f ormat of this manual was mainly pages of words 

with f ew p ictures and illustrations to emphasize important 

information. Arrows, underlinings, and ital icized words 

were utilized for emphasis when needed. The written 

mater ial was simplified for easier understand ing . Most of 

the chapters contained information concerning skills in 

the large motor, small motor, language, and s ens o r y 

experience areas of development. · Other chapter material 

included developing a healthy personality, nutrition , 

understanding Piaget, the use of living space, furnishing s 

and ~outines, and topics often forgotten. The last 

chapter was a review of training and plans for future 

training. This training manual was designed for trainers 

with a college education who could disseminate the infor

mation to direct care personnel. 
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I n l. 9 75 , Willis and Ricciuti published A Good 

Beginn ~:rJ9_ __ _!o r Babies: Guidelines for Group Care. This 

traini.t~>.: manual provided information which utilized the 

resear ct1 of Erikson (1963) and Piaget (1936/ 1952 ) as a 

theore t.i ~al base. The emphasis is on social-emotional 

growth of c a regivers and children in daily interactions. 

The f o rmat i s mainly pages of words with few pictures or 

illust ratio n s. The information is simplified and could be 

used with direct care personnel. The information is not 

speci f ic e nough in the play and activities area. 

The Infant Center: A Complete Guide to Organizing 

and Managing Infant Day Care (1977) presented a new style 

and format. A culmination of over 5 years' research, 

this training manual was specific and covered every topic 

imaginable in infant care. The problem for most direc t 

care personnel was that information was too s pecific and 

complicated. The amount of work needed to und e rstand the 

information in different sections of the manual was o ver

whelming. It was an effort, however, to fulfill a need 

for infant child care. 

In the years 1978 and 1979, several new publications 

appeared (Fowler, 1980; Karnes, 1979; O'Brien, Porterfield, 

Herbert-Jackson, & Risley, 1979; Wagner & Steele, 1 9 78) . 

The Toddler Center (O'Brien et al., 1979) is the same 
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format as The Infant Center. The problems for training 

direct care personnel using this fomat are the same for 

both ma nuals. Fowler (1980) presented a style different 

from any mentioned here. He sought to address the para-

profes s ional audience; yet his format and terminology 

were fo r bidd ing to persons at almost any level of educa

tion. His manual contained pages of small print , without 

pictures, il l ustrations, or charts for clarification. 

The textbook published to accompany h i s training manual 

was mor e readable and understandable. Karnes (1979) 

develo ped an instructional program o f activities f or 

infants birth to 18 months of age entitled Small Wonder ! 

The program had activity cards, a "look book," picture 

cards, and a puppet, all stored in an attractive box. 

Each activity card identified the age range, previev.red 

the content, and listed the materials needed and t he skills 

to be emphasized. The program was attractive and easy to 

understand. There are two potential problems: (a) the 

program extends to 18 months of age only, and (b) the cost 

of $65.00 might be prohibitive to many day care centers, 

family day homes, and parents. 

The Wagner and Steele (1978) program, The Child and 

Parent Services Program, included materials for training 

persons who work with children from birth to 42 months. 
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The careg~ver kit was developed as the basis f or givin g 

the best developmental care to children individually or 

within a ~-roup . The Developmental Progr a ms c a regiver 

kit inc l uded (a) 10 modules of learning--an expl a nati on 

of how to use the kit as a guide to caregiving ; also 

incorpora ted wasan album of photographs, an audio 

casse t te f or each album, and a script detail ing each 

module' s album and cassette; (b) color-code d pads of 

"development al objectives" which were s impl e ob servation 

checkl ists; (c) evaluation sheets whi ch were used to assess 

caregivers' behaviors with children; and (d) Developmental 

Activities for Infants and Toddlers, whi ch wa s a booklet 

with s pecific suggestions for promoting a c h ild ' s abilities 

with each of the 145 developmenta l t a s ks. This progr am 

matched chronological age levels o f children wi th 

appropr iate activities, was designed fo r d irec t care 

personnel, and included chi l dren from bi rth to 42 months 

of age. The format included looking at picture s, 

listening to a cassette tape, and combin ing t ape and 

pictures with a completely separate activity book . 

Balancing all three tasks mi ght prove difficult fo r ma ny 

direct care personnel. 

The early intervention/ research programs c an be 

viewed as successful because they g ive investigators a 
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founda t ion o f research and information which will serve 

as guid e line s for future programming. Hunt (1961 ) posed 

the "pr oble m of match" for researchers almost 20 years 

ago. As i nfant/toddler training efforts develop, there 

seems to be a dual match problem: {a) matching to family 

and culture and (b) matching to the child. It is 

important to examine what the child contributes to the 

learning environment. 

Mo re training programs are being developed. I n the 

last 2 years more manuals and programs for children under 

3 years of age have been published. While more training 

informat i on for caregivers is available, it seems to be 

obvious that much more research is needed. 

Summary 

In this chapter, research indicated that there is a 

need for developmental rather than custodial care 

(Ainsworth & Bell, 1972; Clarke-Stewart, 19 73 ; Keister , 

1970; and Zigler, 1976). The lack of developmental child 

care was noted to be our nation's greatest child-care 

problem by the 1970 White House Confe rence on Ch ildren. 

In developmental child care, the caregiver matches a 

child's competence and motivation to appropriate environ

mental activities. Research demonstrate s (Hunt, 1961; 
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Piaget, 1936/19 52) the importance of the problem of match 

in helpi ng a child learn new things and ideas. 

As s essme nt measures are essential to guide the 

caregiver's understanding of a child's competence and 

developmental level. Many investigators utilized the 

Gesell Developmental Schedule as the basis for their 

assessment s c ales, although each had a different perspec

tive. The Ge sell (1929), Cattell (1940), Bayley (19 69) , 

and Denver Developmental Screening Test (1 967) were the 

instruments mentioned most often in the literature for the 

24- to 36 -month-old age range. Therefore , those four 

measuremen ts were reviewed in this chapter. 

The National Day Care Study (1979) and the New York 

City Infant Day Care Study (1978) have strongly indicat ed 

the need for developmental child care and the need fo r 

training caregivers of infants/toddlers t o provide quality 

care. Studies (Gaines, 1979; Smith 19 79) concerning the 

salaries of child care personnel have indicated that 

higher training does not assure higher salaries. It would 

appear that earning more salary would not be motivation 

for additional training. Training that is low cost and 

comparatively easily understood might serv e as motivation 

to direct care personnel to continue learning. 
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On c P t he need for training has been established, 

the typ e of t raining becomes important. Research in this 

chapter h a s e stablished the need for a theoretical base. 

The theo~ie s of Erikson (1963) and Piaget (1936 / 1952) 

provide a sound theoretical base from which caregivers 

can bui l d tra ining programs to optimize experiences for 

infant/toddlers. 

In the l ate 1960s and early 1970s few tra ining 

programs were available, now more are being published. 

The research from the early intervention/research programs 

have pro vided a basis of research and informat ion which 

will serve as guidelines for future training programs. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

Th e purp o se of this study was to des i g n a tra i ning 

program fur careg ivers of children i n the 24- t o 36 - month-

old a ge range . The design is different f rom mos t pro grams 

because it f ocuses on helping caregiv ers match c hrono

logical age levels with appropriate activities for a 

partic ular a g e range. A second feature i s that the 

progra m was wri tten, illustrated, and photographed to 

appeal to t he average caregiver. 

Th is c hapter explains the empiric a l da t a bas e fo r 

infant day c are; details the steps used i n evolv ing t he 

developmental checklists, including the b e havioral i tems , 

the fac e validity of the checklists, and t h e d e s i g n of t he 

defini t i ons; and indicates how the game s were cre ate d . 

Described in this chapter are the reada bi l i t y and 

pictorial stimuli design and the pilot t esting o f t h e 

entire program. 

Infant Day Care Research Ba se 

A review of quality child care programs a nd what 

constitutes child competence was cond uc t ed by t h e write r 
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to dete rmine the significant factors in infant caregiving. 

Informat i n wa s gathered regarding behavioral items and 

appropri~te activities for children in the 24- to 36-month

old a ge range,since a literature search indicated that 

there we re f e w training programs in this age range. The 

literat ure r eview and the empirical research data 

establ ished t he foundation for the Partners in Growth 

trainin g program. 

Re search indicated the need for matching individual 

chronol ogical development with appropriate activities fo r 

childre n (Fowler, 1980; Hunt, 1977; Wagner & Steele, 

1978). The review of literature also showed that cost 

is a ma jor factor in the quality of day care programs and 

in training personnel (Gaines, 1979; Smith, 1979). The 

National Day Care Study (Ruopp et al., 1979) recommended 

more training programs for direct care personnel of 

infants and toddlers. The study also noted that day care 

salaries in general are extremely low and that although 

there were fairly large differences in education or 

experience, wages change only a few cents per hour. The 

lack of salary as motivation would seem to deter further 

training. The Partners in Growth program would provide 

training to direct care personnel with minimal cost to 

center or staff • 
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The Vepartment of Human Resources has defined direct 

child ca·c personnel as: 

Day c are staff who work directly with 

children and who are counted in the 

staf f -child ratio are required to be 

able to read and write (no level 

defined) and be 18 years of age or 

older, with the exception of those 

per sons who have a high school diploma 

o r are enrolled in state or f ederally 

f unded approved career programs. 

(19 80, p. 6) 

Many caregivers do not have the motivation or the desire 

to learn more about caring for childre n because of minimum 

wages, minimal ability to read and write, and the long 

hours required interacting with children. This program 

was designed to be attractive so that caregivers would 

more likely be motivated to read the material. Thi s 

training program was designed to be understood by s t a ff 

with a minimum number of words supported by many 

pictorial stimuli. 

The first step in creating Partners in Growth was 

preparing the section called "Children and Caregivers." 

This section was an introduction into the nature of 
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childre n . The literature search pertaining to historical 

perspec t ives of infant/toddler education, the need for 

developmen· :a l child care, and competence, motivation, 

and the prob l em of match were used to determine the 

informa tion f inal ly selected. The information emphasized 

growth a nd development, emotional-social development, 

and chi l dren ' s basic needs. This section provided a 

foundation fo r the process of match without being too 

theoretical . 

Design of the Developmental Checklists 

It was important to design a simple as sessment 

technique that would not require extensive training f or 

the caregiver to understand. Ten infant tests and scales 

were chosen to review (see Appendix A). These 10 were 

the most widely mentioned in the literature. 

Categories 

The categories of assessment most often designated 

in the 10 infant scales and tests were Large Motor , Small 

Motor, Cognitive, Adaptive, Social, Language, and Self

Help and Personal. The criteria used to select the 

final five categories were the following: 

1. How often the category was mentioned in the 

assessment measures and programs in the literature. 
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2. ~i.ow many i terns were pertinent to the 24- to 

36-rnont h ·-c:t.d age range. 

3. H w e asy the category was to understand 

(termino logy was maintained on a simple level). 

In ar: effort to keep the categories as simple, yet 

complet e as possible, the Large Motor, Small Motor, and 

Language categories were chosen without changing the 

titles o r intent. The Adaptive and Cognitive categorie s 

were cornbined,and the titles were changed to Thinking. 

The Personal, Self-Help, and Social categories were also 

combined and titled Socialization. These three categories 

had the fewest behavioral items in the 24- to 36 - rnonth- old 

age range . Thus, the final categories selected for this 

training program were Large Motor, Small Motor , Language, 

Thinking, and Socialization. These titles would possibly 

be most easily understood by direct care personnel. 

The importance of the order of the placement of 

categories was considered. Since large motor development 

of children is generally more easily observed, the Large 

Motor category was placed first. It was thought by the 

writer that using this particular developmental checklist 

first would increase the caregiver's confidence in 

assessing individual children. Small motor development is 

also more easily observed than some of the other categories. 
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The Sma l l Mo tor category was placed second. Since 

language development is one of the major developmental 

tasks o f the 24- to 36-month-old child, the Language 

catego r y wa s i nserted in the third position. 

Th e Thi nking category was placed in the fo urth 

positio n beca use many parents and caregivers are more 

sensitive a bout the intellectual capabilities of the 

children in their care. Some of the behavioral items in 

this ca t egory are not easily observed, so Th i nking was 

introduced i n a later location. Socializa tion was 

inserted in the fifth position because of the sens i t ivity 

of some caregivers to this item and because of the 

difficulty in observing the socialization proce ss. 

Behavioral Items 

Ten behavioral items were chosen for each of the five 

developmental checklist categories. This would keep the 

format easy to follow and even in numbers of items . 

This produced a total of 50 behavioral items. The 50 

behavioral items selected for the individua l developmental 

checklists were based on the 10 infant tests and scales 

most widely found in the literature (see Appendix A). 

The process used to select the original pool of 

behavioral items was as follows: 
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1 . fro gra rns and tests (see Appendix A) us i ng 

standar d i zed behavioral items were reviewed. 

2 . Only t hose items most typically seen during the 

24- to 3 6 ~ nonth-old age range were considered f or th is 

program (s ee Appendix B). 

3. The fi nal 50 items were desig n a t e d o n t he basis 

of (a) the o bservability of the behavior i n norma l or 

natura l environmental settings; (b) the f ace validi t y of 

the item , because it was included in at least two other 

programs or t ests (see Appendix C); a nd (c ) the materials 

for the game s could be found easily i n a d a y c a r e , family 

day horne, or horne setting. 

Face Val idi ty of the Developmental Check l i st s 

Once t he categories and behavioral i tems we r e 

designated , several formats were conside r ed . The Bay l ey 

(1969), Cattell (1940),Denver Development a l Sc reening 

Test (1973), and Gesell (1929) formats were c ont emp l ated. 

They were excluded because those formats needed fo r ma l 

training to be understood. 

A relatively simple, easy-to-admin ister check l i st 

was needed. The Wagner and Steele (1978) checklist wa s 

utilized as a guide. Several different f ormats f or a 

checklist were developed. Three separate f o rma t s were 
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tested by s eve ral caregivers in different child care 

setting s . Their recommendations helped to determine the 

final f or mat . 

Th e behavioral items were selected on the basis of 

norms g i ven in several assessment manuals (see Appendix B). 

Each item was tested on five different children. Three 

boys and two girls were observed, all five developmental 

checklis ts were completed per child (see Appendix D). 

Their ages ranged from approximately 23 months to 36 

months o f age . These five childre n could accomplish the 

observed behavioral items on or before the norms 

establ ished in the literature. This small-scale pilot 

testing encouraged the writer to include all the original 

50 behavioral items on the developmental checklists . 

Design of the Definitions 

It is important that each behavioral item be clearly 

understood by the caregiver. In order to give proper 

credit to an individual child, the caregiver must under

stand each behavioral item. 

Definitions for passing a behvioral item were given 

in the Bayley (1969), Denver Developmental Screening 

Test (1973), and Gesell (1929) assessment measures . 

However, definitions were operationally defined by the 
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writer f o1 t his program because of copyright laws. The 

definit i o Ds we re written as concretely as possible. Items 

were beh a vior al ly defined where necessary. A picture or 

illustratio was placed below each definition for visual 

clarific a t .ion. 

Selection of Games 

Some of t he games were adapted from Segner and 

Patterso n (1 97 0), Sparling and Lewis (1979), and Watrin 

and Furfey (1 978). Most games were created by the writer 

especially fo r this training program. The criteria for 

the games were as follows: 

1. The game was a concrete experience and could be 

easily understood by the caregiver. 

2. The materials needed for the game could be 

easily located regardless of the type of child care 

setting. 

3. The game promoted optimal growth and development. 

4. The game was challenging to children from 24 to 

36 months of age. 

Each behavioral item was assigned one game. The 

game was designed to help the caregiver understand how to 

encourage the desired behaviors in an individual child. 

The decision to utilize only one game per behav ioral 
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item wa s del ibe rate. The writer wanted to help the care

giver t o become comfortable with activities and games for 

young c h ildren and then create games different from the 

exampl e . 1he games were purposely adapted and/or 

created f or simplicity. This might give the caregiver 

confiden c e and motivation to try other games. 

Spa c e wa s left after each game for the caregiver to 

create d ifferent games, and a "Resource" section was 

included in the program so the caregiver could easily 

locate information with more depth and breadth than this 

program was qe signed to give. The writer hoped the 

"Resource" s ection would expand the simpl icity o f the 

training program. 

Each g ame was written concretely and graphically . 

A picture or illustration was placed below each game f or 

visual clarification. The pictorial stimuli were 

designed to help the caregiver read with more compre

hension. 

Resources 

The last section of the Partners in Growth training 

program was devoted to resources. These resources would 

give the caregiver further information concerning child 

development, parenting, and programs and activities. The 



81 

resource s were selected from much research. The 

material s inc luded in this section have been read by 

the inve stigator, and the selection of each resource 

was bas e d on personal knowledge and experience. 

Rel iability and Pictorial Stimuli 

Inf o r mal experimentation for a format was conducted 

by the writer for 3 years. Experience with caregivers 

revealed that they worked long, hard days. Direct care 

personnel wan ted easy-to-understand information concerning 

children . Many caregivers did not have the time, energy, 

or motivation to seek information. They needed and 

wanted help immediately. This training program was 

designed to impart important information which was easily 

understood. 

Monteith (1980) compiled some of the most recent 

studies, facts, figures, and opinions related to the 

average reading level in the United States and concluded 

that no one answer exists. Innovation Abstract (1980) 

said the average high school graduate reads at just below 

the eighth-grade reading level. 

This research data combined with personal experience 

were the basis for the final style of format. This final 

format was analyzed using the Fry Reliability Scale and 
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the Fles c h Re ading Ease Formula (see Appendix E). The 

results r evea l ed a 4.9 grade level for the Fry Scale and 

an 83 o n the Flesch Formula. 

Illu s t r a tions and photographs were added to the 

training pro gram to clarify and enhance reading compre

hension . P i c tor ial research (Brody & Legenza, 1979; 

Chao-Yin g & Levin, 1978; Levie, 1977) indicated that the 

use of photographs and illustrations, if relevant to the 

subject, could affect reading comprehension positively. 

A s tudy conducted by the University o f Kansas (1975) , 

established support for the use of pictorial stimuli. 

Two groups were presented sets of multiple verbal 

direct ions (imperative sentences). One group was exposed 

to pictur es illustrating the object and pictures o f each 

step o f the directions in addition to verbal directions. 

The second g roup received only verbal directions . All 

subjects were required to perform the verbal directions . 

The direction following behavior of the verbal-picture 

group was found to be significantly superior to the verbal 

only group. Findings suggested {a) that picture s prov ided 

additional stimul i which strengthened the stimulus

response relationship between the spoken di rections and 

the required perf ormance , and (b) that pictures induced 

visual imagery which increased association o f stimuli 
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(picture~ dnd spoken word) and the response (direction 

followin g). 

Pilot Study 

A p ilot s tudy of the Partne~s in Growth caregiver 

training program was conducted. Twenty family day home 

provider s in a community college training program a g reed 

to parti cipat e in the study. They agreed to read and use 

this tra ining program in their caregiving setting s fo r 

10 days. They employed the developmental checkl i sts and 

games with differen t children in their care. Only 

providers who were presently working with 24 - to 36-month

old children were asked to participate. All caregivers 

who began the program completed the pilot testing . Each 

person completed the questionnaire at tne end of 10 day s . 

A co-worker was hired to make all contacts with the 

20 pilot study participants. The writer felt the testing 

needed to be completed by an impartial third party . Any 

caregiver questions were directed to the co-worker. 

The co-worker called each possible participant on 

the telephone . She explained the program a nd asked if 

that caregiver would like to participate. Each person 

contacted agreed to participate. The co-worker delivered , 

at a mutually agreed time, a copy o f Pa r tners in Growth t o 
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each par t.J . ~~ i.pant 's horne. At that time, she verbally 

explaine c· t h e Sta ternent of Informed Consent requi r e d by 

the Texa s Woman' s University Human Subjects Revi e w 

Commit t e e. She a lso explained the Partne r s in Growth 

program, sectio n by section, and answered a ny q uest i o n s. 

She le f t her name and telephone number in case o f 

furthe r ques t ions. At the end of 10 day s, she re turned to 

the horne of each participant. She coll e c ted the Partn e r s 

in Growth program and asked if the caregiver woul d b e 

willing to a n swer the questionna i re. The c o-worker had 

stamped, self-addressed envelopes i f a nyone wanted t o 

answer anonymously. Three caregivers c hose to retur n 

their que st ionnaires by mail. All 20 q u e stionnai r es were 

returned and utilized in the results o f the study . 

Questionnai r e 

The questionnaire was designed to g i v e demo graphi c 

data and evaluative information on the program ( s e e 

Appendix F). The demographic data included the t ype o f 

caregiv ing setting, the caregiver age range, the l engt h 

of time caring for children, and the kind o f f orma l 

training. These data were helpful in determining which 

group of caregivers might need and use t he p rogram. 
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The q~~s t ions were designed to examine comprehension 

and clar ity o f t he individual sections of the program 

as well a s the overall format and style (see Appendix F). 

Question lr 8, and 10 pertained to the style, format, 

and des i gn o f t he program. Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 

and 9 r e l ated d irectly to individual sections of the 

training program . Those questions were very specific. 

The ques t i onnaire employed a 5-point rating scale devised 

with the fol lowing categories: 1--all the time, 2--most 

of the time, 3--some of the time, 4--once in awhile, 

5--never. A separate question concerning the program 

cost fac tor was also included. 

Summary 

Infant day care research provides empirical data 

as a basis for developing assessment checklists and 

appropriate activities to foster infant competence. 

Research also has demonstrated the need for training 

programs, particularly in the area of infant/ toddler 

caregiving. The Partners in Growth caregiver training 

program was an attempt to begin meeting this need. 
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WHAT IS THIS? 

Young chi l dren need many different experiences to 

help the m lear n and explore. This program is an attempt 

to show the PROCESS of how to observe children and how to 

match t hat ob servation to an appropriate game for an 

individua l chi ld. If caregivers understand the process 

of how c h i ldre n develop, then they are better able to 

provide appropriate and varied experiences for each 

individual c h ild in their care. 

The program has a section called CHILDREN AND 

CAREGIVERS. This section helps the caregiver understand 

that each child is unique and has a special pattern o f 

growth. The next section, DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLISTS, 

contains checklists for five different developmental 

areas: LARGE MOTOR, SMALL MOTOR, LANGUAGE, THINKING, 

and SOCIALIZATION. DEFINITIONS also appear in this 

section to help the caregiver understand what each 

developmental landmark or behavior item on the checklists 

mean. A developmental landmark is a behavior that occurs 

in most children at a particular age. Caregivers must 

remember that each child will develop at his own rate of 

speed. A loving caregiver-child relationship is 

important to positive growth. 
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The purpose of the GAMES section is to provide 

varied experiences for children to learn and explore. 

In the G~lliS section only one game per behavior item 

is written and illustrated. You can create other 

appropriate games for each item listed on the checklists. 

Space is available to write at least one more game. 

Have fun! 

There are other books and programs listed in the 

RESOURCES section if you want more information about 

child development, programs and activities, and parenting. 
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WHO IS A CAREGIVER? 

Do you care for children in your home? 

Are you a parent? 

Are you a caregiver of children in a day care 

center? 

If you have contact with children, YOU are a 

caregiver. 

Parents, teachers, and children are all PARTNERS 

in a child's growth and development. 
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WHO IS A CHILD? 

EACH CH I LD IS UNIQUE. Each has his own pattern of 

growth. One i s short, another is tall. Sometimes the 

child is activ e , sometimes quiet. One may do something 

new "ear ly ' ; a nother will be "late." 

As an adult, learn to enjoy each child and accept 

him as he is, according to his own individual way of 

life. 

Al l chi ldren grow according to a certain, general 

pattern. Growth spurts ahead, slows down, stops, and 

then starts over again. 

~~~ £~££~~~~~££~££££~££~~~ ~£~£~£££££~£ 
£ £ 
~ EACH CHILD HAS HIS OWN PERSONAL £ 
~ PATTERN OF GROWTH ~ 
~ £ 
££~£ £££££~£~££~~£££~£~ £~£~££~£££~~ £££ 
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HOW DO CHILDREN GROW? 

The r e a r e certain key landmarks in the development 

of child r en that you need to know. A few of these are 

listed in the DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLISTS section of this 

program . There are five different checklists, LARGE 

MOTOR, SMALL MOTOR, LANGUAGE, THINKING, and SOCIALIZATION. 

There is a lso a DEFINITIONS section that will explain each 

landmark in each checklist more completely. 

These individual landmarks are only a beginning . 

They will help you learn to watch each child's growth 

more carefully . After using each DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLIST 

several times, you will observe more easily. 

As you use the individual checklists, remember not 

to compare one child with another child. Don't worry 

that a child isn't "normal" just because he doesn't gain 

new skills exactly like another child in your care. 

It is his own readiness that shows you how soon a 

child will perform a new skill such as hopping on one 

foot. 
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WHAT IS NORMAL? 

Achieving a new skill "early" isn't important. It 

is important for a child to grow and progress at his own 

rate of speed. Using the individual DEVELOPMENTAL 

CHECKLISTS, mark each child's personal progress. The 

child's own personal rate of growth is defined as normal 

for that child. 

~~~~~~~~~£ £££££££££££££~~~£ 
£ £ 
~ DON'T RUSH ANY CHILD! £ 
£ £ 
£i£££££ii£££££~i£iiiiii~ii£ 
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IS Er10TIONAL GROWTH IMPORTANT? 

YES ! As a caregiver, you affect each child's 

emotional deve lopment and behavior at every stage . Your 

attitude , you r actions, your body language tell a 

child wha t you are feeling. Your personal feelings do 

affect a child 's emotional growth. At the same time his 

own inner needs and personality affect his emotional 

developme nt. Adult and child are really PARTNERS in 

growth. 

Communication is both with words and without words. 

Caregivers communicate to a child many times without 

words. When you rock, cuddle, stroke, and love, you are 

talking without words. 



98 

A c hi ld recognizes the tone of your voice, your 

smile ~ , your angry face @ , your tensed 

or r e laxed body. All the things you 

do--caring , f e eding, cuddling--are ways to help him 

trust the world around him. 

Do you t end to be too anxious, too angry, too 

demandi n g? Ar e you asking a young child to be perfect? 

Listen to each child. How is he reacting? 

££££££ £££££££££££££££££££££££££ ££££££££££ 
£ £ 
£ A CHILD MUST TRUST HIS ENVIRONME NT . £ 
£ HE MUST FEEL THAT HE IS SAFE. £ 
£ £ 
£££££ £££££££££££££££££££££££££££ £££££££££ 
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LISTEN TO EACH CHILD: 

What s ignal s is the child giving you? 

• What i s a c h ild telling you when he cries? 

• Is the child playing with you? 

• Is the child trying out a new experience ? 

• Is thi s behavior a way of growing? 
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HOW DOES A TWO-YEAR-OLD REACT? 

One day a c hild may be loving and calm; the next 

da~completely wild. Try to understand special patterns 

of growth and watch the day-to-day changes. 

When a t wo-year-old says "No, I won't!" many adults 

go into a r age. They honestly believe that the ch i ld i s 

purposely di sobeying them and will grow up to be a "bad " 

child. Two-year-olds say "No" when many t i mes they mean 

"Yes." 

This behavior is normal for a two-year-old. He is 

trying to grow up and become an individual. It explains 

why he is negative and will test every situation, even 
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trying t emper t a ntrums to show his independence. Al l o f 

this beha vior i s his search for strength and identity 

as a sepa rate person. 
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WHAT DOES A CHILD NEED? 

Recogni t ion a nd Respect 

Love 
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Security 

Friendships 
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Self-est e e m f r om frequent successes 

Chance t o f a il and try again 
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Time to explo re 

Chance to develop independence 
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Many enri c hin g , ever-widening experiences 

Joy of discovering himself 

££££££££££££££££ £££££££££££££££££££££ 
£ £ 
£ REMEMBER: £ 
£ EACH CHILD IS UNIQUE! £ 
£ £ 
££££££££££££££££££££££ £££££££££££££££ 
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WHAT DO I DO NOW? 

1. The DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLISTS are divided by category 

and color : 

LARGE MOTOR - Orange 

SMALL MOTOR - Blue 

LANGUAGE - Green 

THI NKING - Red 

SOCIALIZATION - Brown 

If you want to know more about a chi l d's l a r ge mo t or 

development, turn to the Orange pages--LARGE MOTOR. 

2. Look at the entire LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST. Tur n t o 

the next page--DEFINITIONS--LARGE MOTOR. Read 

each item carefully and look at the p icture below it . 

££ £££ ££££££££££ £££ ££££££££ £££££££££ 
£ £ 

3. £ REMEMBER: £ 
£ EACH CHILD IS UNI QUE! £ 
£ £ 
£££££££ ££ ££££££££££ ££ ££ £££££££££££ £ 

4. Write the child's name and birthdate in the blank . 

Child's Name & Birthdate: J ane Smith 9- 6-77 

5. Write the name o f the adult obse rver. 

Observer: Nancy Smi th 
----------------~-------------------

6. Write where you are doing the observa tion. 

Place: Smi t h Da y Care 
----------~~-------

or Smith horne 
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7. Wri t e t he date of the observation. 

Observation: 

Next time : 

Observation: 

I Date 
1/3/ 80 

I Date 
1 / 3/ 80 

Date 

Date 
5/ 5/ 80 

Date 

Date 

8. Wri t e any special comments. A special comment is 

any information that would help you or a nother adu lt 

understand the child's behavior better. Example : 

This is Nancy's first week at the center; or I 

have no ticed that Nancy is walking more the last 

two weeks. 

Note: Please don't observe a child when either of 

you is upset, angry, or ill. Always observe when 

you are both happy and relaxed. Feelings are 

important. 

9. For the skill "Walks up and down three steps without 

adult help" in the LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST, ask the 

child to walk up the steps, then down. Can s e do 

it without adult help and without falling? Give 

her time to walk up and down several time s. If she 

can, write Yes. 
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Observation: Date: l / 3/ 80 Date: 

Walk s up a nd down steps 
witho u t a dult help. 

If s he c a nnot, write No. 

Yes 

10. Give the c hild time to try everything on the 

che ckl i s t . If she doesn't understa nd what you 

want her to do, show her with your body and words. 

11. Remember t o make this enjoyable: "Nancy, pl e ase 

kick the ball to me." (This may b e an outside 

acti vi t y .) Try only one checklist a t one t ime . 

Wai t several hours or a day before observin g us ing 

a di fferent checklist. 

· 12. If the child gets tired and doesn't want to continue--

STOP . Listen to the child's body l anguage and words . 

You are PARTNERS in growth. 

££££££££ £££££ £££££ £££ £££££ ££ £££££££££ 
£ £ 
£ REMEMBER: £ 
£ EACH CHILD HAS HIS OWN £ 
£ PATTERN OF GROWTH. £ 
£ £ 
£££££££££££ £££££££££ ££ ££££ ££ ££££££ £££ 



LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birthdate -------------------- -------------------Observer Place ------ ------------------ - ----- · 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Squats and returns to standing. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

Walks up and down stairs alternating feet. 

Hops twice on one foot . 

Throws ball to adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills . 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

I-' 
I-' 
I-' 
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DEFINITIONS--LARGE MOTOR 

Walks up and down three (3) steps without adult help. 

Chi l d wa l ks up and down three (3) steps alone. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

The child raises both feet off floor at same time . 

Child does not need to land in exact spot where she 

started. 

) ) 
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Runs smoo thly, turns and stops with ease. 

Chi l d can r un without jerky movements. He can turn 

and stop quick l y without falling or losing his balance. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Child can walk up to a ball and kick it without 

holding on to a person or object. 
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Squats a nd retur ns to standing. 

Chi l d can squat and return to standing without 

falling o r losing balance. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

Child can walk on his tiptoes without holding on to 

a person or object. 
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Walks up a nd down stairs alternating feet. 

Ch i l d can walk up three (3) steps using one foot on 

the firs t step and the other foot on the next step. 

Hops twic e on one foot. 

Child can hop on one foot two (2) or more times i n a 

row, either in place or over a distance, without holding 

on to a person or object. 
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Throws ba l l t o adult. 

Chi l d can stand about three (3) feet from adult and 

throw the h a ll toward the adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

Child eats most of the time with a spoon rather than 

with his fingers. Misses his mouth only a few times. 



SMALL MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birthdate -------------------- ---------------Observer 
-'··-·~-----~ .. ---Place ---------------------------------------

AGE RANGE: 2-4:...36-mo-ntns 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. 

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers , not fist. 

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks . 

Unscrews lids. 

Rolls , pounds , squee zes , and pulls clay . 

Takes off clothes if buttons a nd snaps not too 
dif fic ult. 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

----------~----------~-----------

1--' 
1--' 
-.....) 
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DEFINITIONS--SMALL r10TOR 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 

Child c an put one block on top of another so that it 

does no t f al l. Child may do this more easily, if the 

adult hand s the blocks to her one at a time. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Child can turn pages of a book one at a time. 



... 
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Assembles s imple puzzles or toys. 

Child c an work a puzzle with two (2) to five (5) 

pieces . 

Consis tently uses the same hand for activities. 

Chi ld will use either right or left hand f or each 

activity . Adult needs to make a note of which hand the 

child prefers to use. 
~~ 
~-

~ / t 
~,/ 

~-
..). -. .. 

l 
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Takes avar t a nd puts together five (5) pieces of a 

stacki ng ring . 

Cl1ild can take apart and put together a five-piece 

(5) s tacki ng ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Child holds the crayon in his fingers. 
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Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Ch.'l d can put one block on top of another so that 

it do e s not f all using five (5) or six (6) blocks. 

Unscrews lids. 

Child can unscrew the lid of a jar to get object 

inside. 
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Rolls , pounds , squeezes, and pulls clay. 

Child can work with clay using fingers and entire 

hand. 

Takes off clothes if buttons and snap s not too d i ffi cult. 

Child can take off clothes with little assistance 

from adult. 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Bir t hdate ------------------ Observer -------------------
Place ------------------------------------------

AGE RANGE: 2~~3o- -months Observation 
Date Date Date 

Knows her name. 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. 

Asks names of things. 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. 

Names eight (8) everyday objects. 

Points to and says names of six (6) body parts. 
----------+---------~----------

Follows two-step directions. 

Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. 

1-' 
1\J 
w 
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DEFINITIONS--LANGUAGE 

Knows her name. 

Child will say her name when wanting something. 

"Sally want ----
II 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. 

Listen to child's language. Write down examples of 

three (3)-word sentences. 
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Uses p l u r als and nouns/pronouns. 

Chil d says "Dolls, toys." Child say s "I", "me", 

"you" , b u t not always correctly. 

Asks names of things. 

Child ask s, "What is this?" 
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Speak s fif t y (50) or more words. 

Child uses 50 or more recognizable words. Make a 

li~t o f words the child says and count them. 

tDoC:r II. AR.tn 00• Goolf. 

:2. c~-r- rz. ~~»~ ~ .Dt!e.:f 
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Jo . StsTen.. A. wAt,..L. .>-, s~ 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. 

Child can sing or say some words of an often-heard 

song or rhyme. 
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Names eight ( 8) everyday objects. 

Child can say the correct name for each objec t 

point ed t o by adult (i.e., table, chair, floor, r ug , 

cup, s poon, shoe, hair). 

Points to and says name of six (6) body parts. 

Ch ild can point to and say correctly the name o f 

six (6) body parts (i.e., eyes, ears, hair, mouth , nose, 

hands) when the adult asks, "What is this?" 
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Follows t wo- s tep directions. 

Child can understand and perform a two-step 

direc t ion . The adult might say, "Find the doll and 

put h e r t o bed. " 

Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. 

Child likes to have adults read stories. 

~L .. ~ . ~ ·---
. ---·---- ·= :== f -==) ----

~L. --



THINKING CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birt hdate ---------------- Observer --------------------
Place -------------------------------------------

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks. questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Somet i mes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Ma tches two or three prima ry colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a g irl ? " 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

..... 
IV 
1.0 
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DEFINITIONS--THINKING 

Respo nds correctly to two or three commands. 

(1 ) "Give me the " (keys). ----
(2 ) "Put the in the " (doll in the bed ) . 

(3) "Put the " (toy on the table ) . 

Asks questions. 

Child asks question without help from adult. Child 

may use a one-word question, "Mommy?" (meaning when is 

Mommy coming), or more than one word "Sock on" (meaning 

please put my sock on my foot) . 
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Remembn:cs something done in past. 

Ctild asks to do activity again at a later time 

or t e lls you about something she 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Child will scribble or draw lines. She will tell 

you the name of or talk to you about her drawing. 
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Says t h e ;r:urd "two" and can pick up two (2) objects. 

Shm~· the child two fingers. Ask "How many is this?" 

Child wiJ 1 a n swer "two." Ask "Give me two 

Child wi .l.1 g· i ve you two 

Sometimes tr ies to count. 

II 

Chi ld will say different numbers as he walks up 

steps or at other times. 
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Points t o picture named by adult. 

Adul t a sks "Where is the ----?" Child points to 

at l e ast five (5) of the named objects. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Adult asks, "Show me the big " (circle) . Child 

points to the big Adult asks, "Show me t he l i ttle 

" Child points to the little 
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Matches t wo (2 ) or three (3) primary colors. 

Chi l d matches at least two (2) primary colors 

(red, yel l ow, or blue), but may not say name o f color. 

Answers correctly "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Chi ld says, "I am a " and uses correct word. 



-~~---- ---~-~ 

SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birthdate ----------------- Observer ----------------------
Place ------------------------------------·--------

AGE RANGE: 24=-36 -Irion ths 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

f-' 
w 
Ul 
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DEFINITIONS--SOCIALIZATION 

Lifts , drinks , and replaces cup on table without spilling . 

Child c an lift and drink from cup and can replace it 

on t h e table without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Child can say, "This is mine." Will hold possession 

close to body. 
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Plays b eside other children. 

Chi ld watches other children but play s by sel f 

near others. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet succe ss. 

Child can help push down or pull up pa nts. By actions 

or speech expresses a desire to go to toilet. 
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Shows af fec t ion to other children. 

Chi ld c an smile at and hug other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Child can wash and dry hands and face with a little 

help from adult. 
.., 

,,_ 
. j 

i 
.. .J 
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Gives f ull name, first and last, correctly. 

Chi ld can say, "My name is ,"or can ---
answe r correctly to the question, "What is your name ? " 

Gives di rections to other children. 

Child can tell other children what to do. 
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Waits f or his turn for a short time. 

Chi l d c an wait one (1) to three (3) minutes for 

his t l.l.rn . 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Child will put toys away with some supervision. 
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WHY ARE GAMES IMPORTANT? 

Every child needs to explore and learn new things and 

new wa ys o f doing them. These games are selected for 

the t wenty-four- to thirty-six-month-old range. Learning, 

many times, takes place in a playful, gamelike way. The 

word "Games" i s used to show that learning is FUN for 

both the child and the adult. They are PARTNERS in the 

interact ion of the games and in development. 

Using this program, the adult will learn how to 

observe more carefully and how to select toys and games to 

match the child's developmental level. The child learns 

new skills and practices old ones. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ LEARNING IS FUN! ~ 
~ ~ 
~£~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ ~~£~ 
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HOW TO START 

Do you know what the child can do now? First, 

watch the child indoors and outdoors as he play s. Take 

time to listen and talk to each child. 

When you and a child feel comfortable with e a ch 

other , begin using the individual checklists to discover 

what tha t c hild can and cannot do. 

Note : The items on each checklist cover the a ge 

range of twenty-four to thirty-six months. Therefore, 

a twen t y-four- or thirty-month-old-child would not be 

expec ted to do every item. 

As you notice new behaviors and/ or skills, turn to 

that item in the GAMES section. Now is the time to 

strengthen that skill--at the beginning. 

Try to use and create games that are interesting to 

both adult and child. Generally, each game can be changed 

into a different game. 
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HOW TO MATCH 

r·ir s t, observe the child and build trust between 

you a rui t hat child. Then you can begin selecting games 

to ma tch the personal growth pattern of that individual 

child . 

Ha ve you noticed a behavior or skill? Turn to the 

appro pr i ate DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLIST. Re-read the 

defin i tion of that item and look at the picture. Then 

find t he same item in the GAMES section. 

Try the game with the child. Remember to listen 

to t he child. Children have individual likes and 

dislikes. If the child does not like the game, it makes 

sense to change the game so that it is more interesting . 

You can also select a different one. Sometimes the 

child plays the game so well that it is boring. Other 

times the game may be too hard and the child will 

become upset. STOP that game! Get the child invol v ed 

in a game or toy he likes. 
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HOW TO PLAY 

Kno v/ wh a t the child likes and dislikes. Learn 

from o bservi n g and watching what he does when he plays 

by hims e lf. Listen to the child. Have all the materials 

you nee d t o p lay the game ready before you ask the child 

to play . 

Ta ke t i me to be with the child. Find a quiet place, 

if pos s i b le . There is no pressure for the child to do 

any game in a hurry. The child does not have to do the 

game e x a ctly "right". 

You can let the child experiment, or you can show 

him wha t to do. Give each child plenty of time and chances 

to experiment with the game or toy. The experience may 

only last a few minutes, or if the child enjoys the 

game, the game may last longer than you prefer. If you 

begin to tire of the game, create a new idea for the 

game. Remember, when a child repeats a game, he is 

enjoying success and the world around him. 

If a child does not understand the game immediately 

or gets fussy, give him some help. Change the game to 

something the child can do well and feel good about. 
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It is important to let both of you get plenty of 

enjoymen·t from your time together. 

il£2£ £222222 2222222222 2222222222222222222£22222 
.Q. 2 
£ ONCE YOU UNDERSTAND THE PROCESS, CREATE 2 
2 YOUR OWN GAMES. MOST GAMES CAN BE 2 
.Q, ENJOYED ANYTIME, ANYWHERE. 2 
2 2 
222 2222222222222£ 222222££ 22£2222£2£222222££ 2££2 
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GAMES--LARGE MOTOR 

Walks __ .up and down three ( 3) steps without adult help. 

Give child opportunity to walk up and down steps 

with an adul t touching child for balance. Child will let 

go o f a dult when ready to walk by himself. Let child 

jump o f f a low step and adult catch the child. 

YOUR GAME--
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Jump s .in place with both feet. 

Let chi ld jump on an old tire while adult is holding 

both hands of child. Encourage child to jump lifting 

both fee t. Show child what you mean, if necessary . 

You laugh a nd have fun too. 

Make up a song about jumping on a tire. 

"Sally is jumping-jumping-jumping, 

Sally is jumping 

On the big black tire." 

YOUR GAME--
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Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Ei t her outside or inside in a large open space, 

show the child how to move in different ways. Play 

"Fol l ow the leader." You show the child how to lift 

his f e e t up high (marching step). Let him show yo u how 

to mo v e and stop. Take child's hand and say , "Let's 

run, " then run. Say, "Let's walk," then walk. This 

helps h im learn words to put with his actions. 

YOUR GAME--

b 
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Kicks large ball without falling. 

A u lt s hows ball to child. "What is this? Yes, 

it is a b a l l. Since we are outside, we will kick the 

ball. " Show t he child how to put the ball in f ront 

of you r f oot and kick gently. You may need to p lace t he 

ball in front of his foot. Encourage the child , "That 

was a good kick. Try another one." 

YOUR GAME--
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Squat~. a nd returns to standing. 

"Let ' s have some fun. Can you do this?" (Adult 

will squat and then stand.) You may need to hold the 

child 's hand the first few times until she can balance 

by her self. Praise her, "I like the way you s quat so 

low." 

YOUR GAME--
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Walks _?n tiptoe. 

Play a record with light, airy music (Nut Cracker 

Suite ) a nd s how child how to tiptoe. Both of you create 

your mvn tiptoe dance. Sometimes dance at the same 

time , o ther times watch each other dance. Then clap 
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Walks up and down stairs alternating feet. 

Look a t the first game in this section--LARGE MOTOR. 

If c hild can do all of that game, show her how to put 

one foo t on the first step and the other foot on the 

second step , alternating feet on each step. This may 

be hard for the child at first, so give her lots of 

time t o practice. 

YOUR GAME--
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Hops t wice on one foot. 

Slng "Can you hop like a bunny? 

Hop like a bunny, 

Hop , hop, hop." 

You s tar t the game by singing and hopping to the rhy thm 

of the s ong. Sing and hop slowly as this may be hard 

until t he child has time to practice. 

YOUR GAME--
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Throws ball to adult. 

There are many games that can be played with balls. 

Have many different sizes available for the child. Help 

the child throw forward. Remember that it is not 

unusual f or a child to throw upwards and backwards over 

her h e a d rather than forward. She needs plenty of 

exper i e nces on when to release the ball from her hands. 

YOUR GAME--
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Eats ~~ith a spoon with only a few spills. 

Le t t he child have a real spoon and a small bowl 

of water. "Pretend this is soup (or something more 

appe a l ing to your particular child). Show me how you eat 

soup wi th a spoon." If the child spills, the small amount 

of wa ter will dry without a big mess. Eating is a skill 

that t akes time and practice. 

YOUR GN~E--



.. 
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GAMES--SMALL MOTOR 

Build s towe r of three (3) to four (4) blocks. 

Have small wooden or plastic blocks available. 

Let t he child have time to explore different ways of 

using blo c ks. He may make long, flat lines before he 

begins s tacking. After he has explored by himsel f , 

show him how to stack one block on top of another. 

It may help to hand him one block at a time. When he 

has b uil t at least three blocks say, "That is a high 

tower . " 

YOUR GAME--
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Turn~_pages of book one by one. 

Give t he child a cloth book or a book especially 

for infants and toddlers that is heavi l y bound wi th 

thic k pages . Show him how to turn the pages us i ng h is 

fingers a nd thumb. Have the books available so he can 

prac tice wi thout you to help. 

YOUR GAME--
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Assem:e_1es s i mple puzzles or toys. 

«Here is a puzzle. What kind of animal is this ? 

Yes, i t i s a cat. Where is the eat's head? Yes, here 

it i s . Take it out. Wow, the eat's head is missing. 

Can you put it back?" Give the child time to take each 

piece o ut one by one. Then try taking the whole 

puzz le apart. Encourage the child at all times and 

both of you clap when a piece is fitted in 

place . 

YOUR GAME--
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Cons istently uses same hand for activities. 

Watch which hand the child uses for most games. 

Make a note to youself as the child shows a definite 

left - or right-hand preference. 

YOUR GAME--
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Take s apar t and puts together five (5) pieces of a 

stac king ring. 

Have a stacking ring on the floor. Let the child 

dump i t upside-down. Show the child how to pick up one 

piec e at a time and put it on the ring, "The orange 

ring is the biggest ring and I am going to put it on the 

bottom ." Most of the time the child will put the ring s 

back i n any order, not largest to smallest. That is 

O.K. Praise him for his efforts. 

YOUR GAME--



L 

162 

Hold s crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Have o ne color available. Use the large, fat 

crayons because they are easier for young children to 

hold . Make sure you have a large piece of paper. 

Chi l dre n need lots of room to color. Children start 

coloring using fist and whole hand, later they will 

use only their fingers. Give many opportunities, 

ins i de and outside, for children to color. 

YOUR GAME--
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Buil ds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Se e t he first item in this section SMALL MOTOR. 

Have mo re blocks available and encourage the child 

to bui ld a higher tower. 

YOUR GAME--
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Unscrew lids. 

Put a toy you know the child likes into a plasti c 

jar and s c rew the lid back on. Let her see you do it. 

Shake the jar and say "What did I put in here? Yes, 

I p u t Can you get the out of the jar? " 

You may need to put your hand over the child's ha nd a nd 

show her how to screw and unscrew. Be sure to say , 

"You did it! You got the out of the jar." Hug 

the child with joy and happiness. 

YOUR GAME--
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Ro lls , pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay. 

Have play-dough on table. Roll, pound, and squeeze 

it yoursel f. Ask, "Can you squeeze the play-dough? 

Loo k how it is oozing through your fingers. 

tha t fe e l? " 

YOUR GAME--

How does 
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Takes off clothes if buttons or snaps not too difficult. 

Firs t of all, give the child time to work with a 

but t on or zipper. A large fastening is easier for a 

you ng child to manage. If she wants help, show her 

how and then let her try again. Praise any attempt. 

Thi s will help her and you toward independence. 

YOUR GAME--
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GA~1ES--LANGUAGE 

Knows her name. 

Use h er name in conversation and in daily routines. 

"I am going to give you a bath,Sally." 

YOUR GAME--

L 
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Us es three (3)-word sentences. 

When the child says, "Michael go," you reply, 

"Yes , Michael is going outside to play." You can help 

h i m learn to talk in complete sentences by understanding 

what he me a ns and saying the complete sentence for him. 

YOUR GAME--
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Us e s p lurals, nouns, and pronouns. 

Tell ing the child the names of various objects will 

help him l earn nouns. Praise him when he say s, "Table." 

You s ay, "You are right, that is a table. Great!" Most 

childr en d iscover the letter "s" and begin to a dd the 

let t er "s" to all words saying, "sheeps, mouses, and 

oxe s . " He is learning grammar rules and is e xperimenting. 

You a n swer, "There are sheep in that picture." Encoura g e 

him t o use pronouns such as "I", "me", "you". 

LOO\~ AT 
\hE 
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YOUR GAME--

l 
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Ask s name s of things. 

Mo st children go through a time of asking "What's 

tha t ? " until you almost go crazy. Relax. This is 

no rma l behavior. You can ask the child, "What is that?" 

and make a game of the situation. One time you ask and 

she answers, the next time she asks and you answer. 

This game also helps her learn to take turns with another 

per son. 

YOUR GAME--

_i ____________ ~· 
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Speaks fif ty (SO) or more words. 

Look at the activity "Asks names of things. " Do 

a lot of r eading books with each child, at leas t fi v e 

minutes every day. Also play records and sing s ong s. 

Talk in full, complete sentences to each child. Children 

lea rn from the language they hear. Keep a list of ne w 

wor ds the child says. 

YOUR GAME--
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Joi~s in nursery rhymes and songs. 

Read , sing, and chant nursery rhymes with each 

child. Some Mother Goose books are: 

1. Mother Goose by Brian Wildsmith. 

2. Hi Diddle Diddle published by Scholastic. 

Thi s book also has a small 33-1/3 rpm record. 

3. Book of Nursery and Mother Goose Rhymes by 

Mar guerite de Angeli. 

What are some of the rhymes you learned as a child? 

Pas s your knowledge and cultural heritage on to the 

next generation. 

YOUR GAME--
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Names eight (8) everyday objects. 

Tell each child the name of objects and also tell 

eac h child what you are doing as you perform dail y 

routines. Here are some picture books for labeling 

the e nvironment. 

1. Go lden Block Books published by Western 

Publishing. 

2 . My First Book and My First Toys published b y 

Platt and Munk. 

3. First Things by George Adams and Paul Henning. 

4. Things to See by Thomas Matthiesen. 

5. Dick Bruna books. 

6. The Cat in the Hat Beginner Book Dictionary 

by Dr. Seuss. 

YOUR GAME--
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Po i nts to and says names of six (6) body parts. 

Begin showing the child one body part at a time. 

Mak e sure he understands by pointing to the part on your 

own body. "Look at this." (Touch your hair.) "This 

is my hair on top of my head. Where is your hair?" 

"Yes, your hair is brown. Can you say hair?" As he 

learns to n ame each part and point to it correct ly , se e 

if he c a n point to the correct part on a doll. 

YOUR GAME--
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Fol lows t wo-step directions. 

Give the child simple directions that she can 

understand and follow. "Find the red ball and bring 

it to me. Thank you, Nancy. You brought me the ball." 

Giv e the child a big warm hug and smile. 

YOUR GAME--
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En j o y s simple stories read from picture books. 

"Come and sit in my lap so I can read you a story . 

I l i k e to hold you in my lap. This way we can both see 

the pictures and you can help me turn the pages." Some 

rec ommended books are: 

1. Colors are Nice by Adelaide Holl. 

2. Pat the Bunny by Dorothy Kunhardt. 

3. Anybody at Home? by H. A. Rey. 

4. Ask Mr. Bear by Marjorie Flack. 

5. Baby Farm Animals published by Golden Press. 

YOUR GAME--
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GAMES--THINKING 

Re s p onds c orrectly to two or three commands. 

"Let's play a game. Here is a (doll) . See 

if yo u can do what I say. Rock the doll and put her to 

bed . " If the child is older and/or has excellent 

language skills, let him tell you things to do. The 

chi l d is also learning to think and e xpress himsel f 

ra the r t han just responding. 

YOUR GAME--
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Ask s quest ions. 

The child may say "Mommy go?" or "Water?" 

Enc o u rage the child with "I'm glad you asked f o r water. 

Now I know what you want." Most children go through a 

que stioning stage. Although this may bother you, 

please understand that children learn b y questioning . 

Thi s is a n important part of growth, independence, and 

concept development. 

YOUR GAME--
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Remerr~ers something done in past. 

You know that children are beginning to put things 

together mentally when they tell you something they 

have a lready done. The concept of time is hard for 

children to understand, but they begin connecting objects, 

plac e s, and people. You can help by asking questions, 

"Wha t did you do at the park?" You can also help by 

saying, "You went to the zoo Saturday. Do you remember 

the monkeys?" 

YOUR GAME--
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Names and talks about a drawing. 

"Here is a red crayon and a big piece of paper. 

Wha t would you like to draw?" Children enjoy the 

proc ess of making marks on paper and will, genera lly , 

no t start naming and talking about their pictures unti l 

abo u t thirty-six months of age. You can help with t h is 

process by giving each child many opportunities to dra w 

wi t h different media such as pencils (large), pens, 

cra yons (large, fat ones), magic markers, and fingerpaint. 

Always ma k e sure the paper is large. Children are 

learning to control small muscles. 

YOUR GlU·1E--
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Say s the word "two" and can pick up two (2) objects. 

Wa t ch for opportunities when you can talk about 

"one" and "two." Any objects will do. Show her groups 

of objects that have "one", "two", or "many" in them. 

Ask her to show you one (cow) . When she can show 

you "one" every time you ask, then start on "two". 

YOUR GAME--
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Sometimes tries to count. 

There are many ways to help a child become aware of 

n umbers. Count steps as you go up and down, count 

blo cks , count cars, and so on. Another fun way is with 

fi n ger plays (songs and body actions together). 

"Let ' s have some fun! Listen and watch what I do." 

Chant and count very slowly. 

Clap, clap, clap your hands. (Clap on each count.) 

Cl ap your hands,follow me. (Clap three times.) 

Pat, pat, pat your knees. (Pat on knees on each 

count . ) 

Pat your knees, follow me. (Pat knees three t i mes.) 

"How many times did we clap our hands? We clapped three 

times, like this: one, two, three." 

OfVk: • "I 
wo ... 

""lt-t~~Ei 

YOUR GAME--
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Points to picture named by adult. 

Using the Baby Farm Animals (Golden Press) book 

or a similar picture book say, "Look at the picture book 

I have. See all the animals. Let's see if we can find 

some animals you know." Show the child an animal she 

knows. "What animal is that? You are right, it is a 

bunny. " Depending on the child's interest, look at and 

talk about other animals in the book. Stop before she 

gets tired. Show the child how to turn the page gently 

and let her do it. 

1~11 

YOUR GAME--

l 
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Po i nts to "big" and "little" upon command. 

"Look what I have. Two trucks. Which is the 

lit tle truc k?" If the child does not point correctly, 

hand her t he little truck. "This is the little truck." 

The n hand the big truck to her. "This is the big 

truck. " Let her play a few minutes with the trucks and 

ask for the little truck. Begin to recogni ze opportu-

nities to help each child learn the concept "little" 

and " b ig. " 

YOUR GAME--

.. 
"' 
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Mat che s two (2) or three (3) primary colors. 

"Here are red blocks. Here are blue blocks. 

Show me the red blocks. You are right; these are red. 

Where a re the blue blocks? You know the blue blocks." 

Mix t he t wo colors together. "Find the red blocks and 

put a ll of them in this can. That's great! All the 

red b locks are in the can." Shake the can. "All the 

blue blocks are on the floor. Let's try it again." 

If the child just wants to play with the blocks, let 

YOUR GAME--
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Answers correctly "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Find opportunities to say, "Michael is a boy." 

Whi l e reading books ask the child, "Where is the boy? 

Wher e is the girl?" Using the child's first and last 

name s ay, "Michael Jones is a boy." 

YOUR GAME--

• "' • 
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GAMES--SOCIALIZATION 

Lifts, dr inks, and replaces cup on table without spilling. 

Learning to eat and drink without spilling takes 

time and patience for both the child and the adult. 

Toddlers are learning hand-eye coordination and need lots 

of time t o practice. 

Us i ng toy dishes at a child-size table, allow the 

child to have a pitcher and cup with a small amount of 

wate r. Show him how to pour and let him try. Encourage 

him t o drink the water from the cup. Make sure the cup 

is clean and only he drinks from it. If he spills, the 

water will dry without a mess. 

Remember: Use small bowls and servings. Encourage 

the child to use his fork and spoon when eating. 

YOUR GAME--
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Def ends possessions. 

Thi s is very typical behavior for the twenty-four 

to ·thirty-six-month-old age range. Defending 

pos sessions shows that a child has learned to see himself 

as a n independent, separate person. Some toys need 

to be his alone and not shared with others. Other toys 

and situations can be used to help him learn to share. 

··----···- -- ~ .. ... _, __ ; 

YOUR GAME--
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Pla ys beside other children. 

Children before the age of thirty-six months tend 

to play by themselves or beside other children. This 

is c a lled parallel play. Encourage two children to play 

with the blocks at the same time. Make sure each child 

has many blocks. 

YOUR GAME--
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Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

If you listen to the child's language and body cues, 

you will learn his signals. These signals tell you when 

to take her to the potty. Praise her when she begins to 

tell you , "Potty" or when she learns to take off her 

clothes to go to the bathroom. Praise all attempts to 

learn. 

YOUR GAME--
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Shows af f ection to other children. 

If you as a caregiver show smiles, hugs, k i sses, 

and a warm, open personality, many children will f ollow 

your behavior. Do lots of hugging and say ing, "I like 

you, " (child's name) . Say to a child "I 

liked t he way you hugged Jennifer." Thi s will encourage 

positive encounters among children. 

YOUR GAME--

,, 
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Wa shes hands and face with help. 

Make sure the child can reach the sink easily. 

Show him how to take the soap and soap his hands. Show 

him how t o rinse and get all the soap off. Show him 

how t o t urn off the water and dry his hands. 

· once he can wash his hands easily, begin the same 

procedure and show him how to wash his face. 

YOUR GAME--
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Gives fu l l name, first and last, correctly. 

Sing "I love you (Child Is first and last name) . 

I love you (Child's first and last name) . 

I love you (Child's first and last name) . 

You are very special to me." 

Tune: In and Out the Window 

You c an make your own song and tune using the 

chi ld' s name so she can hear her two names and strengthen 

her 

YOUR GAME--
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i'l't . .. 
. I 



194 

Gives dir ections to other children. 

When a child gives directions to other children, he 

is learning that he has an impact on others. This can 

al s o b e t he beginning of sharing with others. He needs 

to learn to listen and follow directions as well as g i v e 

the m. Say "Tell Sally that you want the car." Help him 

begin to put words with his actions. 

YOUR GAME--

II 
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Waits fo r his turn for a short time. 

Af ter each child knows how to roll the ball to an 

adult, start helping them roll it to one another. 

"Sally, sit on the floor. Michael, sit here." Have 

them fa ce each other, face-to-face with feet touching. 

"Here is the ball, Michael. Roll it to Sally. That was 

a good rol l. Roll it back to Michael, Sally." 

YOUR GAME--

I 
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Hel ps put toys away where they belong. 

You , as caregiver, need to have special places for 

thi n gs so that you and the children know where things 

are. Low shelves seem to work better for toddlers than 

toy boxes. Help the child put the toys back on the 

she lf. "Michael, please put the puzzle on the shel f , thank 

you . That was a big help to me." 

YOUR GAME--

. ,. 
rl 
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CHAPTER V 

RESULTS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The main objective of this study wa s t o de s ign a 

training program for careg ivers of children in the 

24- to 36-month-old age range . The need for infant/ 

toddler training programs has b een d emons trated i n t he 

literature. The Partners in Growth t ra ini ng prog r a m was 

created for the purpose of p rov i d ing d irec t c h ild care 

personnel an easy-to-process method f o r s o l v i ng the 

problem of match. The emph asis of the program was t o 

help caregivers match chronolog ica l age l evels wi th 

appropriate activities for the 21- t o 36 - month-o l d age 

range. Items for the developmental che c k lists and game s 

to enhance the items were chosen to r efl e ct a wi de ran ge 

of behaviors in infants/ toddlers which a re r e l a t ed t o 

optimal functioning and development. Re s ea r c h i n th e 

following areas--historical perspectiv es o f inf ant/ 

toddler education, need for dev elopmental child ca re 

training programs, competence, motiv ation, and the 

problem of match, assessment measures, and a va ilable 

training programs--provided the theoretical f ramework 

upon which the training program was built. 

202 
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The program, Partners in Growth, was pilot-teste d by 

20 caregivers participating in a community coll ege 

training program. A questionna ire administe r ed to the 

20 participating providers served to coll ec t d e mographic 

variables and to evaluate the training program. 

Results 

The results of the questionna ire a dmi n i ste r ed t o the 

20 participating providers are dis c ussed a ccording t o 

the demographic variables and the evalua tion of t he 

training program (see Appendix G). 

Demographic Variables 

Responses from the question~aire de scribed the 

participants' type of caregiv ing, a ge ran ge , year s of 

child care experience, and education or tra ining in 

child-related fields. The t ype of caregiver wa s p rimaril y 

family day home, with three respondents che cking the par e nt 

category and two respondents checking the d a y care 

category. 

Age of the caregivers was distributed fairl y evenly 

across all age ranges above 20 years. Four careg i vers 

(20 %) responding were over 50 years of a ge. In the sample 

of caregivers surveyed in the National Da y Care Study 
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(Ruopp et al., 1979), only 8 % were 50 year s of age o r 

older. 

Child care background was reporte d by check ing year s 

of experience of caring for children and the educatio n 

or training in child-related fiel ds. Experi e nce in 

working with children ranged from less t han 1 year t o 

more than 16 years for participating c a r eg i vers. 

Approx imately 15 of these careg i vers we r e i n their fi r s t 

5 years of experience. 

Specific education or training in c h i l d - rela t ed fie l ds 

was reported by many of the careg i vers. Multi p l e t ra in i ng 

and educational degrees were reporte d by t h r ee partic i pants. 

One individual obtained her Maste r o f Ar ts degree , and 

one other had a nursing degree. Twe l ve caregivers li s t ed 

community college training. Since all r espondents h ave 

participated in community college traini ng , the emph a sis 

on community college training would b e expec t ed . Twe l ve 

of the caregivers listed on-the-job training . Onl y t wo 

individuals listed local public a gencies as educ a tional 

experience. Education or training catego ries included 

on-the-job, local public agencies, community coll eges, 

and other. 
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Evaluation of Partners in Growth 

The questionnaire assessed specific sections of 

information in the program as well as the design and 

format (see Appendix H). The 20 participants responded 

to the questionnaire according to a 5-point scale. The 

questions and responses were as follows: 

l. Were the words clear and easy to understand? 

Twenty caregivers responded "all the time." Two caregivers 

indicated they liked the style of writing . Another said 

she thought the program was too simple. 

2. Were you able to understand how to use the 

DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLISTS? Twenty careg ivers responded 

"all the time." 

3. Were you able to understand the DEFINITIONS? 

Twenty caregivers responded "all the time." 

4. Were the GAMES clearly written so that you could 

use them? Twenty caregivers responded "all the time." 

Four caregivers indicated the games were most beneficial 

for giving them ideas to promote growth and development 

in children. 

5. Were you able to understand how to match the 

DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLISTS and GAMES for individual children? 

Nineteen caregivers responded "all the time," and one 

caregiver responded "most of the time." 
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6. Did the pictures and drawings help you understand 

the DEFINITIONS better? Seventeen caregivers responded 

"all the time,"and three caregivers responded "most of the 

time." Only one caregiver explained that she preferred 

the illustrations only. 

7. Did the pictures and drawings help you understand 

the GAMES better? Seventeen caregivers responded "all the 

time" and three caregivers responded "most of the time." 

8. Were you able to understand and use this program 

without help from anyone else? Eighteen caregivers 

responded "all the time," and two caregivers responded 

"most of the time." 

9. Were you able to understand the information in 

CAREGIVERS AND CHILDREN? Twenty caregivers responded 

"all the time." 

10. Did this program provide enough information 

for you to better understand two-year-old children and 

to become more involved with them? Eighteen caregivers 

responded "all the time,"and two responded "most of the 

time." 

General comments included that the program needed to 

embrace children from birth to 36 months of age and that 

the caregiver needed the program before the child was 

24 months to prepare for oncoming development. A question 
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concerning the cost of the program was incorporated in the 

questionnaire, "Would you buy this program if it were 

available for ten dollars ($10.00) or less?" Eighteen 

caregivers responded "yes," and two careg ivers responded 

l'!no." No explanation was given as to why the careg ivers 

responded negatively to the question. 

Discussion 

The program Partners in Growth, as desig ne d by the 

writer, seems to have verified its theoretical base . 

Hunt (1961, 1977) and McCall (1974, 1977) h a ve p rov i ded 

much research to support the problem of match and optimal 

discrepancy of task. The results of the questionnaire 

demonstrated that the caregivers in the pilot study were 

able to understand the process of matching assessment 

checklists to appropriate activities for 2-year-old 

children. Ninety-nine percent of the participating 

caregivers responded, "all the time ," to the que stion 

concerning comprehension of the matching process. Norms 

for selected behavioral items were established by Gesell 

(1929), Cattell (1940, Bayley (1969), and Franke nburg 

and Dodds (1967) (see Appendix B). Those norms were 

utilized as a basis for inclusion of selected behavioral 

items in Partners in Growth. 

I -
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The caregivers seemed to comprehend the theories of 

Erikson (1963) and Piaget (1936 / 1952) as stated in the 

section titled "Children and Caregivers." One hundred 

percent of the caregivers answered, "all the time," to the 

question, "Were you able to understand the information in 

CHILDREN AND CAREGIVERS?" Assessment procedures were 

understood by 100 % of the participating caregivers. Again 

100 % of the caregivers indicated that the process of 

combining the developmental checklists, definitions, and 

games was comprehended. Any question concerning a 

behavioral item on any developmenta l checklist was 

clarified in the "Definitions" section of Partners in 

Growth. The majority of caregiver s responded positively 

to the photographs and illustrations utilized for the 

clarification of reading comprehension. 

The section pertaining to games was the most popular 

section as demonstrated by their written comments on the 

questionnaire. One hundred percent of the caregivers 

understood each game and many caregivers made wri tten or 

oral comments as to the usefulness of the game s. The 

matching process, so vital to the Partners in Growth 

program, was clear, and 99 % of the caregivers indicated 

that they understood. 

I -
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The norms for the selected behavioral items (see 

Appendix B) as extrapolated from validated assessment 

measures (see Appendix A) have been substantiated by the 

writer's data (see Appendix C) and the pilot study of 

family day horne caregivers. The written and oral comments 

of caregivers indicated that Partners in Growth is 

fulfilling a need for training direct care personne l. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations can be made at this 

time: 

1. That pilot testing of Partners in Growth be 

continued in a variety of settings. 

2. That Partners in Growth be broadened to include 

items and games for children in the following ways: 

{a) behavioral items and learning games be added for 

children from birth to 24 months so there is a program 

from birth to 36 months, (b) one game per item be added, 

and (c) more space per item be available for the careg iver 

to create new games. 

3. That the questionnaire be revised in light of the 

pilot testing to include oral interviews since caregivers 

tend not to write specific comments. 



210 

4. That the cost question hav e the f ollowing 

added--If you answered "no," please explain why yo u would 

not buy the program. 

These recommendations would streng then the Partners 

in Growth training program and the evaluation process . 
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RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED BEHAVIORAL ITEMS 

TO ESTABLISHED NORMS 

Category & Item 

Large Motor 

Walks up and down three stairs 
without adult help 

Jumps in place 
Walks on tiptoe 

Small Motor 

Builds tower of five to six 
blocks 

Turns pages of book one-by-one 
Takes off clothes 

Language 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns 
Names eight everyday objects 
Follows two-step directions 

Thinking 

Responds correctly to two or 
three commands 

Matches two or three primary 
colors 

Says the word "two" and can 
pick up two objects 

Socialization 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup 
on table without spilling 

Washes hands and face with help 
Gives full name, first and l a st, 

correctly 

Norms in Mon ths 
Bayley Denver Ge s e ll 

18-30+ 17-25+ 24 - 30 
17-30+ 21 - 36+ 30 - 36 
20 - 30+ 30 - 36 

21 - 30 
10-18+ 24 - 30 

14-24+ 21 - 24 

20 - 38 
19-30+ 
18-26+ 15-32 

24 - 36 
30 - 36+ 
21 - 30 

16- 30+ 

1 5 - 32 21-30 

24-43+ 30 - 36 

13-30 
19-38 

24-44 30 - 36 

I -
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RESEARCH BASE FOR BEHAVIORAL ITEMS 

Category & Item 

Large Motor 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help 

Jumps in place 
Runs smoothly 
Kicks ball without falling 
Squats and returns to standing 
Walks on tiptoe 
Hops twice on one foot 
Throws ball to adult 
Eats with a spoon, few spills 

Small Motor 

Builds tower of three or four blocks 
Turns pages of book one-by-one 
Assembles simple toys 
Consistently uses same hand 
Takes apart and puts together five 

pieces of stacking ring 
Holds crayon in fingers 
Builds tower of five 
Unscrews lids 
Rolls, squeezes clay 
Takes off clothes 

Language 

Knows her/his name 
Uses three word sentences 
Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns 
Asks names of things 
Speaks 50 or more words 
Joins in nursery rhymes 
Names eight everyday objects 
Points to and says names of six 

body parts 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
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Category & Item 

La n guage (Continued) 

Follows two-step directions 
Enjoys simple stories 

Thinking 

Responds correctly to two or 
three commands . 

Asks questions 
Remembers something done in past 
Names and talks about drawing 
Says the word "two" and can 

pick up two objects 
Sometimes tries to count 
Points to picture named by adult 
Points to "big" and "little" upon 

command 
Matches two or three primary colors 
Answers correctly, "Are you a boy 

or a girl." 

Socialization 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on 
table without spilling 

Defends possessions 
Plays beside other children 
Shows interest and pride in toilet 

success 
Shows affection to other children 
Washes hands and face with help 
Gives full name, first and last, 

correctly 
Gives directions to other children 
Waits for his turn for a short time 
Helps put toys away where they belong 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 
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LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Colin had been 
outside and was not as 

Col in Bus s y 
Child's Name & Birthdate 10-9-77 
Observer Nancy Ligon (28 months) 

cooperative as usual. Place Bussy Home 

AGE ~RANG-E:: 24-36 months Observation 
Date Date Date . 

Walks up and d9wn three steps without 2/12/80 

adult help. Yes 

Jumps in place with both feet. Yes 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. Yes 

Kicks large ball without falling. Yes 

Squats and returns to standing. No 

Walks on tiptoe. No 

Walks up and down stairs. alternating feet. No 

Hops twice on one foot. No 

Throws ball to adult. Ye s 

Yes 
- - · - -- - - - ------ - - - -Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

N 
N 
0 

- l 



SMALL MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 
Colin Bussy 

Child's Name & Birthdate 10-9-77 ------------------Not as cooperative as usual. Observer Nancy Ligon (28 months) 
Place Bussy Horne 

AGE-RANGE: 24-36 months 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. 

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Unscrews lids. 

Rolls, pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay. 

Takes off clothes if buttons and snaps not too 
difficult. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/12/80 
Vp.c;,. 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
--

Date 

-- - -~-----~-

N 
N 
...... 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: ----------------

AGE RANGE: -----z-4- 36 · 'months 

Knows her name. 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. 

Asks names of things. 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. 

Names eight (8) everyday. objects. 

Col i n Buss y 
Child's Name ~ Birthdate 10-9-77 
Observer Nancy Ligon 
Place ~B~u~s~s~v~H~o~m~e~-----------------

Observation 
Date Date Dat-e 

2/12/80 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

No 

Yes 

Points to and says names of six (6) body parts. Yes 

Follows two-step directions. Ye s 

Yes 
-- - -·------ -

Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. 

N 
N 
N 



Special Comments: 

THINKING CHECKLIST 

Child's Name & Birthdate 
Colin Bussy 
10-9-80 ---,.----- Observer Nancy Ligo~n~-----------------

Place Bussy Rome 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Sometimes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Matches two or three primary colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Observation 
Date Date 
L/ .lL{ffU 

VP~ 

VP~ 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
- - ~--- --

Date 

N 
N 
w 



SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 
Colin Bussy 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birthdate 10-9-80 
No other children were present. Observer Nancy Ligo-n~~~~----------

. Place Bussy Home 

AGE RANGa: 24-36 months 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

2/12/80 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 
-----

1\J 
1\J 
~ 



LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: __________________ _ 
Joe Gille spie 

Child's Name & Birthdate 9/17/77 
Observer Nancy Ligon (28 months) 
Place G1llesp1e Home 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Squats and returns to standing. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

Walks up and down stairs. alternating feet. 

Hops twice on one foot. 

Throws ball to adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/6/HO 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
- -~--- --

Date . 

N 
N 
Vl 



SMALL MOTOR CHECKLI ST 

Special Comments: 
Joe Gi llespi e 

Child's Name & Birthdate_9~--1~7~--L7~7 ________ __ ------------------ Observer Nancy Ligon 
Place Gillespie Home 

AGE--RANGE! 24-36 months 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. 

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Unscrews lids. 

Rolls, pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay . 

Takes off clothes if buttons and snaps not too 
difficult. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/6/80 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Date 

----- ---

N 
N 
0"1 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 
Joe Gillespie 
q-17-77 Child's Name & Birthdate __ ----------------- -------------------Observer Naney Ligon 

Place Gillespie Horne 

AGE RANGE: 24-=JOITiOn ths Observation 
Date Date Date 

Knows her name. 
2/6/80 
yp.~ 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. YP~ 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. YPS 

Asks names of things. Yes 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. Yes 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. Ye s 

Names eight (8) everyday. objects. Yes 

Points to and says names of six (6) body parts . Yes 

Follows two-step directions. Yes 

Ye s 
---- - ---· Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. 

N 
N 
-....) 



THINKING CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 
Joe Gillespie 

Child's Name & Birthdate 9/17/77 
--~--~---------------------- Observer Nancy Ligon 

Place Gillespie Home 

AGE RANGE: 24=-36 months 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks. questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Sometimes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Matches two or three primary colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Observation 
Date Date 

~/b/tlU 

Vnc 

Vt=>c. 

Voc. 

YP.s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Date 

-

N 
N 
CXl 



SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: _______ _ 
Joe Gillespie 

Child's Name & Birthdate 9/17/77 
Observer -----------------
Place -------1. 

AGE-RANGE: . 24-36 months 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

2/6/80 

Ve>c::. 

VP~ 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

N 
N 
1.0 



LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: --------------------
Amy Hardisity 

Child's Name & Birthdate 1/29/77 
Observer Nancy Ligon ( 36 months) 
Place Hardisty Day Home 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Squats and returns to standing. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

-Walks up and down stairs. alternating feet. 

Hops twice on one foot. 

Throws ball to adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/7/80 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Date 

N 
w 
0 



SMALL MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 
Amy Hardisity 

Child's Name & Birthdate 1/29/77 
--~--~----------------------------- Observer Nancy Ligon 

Place Hardisity Home 

AGE RANGE: T4-To-mo_ri_ths~ - Observation 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. 

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Unscrews lids. 

Rolls, pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay. 

Takes off clothes if buttons and snaps not too 
difficult. 

Date Date 

2/7/80 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
--

Date 

---~~---

IV 
w 
1-' 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 
Amy Hardisity 

Special Comments: ---------------- Child's Name & Birthdate~l~/_2~9~/~7_7 ________ _ 
Observer Nancy r.; gan 
Place Hardisity Harne 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months Observation 
Date Date I Date 

Knows her name. 
2/7/80 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. 
N 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. Yes I 
w 

I N 

Asks names of things. Yes 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. Yes 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. Yes -
Names eight (8) everyday. objects. Yes -

v-==s -
Follows two-step directions. Yes --
Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. Yes 



THINKING CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: Child's Name & Birthdate Amy Hardisity 
Observer l/29/a..:Z----------------------
Place ~a~cy Ligo~ 

I:Iardisity Home 

AGE RANGE: 24=1o-ID0nffis 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Sometimes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Matches two or three primary colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/7/80 
Yes 

v~s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

Yes 

Date 

1\.) 

w 
w 



SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: _______ _ 
Amy Hardisity 

Child's Name & Birthdate~l~/~2~9~/~7~7~------
0bserver Nanc¥ r.jgon 
Place Hardisit¥ Home 

AGE-~NGE: ----z-4-Jornon tfis 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date I Date 

2/7/80 

Yes I 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes -
Ye s -
Yes 

Date 

I 
N 
w 
~ 



LARGE MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 
Hichael Howell 

Child's Name & Birthdate 3-26-78 -------------------- Observer ~laiwy Ligon ( 2 3 months) 
Place Ho¥.rQll :WomQ 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Squats and returns to standing. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

Walks up and down stairs. alternating feet. 

Hops twice on one foot. 

Throws ball to adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

-
2/12/80 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

Ye s 

No 

Yes 

Ye s 
- - --

N 
w 
lTl 



SMALL MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: ------------------
Michael Howell 

Child's Name & Birthdate 3-26-78 
~~~-------------Observer Nancy Ligon 

Place Howell Home 

AGE RANGE: 24=-36mon-tns 

Builds tower of three {3) or four {4) blocks. 

Turns pages of book one by one. 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. 

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. 

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. 

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. 

Unscrews lids. 

Rolls, pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay. 

Takes off clothes if buttons and snaps not too 
difficult. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/12/80 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Y~ s 

No 

No 

No 

Ye s 

No 

Oat~ 

-

N 
w 
0'1 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: ----------------

AGE RANGE: 2'f:...-T6-montns 

Knows her name. 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. 

Michael Howell 
Child's Name & Birthdate 3-26-78 ------------------Observer Nancy Ligon 
Place Howell Home 

Observation 
Date Date I Date 

2/12/80 
Vr.c-< 

l\Tro 

v~c::. 

Asks names of things. Yes 1 1 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. No 1 1 . 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. _ _:.Y~e'-"s'----J------.J------

Names eight (8) everyday. objects. YL~e~s--~1~---------~--------

Points to and says names of six (6) body parts. __ ~Y~e~s~-+------~------

Follows two-step directions. __ -=.Y~e:.:::s~-+-------t-----

Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. Yes 
--~=~~-~-----L--------

N 
w 
-...) 



THINKING CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: __________ __ Child's Name & Birthdate Michael Howell 
Observer 3-26-78 P 1 ace Na nc ¥ r. j_g_o.._n_.._>L,;::....u.lt__ ____ _ 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks: questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Sometimes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Matches two or three primary colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Howell Home 

Observation 
Date Date Date 

2/12/80 
l\ln 

V;:-,c 

VP>c. 

No 

YPS 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

N 
w 
00 



SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 
Michael Howell 

Special Comments: There have beenChild's Name & Birthdate~J~-~2~6~--7~8~---------
some changes in Michael's life so Observer ______ N~a~n~c~y~L~i~g4o~n~------------------
his mother decided not to start Place Howell Home 
tojlet training yet. No children 
were present during observation. 

AGE RANGE: 14-36 months 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/12/80 

V. c-

Voc 

~s._ 

Nn 

Nn 

Yes 

YP-S 

No 

Yes 

No 

Date 

tv 
w 
1.0 



LARGE MOTOR CHECKL IST 

Special Comments: Meagan has 
_excellent large and small muscle 

control. She stays outside a~ 
often as oossible. 

Meagan Kholer 
Child ' s Name & B ir thda te___..lw0'--_.9'---7,_7l-.-___ _ 
Observer Nancy Ligon (28 months) 
Place Kholer home 

AGE-RANGE: 24-36 months 

Walks up and down three steps without 
adult help. 

Jumps in place with both feet. 

Runs smoothly, turns and stops with ease. 

Kicks large ball without falling. 

Squats and returns to standing. 

Walks on tiptoe. 

Walks up and down stairs alternating feet. 

Hops twice on one foot. 

Throws ball to adult. 

Eats with a spoon with only a few spills. 

Observation 
Date Date Date . 
2/9/80 

.1.<:0"' 

-" 
.1.<:0"' 

" ... ~ ..... 

" 

v 

V=~ 

Vo. c 

Ye s 

Ye s 

Ye;; --~--

N 

""' 0 



.. 

SMALL MOTOR CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: 

AGE- RANGE:-- 24=-Jo mon tns 

Child's Name & Birthdate Meagan Kholer 
Observer Jo 9 77 
Place Nancy T.igan 

Kbaler Home 

Observation 
Date Date I Dat~ 

Builds tower of three (3) or four (4) blocks. 
2/9/80 

Yes 

Turns pages of book one by one. Yes 

Assembles simple puzzles or toys. Yes 

Consistently uses the same hand for activities. Yes 
----~~-4~----------+-----------

Takes apart and puts together five (5) 
pieces of a stacking ring. ----~Y~e~s~+-----------4-----------

Holds crayon in fingers, not fist. ----~Y~e~s~~-----------+-----------

Builds tower of five (5) to six (6) blocks. Yes 
----~~-r----------~----------

Unscrews lids. Yes 
----~~--~-----------+-----------

Rolls, pounds, squeezes, and pulls clay. Yes 
----------~-----------+------------

Takes off clothes if buttons and snaps not too 
difficult. Yes 

--------~----------~-----------

N 

""' I-' 



LANGUAGE CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: ______________ __ Child's Name & Birthdate Meagan Kholer 
Observer lo-g-77 
Place Nancy Ligon 

Kbaler Home 

AGE RANGE: -24::...36 months Observation 
Date Date 

Knows her name. 
2/9/80 

VPC::. 

Uses three (3)-word sentences. Vt=>c::. 

Uses plurals and nouns/pronouns. VPS 

Asks names of things. Yes 

Speaks fifty (50) or more words. Yes 

Joins in nursery rhymes and songs. Yes 

Names eight (8) everyday objects. Yes 

Points to and says names of six (6) body parts. Yes 

Follows two-step directions. Yes 

Yes 
------- ----

Enjoys simple stories read from picture books. 

Oat~ 

N 

""" N 



THINKING CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: ______________ __ 
Meagan Kholer 

Child's Name & Birthdate 10-9-77 
~~~~~----------Observer Nancy Ligon 

Place Kholer Home 

AGE RANGE: 24=3o--ino-riHis 

Responds correctly to two or three commands. 

Asks questions. 

Remembers something done in past. 

Names and talks about a drawing. 

Says the word "two" and can pick up two (2) 
objects. 

Sometimes tries to count. 

Points to picture named by adult. 

Points to "big" and "little" upon command. 

Matches two or three primary colors. 

Answers correctly, "Are you a boy or a girl?" 

Observation 
Date Date 

2/9/80 
Vt::>c 

VAC:. 

VAC:. 

Nn 

VPS 

VPS 

VPS 

VPS 

Ye s 

Ye s 

Date 

-----

N 

"'" w 



SOCIALIZATION CHECKLIST 

Special Comments: _______ _ Child's Name & Birthdate Meagan Kholer 
Observer l0=9 77 
Place Nancy Ligon 

Kholer Home 

AGE RANGE: 24-36 months 

Lifts, drinks, and replaces cup on table 
without spilling. 

Defends possessions. 

Plays beside other children. 

Shows interest and pride in toilet success. 

Shows affection to other children. 

Washes hands and face with help. 

Gives full name, first and last, correctly. 

Gives directions to other children. 

Waits for his turn for a short time. 

Helps put toys away where they belong. 

Observation 
Date I Date 

2/9/80 

VPR 

VPR 

VPS 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye s 

No 

Date 

1'\.) 

""" """ 
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Ph.D. Candidate 
6022 Martel 
Dallas, Texas 75206 

Dear Nancy: 

246 

March 20, 1980 

Here is the readability analysis that you r eque sted to be 
performed on your manuscript for training child care wo rkers. 
I used two instruments to compute an average reading grade 
level. The instruments were Fry Readability Scale and the 
Flesch Reading Ease Formula. Both formulae utilize diffe r ent 
syntactic components to yield reading level . I analyzed f ou r 
separate 100 word samples. I have provided you with indivi 
dual scores for each passage as well as the average reading 
grade level for the manuscrpt as a whole. The results were 
as follows: 

Sample 1 
Sample 2 
Sample 3 
Sample 4 

FRY SCALE 

4.8 grade level 
4.7 grade level 
4.1 grade level 
6.0 grade level 

FLESCH F'ORMULJI. 

81 - Easy 
85 - Easy 
90 - Very Easy 
75 - Fairly Easy 

Ligon Manuscript 4.9 grade level 83 EASY 

You should be congratulated for your consistency . Few manu
scripts that I have eval uated have ever been ra ted consist
ently "Easy." Recognizing the target population you will 
be reaching, this material fulfills your goal. 

Sincerely, 

~:::.~n=;rdcf 
Director, Reading Services 

JAS/hb 
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PARTNERS IN GROWTH 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~ 

~ Type of caregiver: Your age range (years): ~ 

~ []Parent [] 17-20 [] 31-40 ~ 

~ [] Day home [] 21-25 [] 41-50 i 
~ [] Day care [] 26-30 [] 51+ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ How long have you cared for children (years): ~ 

~ [] 0-1 [] 6-10 ~ 
~ [] 2-3 [] 10-15 ~ 

~ [] 4-5 [] 16+ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ List the kind of formal training you hav e taken ~ 
~ (list course, titles, topics and/ or workshops) : ~ 

~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 

~ £ 
~ £ 
~ Where taken: [] on-the-job £ 

~ [] . . £ 
~ local publlc agencles ~ 

~ [] ~ ~ community colleges £ 
~ £ 
~ [] Other (specify) ~ 

~ ~ 

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~~~~£~~~~~£~~ ~~~~ ~ ~£ £ £~~~~~~~~£ 
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1 . Were the words clear and easy to 
understand? 

If not, what made the words hard 
to understand and why? ------

2 . Were you able to understand how 
to use the DEVELOPMENTAL 
CHECKLISTS? 

If not, what did you not under
stand and why? ----------------

3. Were you able to understand the 
DEFINITIONS? 

If not, which DEFINITIONS were 
not clear and why? ------------

4. Were the GAMES clearly written 
so that you could use them? 

Which GAMES did you not under
stand and why? ------------------

5. Were you able to understand how 
to match the DEVELOPMENTAL 
CHECKLISTS and GAMES FOR 
individual children? 

If not, what did you not under
stand and why? ------------------

Q) 

E 
·rl 
~ 

...-i Q) 

~:5 

Q) Q) 

~+-~ E ~+-~ E s:: 
O·ri O·ri ·ri Q) 
~ ~ ...-i 1-4 

+J Q) QJ ·ri Q) 
U) Q) E QJ u..c:: :> 
o..c:: o..c:: s:: ~ Q) 

::E:+J U)+J 0~ z 
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6. Did the pictures and drawings 
help you understand the 
DEFINITIONS better? 

Which picture and/or drawings 
did not help? ___________ ___ 

7. Did the pictures and drawings 
help you understand the GAMES 
better? 

Which pictures and/or drawings 
did not help? ----------------------

8. Were you able to understand and 
use this program without help 
from anyone else? 

9. Were you able to understand the 
information in CAREGIVERS AND 
CHILDREN? 

If not, please explain: ------

10. Did this program provide enough 
information for you to better 
understand two-year-old children 
and to become more involved with 
them? 

Q) 

s 
-~ 
8 

.--1 Q) 

.--I..S:: 

..:X:+.J 

Q) Q) 

~s ~ s r:: 
0-~ 0-~ -~ Q) 

8 8 .--1 H 
+.J Q) Q)-~ Q) 

rJl Q) s Q) u..r:: :> 
o..r:: o..r:: r:: 3: Q) 

::8-+.J (J)+.J o..:e z 
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Wou l d you buy this program if it were available for 
t en dollars ($10.00) or less? 

Yes No ---
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

i i iii iii1ii1ii1!£11i££££i£££££1!£1£itit!tttitt!1££!£1!!!11 

~ Type of caregiver: Your age range (years): ~ 

~ OJ Parent GU 17-20 ~ 31-40 ~ 

~ [i3 Day home [5] 21-25 [2] 41-50 i 
~ [2] Day care [6] 26-30 [3] 51+ i 
1 £ 
1 1 
1 How long have you cared for children (years) : 1 

i [I] 0-1 [I] 6-10 ~ 

~ ca:J 2-3 [2] 10-15 ~ 

~ w 4-5 [i] 16+ i 
£ 1 
1 1 
1 List the kind of formal training you have taken 1 
1 (list course, titles, topics and/or workshops) : 1 
! 1 
1 Brookhaven Family Day Home Traininq program 1 
1 Bachelor of Arts 1 
1 Master of Arts 1 
1 Pediatric Nursing 1 
i ! 
1 Where taken: ~ on-the-job ~ 

! ~ 1' . 2. 
1 L2 local pub 1c agenc1es 1 

£ r:-:1 . 1 1 
1 ~ commun1ty col eges 1 
! 1 
1 ~ Other (specify) Nursing, College 1 
! £ 
!!!!!£!!1112!!!!!~!!!!!!!!!!!!£££!!!!!!!!!!!!£££!i! ! 2.!11!! 
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EVALUATION OF PARTNERS IN GROWTH 

1 . Were the words clear and easy to 

<V 
1.1-4 E 
0 ·.-1 

E-< 
<V 
E cv 
o.c 
U)+J 

c 
·.-1 C!) 

.--1 H 
CV·.-1 <V 
u .c :> 
c :3 <V 
o..:t: z 

understand? 20 

If not, what made the words hard 
to understand and why? --------

2 . Were you able to understand how 
to use the DEVELOPMENTAL 

~--~---4----~--4-~ 

CHECKLISTS? /0 
~~~--~----~--~~ 

If not, what did you not under
stand and why? --------------------

3. Were you able to understand the 
DEFINITIONS? 20 

~~-+--~----+---4-~ 

If not, which DEFINITIONS were 
not clear and why? -----------

4. Were the GAMES clearly written 
so that you could use them? ~2~0--r---~--~--~--~ 

Which GAMES did you not under
stand and why? -----------------

5. Were you able to understand how 
to match the DEVELOPMENTAL 
CHECKLISTS and GAMES FOR 
individual children? 

If not, what did you not under
stand and why? -------------·------

19 1 
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6 e Did the pictures and drawings 
help you understand the 
DEFINITIONS better? 

Which picture and/or drawings 
did not help? ___________ _ 

7 . Did the pictures and drawings 
help you understand the GAMES 
better? 

Which pictures and/or drawings 
did not help? -----------------

8. Were you able to understand and 
use this program without help 
from anyone else? 

9. Were you able to understand the 
information in CAREGIVERS AND 

UJ 
E 
-~ 
8 

...-IUJ 

...-i..C:: 
,:(+J 

17 

17 

UJ UJ 
4-<E 4-<E c 
0·~ O·~ ·.-1 UJ 

8 8 rl H 
~ UJ UJ·.-1 UJ 
en UJ E UJ o..c:: > o..c:: o..c:: c ~ UJ 
::S+l U)+l 0~ z 

3 

3 

CHILDREN? ?n 
~~~--~--~r---~~ 

If not, please explain: -----

10. Did this program provide enough 
information for you to better 
understand two-year-old children 
and to become more involved with 
them? 18 2 
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