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The work was aimed at diacovering a) whether or not experts

. mv - . " . <
could concur about the "overall gbodness of toys,, and S m

b) whether particular characteristics of toys, namely theib 5

T safety, durability, play value, educational devlglopmental
‘ T value and interpersonal—social value were similarly viewed. ‘

£

’I‘he study asked five main questions- 1) Do raters

perceive significant differences among the toys? 2) Do

. Academics and Practitioners rate toys in similar ways?
3) Do individual experts agree in their ratings‘?‘ 4) Is" |

there agreement among the two groups of raters on: the . o

ratings of specific toys? and 5) Are there Significant

) -
-

R correlations between‘ a) the’ overall goodness score and the'

ToA
) summated variables score and b) the educationafl development‘al

value and play value scores?
To answer these questions,', 'si'x‘academics' and'six- P

practitioners‘were a.sked to rate 62 pictorially presented
g to-ys ‘on the six: cl'iteria listed above.' Ratings were’ done--ﬁ'
. qn a 7-po:|.nt Likert—type scale. ' From these ratings- ‘rsik- ‘
e criterion variable scores plus one summative score were

- obtained

) While it was found that experts, as a group, cbncur in~.'

.:,

e their rating of a toy, it ‘was also found ‘that . the!rating of
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R R This research examined,, in an educath.onal and develop- S i
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. ,THE .PLACEA OF TOYS IN .EPUCATIQN,'AND . D’EV,'ELOP,MENT N ’,

To ful.ly understand a child‘s development it is neces;“

K. ?

'_‘_sary to understand that context w:.thin wh:l.ch th.e development .:.”- ._
E '_takes place: 5 Authors such as’ Werner and Kaplan (1953) and

Schmidt (1973) ' in#their discussions of ch:.ld development, ‘

'support this posit:.on and suggest that there is an inter-

-these authors (especial ly Schmidt) can be consid’ged as

consisting o:E those experienges offered or available to the

: child in his own human and cultural context. ; "

s - , L
PR

; . A child's deveIopment reflects 1earning and this 'L,-"';
learning in turn reflects the child's interact Ons with
other human beings, with things, and with the language and
culture,he experiences. Uaing these exper,iences, the child
creates his own world of meaning (Schmidt, 1973)

. B \ . . - — - . 5 \ .
Thls research is focused in a general way on ntwo of

the above sources of Chlld experience.: ‘I‘hese are the inter—f o

l’

actions of the Chl 1d w:_th the adults who educate him, and

.l

those interactions between the child and t'he things

PR R o

(especially -toya) offered to him.'j» ) - : "'-" "'- "'

Of the child—.adult interactions, Schm:l.dt (1973) says. Co

' o . ' .
- > - i . -« - .
. N X . R -

e ..into their spontaneous “care . for the child th ré.
. .enters almost. 'imperceptibly; the spec:l.fic educa ional”
,concern for the child, des:.re to let the child

-".e;“::'," : become a qertain kind o person. ' ‘Some spontaneous =

& o
. dependence of development and educat:.on. Eduea-teion for ., L

-
b . R )
. . g
S " N A
. . l - . N
- : kN -~ . >r"
. ' e
' ol B .
p L. :
. . . O
ta N 1
iyl e
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. ) ST AT ] T
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directs and inf).uences the child s edubation and consequent

‘ , offered or allowed to use (Jeffery, , 1977) .

' however, they are being more fully explored. This interest ':,
- 4~not surprisingly would appear t;_}) be increasing because of

B ‘such obvious factors as increa.sing tOY cost and variety

tendenc:LeS of the child areh encouraged, others are
, checked .forbidden or simply eliminated by- paying
i no attention to them. FTE is not simply I;y inter-_j-

intent of many of the adult's actions in relation to T
the child that- the ‘child's® potentialities as an. Plarlolo
individual p,erson are actualized. . (p. 38') EE O

It is clear for Schmidt that the adult caregiver ;
' - ,w -
devellopmer]lt through the experiences he offers (Schmidt, 1973)

For one seeking to intentionally direct this edL@ation, a keyq

- .-»_;«w— - Y

&i,af b Pl

that of the selection of play materials which the child is

: C Vg ,‘e“ \nl

*N:é_’ Wik

direct attention '(Fraser, 1'972- White,

(CTMA, 19‘78) .. R C ) o LR ‘,*?/7-"1

A more subtle and perhaps more relevant reason for AEERRRISOREIR BN
4"-.' e h ':."_ . t - :_..'

Tt

this rgcently increased J.nterest, would appear to relate . .

to the potential educational and developmental value of ',.,7 e

14

play-materials (Fowler, 1980a, 1980b Gehlbach, 1980, Hutt,

’ 197&' Jeffery'””' 1980 °1son, 1970 Schmidt -1973) < J e

Jeffery (1977) r" for example, suggests that «it is very




) t""/

R S
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P T RPN

SN s T
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toys cai . be made (Dance & Larson,

.toy evaluation..

' (Jeffery, 1977 Kesner & Sunal, 1980,

TN

‘.on the basis of such concurring views that dec131ons about

Athe need’ for careful research 1nto the nature“and impact of

) - - L d 'i
f

1976)

.,‘!

This study seeks to further the understanding of the

-educational and developmental impact of toys by asSe551ng

. - one aspect of this question, namely, the feasibility of

By addressing the question of toy selection,

one: cag;provrde a starting point for further studies on the

©

"developmental and edncational impact of these mategials.'

o 'Evaluation of Toys "

v ThlS study w111 specifically focus pn the evaluation of

toys.

There has been an increased general interest in the

:'<qua11ty and suitability of toys in the past few years

‘ . ) : N
Zlmmerman & CaloVini,

) This interest is reflected in the rapidly growing

"numbexr df toy-lists available to. consumers and in- the pro- - -

SN i e e T T EREREEES B I EN
g YA - _',"‘__;‘r__-: L ' o - .
.") ’ ' \ Ul. . o v
i . ¢ - -
i. - R 7 . . i
: 3.-.1,;- " they potentially educate. This view is supported in the '. .
| A, ,writings of several authors, such as, Montessori (1948),'
{ L Berieter and Englemann (1966), Allen (1968), Buist and
SR Schulman (1969); Olson (1970), Kephart (1971), Zimmeiman,
5.' ’ . .‘: X '
NS ' and Calovini (1971), Stone and Church (1973), Vandenhazel
D | :,
g S '(1976), Kesner and Sunal (1980), and Fowler (1980a) It is~

\}

liferatiOn of play material evaluation guides (CTTC 1981- o

1§82 Fewler, ;930a, 1980b, Jeffery, 1977; Wehman, 1979)




j“qfferings.

*or prob

It becomes ev1dent, when review1ng the lhsts and -

¥

lselection guides, that there ‘are both a great diversity of
toys to choose from, and an apparent large number of differe ”qéll

;}ent selection criteria being offered and used. It can also
‘be noted that not all- of the authors of these guides and lists

Aappear to have equally well. developed rationale for their

Not a11 of ‘the authors of toy lists, for example, state

‘i‘or demonstrate how they use their criteria in making their .
FChOices.: While some authors appear to focus primarily on-
'safety and construction features, others pay more attentﬂbn\:l

R - useability and the match of the toy to the Chlld 5

xﬂ'developmental level..As well,‘ hile some lists simply name

toys, leaVing one. to assume that the objects 1isted all.pre-»'

’ fsumably meet some unstated criteria, others offer lists

‘o:which categorize toys under broad headings such as, age and/

l

able type of play supposedly encouraged by the toy.
R e criteria guides which have been perused ‘tend tol

range from being quite general to highly specific. The

larger number tend to ‘be of the former nature.‘ Whether or

not an age range has been specified in llStS and guides, most

':'of them*appear to be aimed at a particular age or age group '

(Allen, 1968 Canadian Toy Testing Counc11, 198L~l982)

When listing or evaluating toys a broadqguestion re-;aﬂ

"\4 .I.Q

lates to the global concept of the overall "goodness" of’
the toys’ (CTTC, 1981 1982 Zimmerman & Calovini 1971)

»

The very title of one: toy list, Good Toys (CTTC, 1980 1981).

£ e — e e D . A
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"like others, meet some general ¢riteria of goodness.

cT have been found.

'expert consenSus on these particular aspects of toys exists.ﬂ

> LT i . N

a PE—. . . i . L E . N

1“. | 1~ :y_' . lzfn :i.':. ls

'reflects an assumption that toys chosen to be on this list,

'Virtually no research exists on thlS or any of the above

>

‘questions.. 1d: ' ‘: "“‘,_ T - :y"_. : é

This research seeks to begin to shed some light on '

these questions by studying both the overall ggodness of

5

'toys and also the spec1fic criteria uSed when evaluating‘
';toys. The study also seeks to discover lf there is, at,:
least 1n the opinions of experts, consensus about how to

,.appiy these- criteria. '.'ud' R -j' :.'.z°,l;

This study specifically asks if experts share a general_“

'*concept of toy "goodness."g If the ex1stence of such a shared

o

"hconcept can be demonstrated, a possible basis for the

.initiation of a consumer toy selection training program may

.“

In addition to focusing on overall goodness, this study

yhtwill look at a number of the more specific selection criteria o
Q‘found in the literature on toy evaluation and assess them rel-'

.ative to overall goodness." It will also seek to find out 1f_

Another dimen51on of this study relates to the homo--'

J -geneity of v1ews held by expert rater54 Thiszstudy compares

the perspectives of those wOrking directly with children

' T(i e., preschool teachers and consultants) and also those
‘»less directly involved w1th children (1 e., academics ﬂ
' specializing in early chiIdhood education and child develop-‘“

ff-_fment). The study uses these two categorical groups of expert -
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- raters to rate pictorially presented toys on a 7-point scale ;'f
. yEnr terms of both g dness and five additional criteria, £

. ()' namely safety, durability, play value, educational—develop- ' " )
' '; mental value, and interpersonal-social value. i l
As an immediate goal, it lS hoped that this research . s
& wrll provide useful information on toy evaluation. At a .
-y more general level it is ‘hoped that by enhancing our under-‘ i
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b“r“ﬁ‘this study are discussed briefly below. This chapter will

' gf. ﬁpys might be: considered as: being tools or instruments .

CEAPTER II '~ = =« - .

. o
L 4

REVIEW OF THE LTEERATURE-AND STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES, -

_ " . . ! . . . . . ‘ ’1
Each of the components which make up the framework of ~ |

first deal With that literature relating to - the educational
'.,and developmental nature of toys, and second to the topic of .

toy evaluation. This second topic will be dealt with

"initially in a general and then in a more speCific manner. R

. - PR . b‘<A, !

i
.Toys--Education; Development;"and Researchf s ,ﬂ?jtx-
B ° v ' * o ‘ Y . ' - “"

which can have an . influential developmental force in the
hichild's life. This view has been both directly and in— ;h_
directly suggested by many authors including Mgntessori
(1948), Berieter (1966), Allen (1968), Olson (1970), Kephart.
(1971), Stone and Church (1973), Vandenhazel (1976), and ) ,,' f;
'Kesner (1980) | Toys can have a potential developmental - ;
'impact in the sense they may offer opportunities<and
'smaterials from which the child can learn. Such educational
opportunities are offered the child through both the nature
'and possiblé’uses of. the toy and through the particular kinds
' 'of interactions between the child and the adult which might ‘

: lbe fostered by the! toy (Herron,,1972 Levenstein, 1971,

\}Nimnicht &- Brown, 1972) . Schmidt (1973) maintains that the

_‘ . : ',! R R o . o N 3 . N :{ ' S
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~'alone can amount to. much“ (Jeffery, 1977, p. l)

_lDefinitiom of a Toy

P - P . . e bmaen o . - ¥ * 1 eemnm s A B IR SRS S Tyl £ 5 o
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'eduoation offeredlﬁn'the}contekt of both»these‘interactions)'
. . ™~ ’

',has a central place in the conceptualization of Chlld -

'development These sentiments are bas1c to the nature and’

~.thrust of this thesis and aré echoed 1n the following wordsi?

by Jerome~Bruner--'“Man is shaped by the: tools -and 1nstru-:-'
W

.ments he comes to use and neither the mind hoxr the hand o

Much confusion ex15ts as to what objects aregspproe”

,priately labelled toys. Deflnitions of toys abound (Caplan f

B CapIan; 1974). The general description which is used dn

'_=this study is one offered by Jeffery (1977) He proposes‘

| ': a definitlon compatlble with that offered by Olgpn (1970)

. who has" explored Chlld development through tos& research. " e

3This deflnition states that

A toy is any obJect orxnaterial whether commefcmally
. designed for the purpose or not, which.a child is ,g“
"~ either offered or allowed to use ind which the Chlld
’ w1111ngly uses. ' .

While Jeffery s definitlon is in keeping w1th the general

1»thrust of this the51s, lt does have two maJor limitations.-:‘ﬂv'é
,'Firstly, only after an’ object has been "used"‘can it be
'31abelled a toy,'and secondly, the deflnition offers little

.c.lnsight into what constitutes use Both of these conoerns

3are out51de of the spec1fic scope of this study. Operation- f

:allyJ this study will not attempt to deflnitively deflne: < o

e
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“toy" but rather w111 accept the "definition" used by toy

”sellers., This research will restrict itself to studying

- those commerc1ally available objects labelled and sold as

‘“toys" by a major retailer. This definition ‘'was chosen as.
:it was believed that it would more closely reflect the ;

. definition held by parents,‘ the principal toy huyers._

,\The Toy—Child Relationship

To understand the developmental impact of toys it 1s

'necessary to look at the place of\experience in . development. R

coE,

- Even though the child himself is active in giving
j‘lmeaning to his gradually expanding-world he still has very
‘little freedom to choose the nature of the materials and
l-isituations from which he derives these experiences.z The
,-:lchild's experiences are bas1cally limited to what he 1s

foffered by the adult as, ‘what Schmidt (1973) would term, ;'r

‘s

educator": L f“'. ', ;ﬂ;z“'~‘ K T wl

The parent, daycare worker, on’caregiver selects

',are many and include the offerer s history, values, and
kphilosophy. They also include factors such, as family size,

’vpincome and geographic location. Other influential factors ;

v

hinclude the physical constraints impose& by the, size and

i

jnature of the available;play and storagelareas and the

-

"presence of other people be they children or adults. It is:"

,‘4'- i
“_not appropriate to deal w1th these factors here.

While it is appreciated that a child s development s

A

ey L Tt T e D P UV TNy e U U UG

+

‘ experiences to offer a child. The bases for these selectionS‘:"
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influenced by that Chlld s experiences, the modification and

: control of these exPeriences lS not an easy task., One .Q
source of child experience over which some degree of control

' might be - relatively eaSily gained involves the play materials B

\ t*

offered the child (Rheingold & Cook, 1975) . It is these

/

'_'z materials in general and their evaluation in particular “to
,“~ which this Atudy 1s specifically addreSSed ‘ ."_””
| . In the selection of play materials it 1s assumed that
y alI toys can offer a possible learning experience to a
4.- given child (Quilitch,,1974). Even though toys may be
potentially educational, they are not equally educationaly‘
(Jeffery, 1977 Quilitch, 1974) The educational worth of
.- a given toy to a particular child will depend on a number cf

factors, including the educator s goals for that child
Oy

e most instances, thesé«goals Will take into aCcount such

| factors as the readiness of the child to assimilate the"
. information available through thé toy s use: (i e., informa-‘c
tion not too difficult %r not already possessed by the~: h
child) The toy must also suggest through its design and
nature, potential uses to the child (Jeffery, 1977) . Once |

these goals have been established, the adult caregivers can'

)

then actually select the toys (Fowler, 1980b)

The Need for Careful Toy Selection .

Because the educational experiences offered through a. o
toy are multiple, it is necessary that the "entire toymbe_"

takeh 1nto account during selection. For.instance, a:toyi~

>

TR Ve st e =



wlfthorough 1i

' that encourages
‘-ideas but that leltS the child's opportunities for fantasy, S

'and encourages destructiveness is useless (Caplan & Caplan,

id,between good and. poor toys?

:know which,Jif any, to follow. The present study began With a

NS . .o T amrtan~ T el . . . Lo Ce et T e,

-

ego and drive and builds playfulness with

s

1974 Tudor-Hart,ml970) B

The imporﬁgﬁ%e of needing to know what represents a

good.toy (i e., ‘one- that offers desired experiences) becomes

evident; A significant question that arises thus becomes

‘?what are representative toy criteria that will discriminate

The importance of toy selection criteria is suggested R

by the many toy evaluation guides and toy lists available '«1'~i .

'fto assist consumers in toy selection.' It 1s~ difficult to .

L

;.

erature review (see p. 7 ) to discover which

”criteria are most frequently presented and therefore which,

' .at least in the opinions of their authors, are most impor--

tant.. " :, o ',Q .

“ .

jvThe Toy—Play Relationship

As mentioned above, the research on toy selection

criteria is; scanty. One area in which some empirical study

- has been conducted however, is that of the relationship of
'ftoys to play. Any impact toys may have can only occur if.

they are’ played With by the child._-':f f';- ‘ 2‘_; -

Although some authors consider play to have no direct

i worth or. purpose (Garvey, 1977, Sylva, Bruner & Genova, 1976),

. e
t

LR
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: points out,‘however, that the definitional problems of pl-

S
- alone are immense and that the understanding of. play as a

L netic model of play, he attempts to conceptualizefit as a-

' of play experiences. These variables inc1ude the player,

,thﬁ plaything and the environment 1n which the/two interact

s T b e e e R M S b o
. . v

others such ‘as Piaget and Inhelder (1967), Herron and Sutton-;'A v

smith (1971), Ellis and Soholtz (1978) agree that joung'

chlldren s access to play activ1ties ‘is critical to optimal

¥

growth and development.‘ "

Gehlbach (1980) also agrees that play is important ‘He

learning activity is even more limited. Through a cyber-

|

kind of behavioral system., In d01ng so, he provides an - L '**i\ifQT‘:'

B
'.approach to understanding play that allows for empirical
L

s %
and conoeptual access to variables whlch oontrol the conduct

"(Gehlbach, 1980)~ These variables, 1n his opinion, _can be.}_”"I}yy;i-f"

manipulated by a researcher or a teaoher.‘ f1;‘

Much of the aVailable reSearch supportrng toY use falls

‘ﬁeither within thlS broad area or w1th1n the realm of

‘yecologloal psychology which studies the details and con-

sequenoes of enVironmental factors (Eib&-Bibesfelt, 1970-

JSylva, Bruner & Genova, 1976, and Vandenberg, 1978) Such

work provides empirioal justifioation f0r the toy approach f" L

';offered in’ this study._ For ﬁurther discussion on play, its :}“‘ L

definitions and developmental role, the reader 1s directed‘
t

to Millar (1968), Caplan and Caplan (1974), Plaget (1962),

" and Garvey (1977) },ﬁfu_g.g “t;;“;j.‘;'ﬂw-}',,, f'ﬁkfs:
- As mentioned above, some research has been done 1n the~ff_v:7>"
:.f . ' . g
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.u“'various areas of play and the variables that effect 1t._'

Further studies 1n toy-play research explore the speCific

l

f3 relationship between toys and the env1ronment (Rheingold —

" &' Cook,’ 1975)

-

That social play ‘can - be influenced.by play

..3materials has been demonstrated by’ Quilitch and Risley

:[(1972' 1973), Poling (1976) and McDonald (1979) .~

'}ffiof toys has been studied by David Glson (1970) when ‘he .
. ilooks at how toys can teach the concept of - diagonality to

"{"their users.

‘have also been empirically studied

il976) and;to imaginative play (Pulaski, 1973

relationship of toys to aggreSSive play (Turner &\gpldsmith
Singer, 19734s

The teaching ability

These research issues, as they particularly

:>a:‘relate to learning in the play situation, are further

uﬁ~il?research has been found that carefully evaluates toys.4

"fSchmidt,

. &

discussed below. ;?

while several ehild developmentalists allude to toys

I’

‘T(Bruner, 1963 Montessori, l948hi0150n, 1970, Piaget, 1962,

“h‘/

'in this area supports toy use indirectly, virtually no .

a

1973 Werner ‘& Kaplan, 1963) and while most research '

Dance and Larson s model (1976) for systematic theory\‘ .

;building suggests thataan empirical approach to research

"?done.

'q;fonly becomes a useful tool after much observation has been.

'jitthe deoision be made to view something as What they tenn

..,x . ~

"a phenomenom". The existing amount of written materials

i

:-hsuggesting a possible relationship betWeen the nature~af

".da toy and its educational developmental impact may be ..fl

They(suggest that only after such observation -can’ ."”"

_The L




F“i‘formai usesw‘ Tq\understand the various uses toys have, it

'mental outcomes in the Chlld : :“j:'j "\\f

considered\a being re resentative of a henomenon~ This
\\\\\ 1Y P

researoh is aimed at prOVldlng a first step in building a

-theory linking consc10us toy selection and desired develop- o

B ~—

"The EduaationalﬁUses of Toys: An Overview

. a - - .

To appreciate the place of toys 1n development and edu-

'cation, it is useful “to COnsider first the tradit10na1 or -

- —

"1nforma1 uses of toys and secondly their more current and jl

v ;is necessary “to 1ook at the reasons for offering them to

'children.".-”-"

This section will first 1ook at’ the early reasons for’/'

: ~"toy giving from 4n historical perspective and then at the T

A

'more current reasons. The three subsections below are based

":‘on the assumption that, where identifiable reasons Qxist for

. YuSing toys, the actual offering of spe01fic toys must reflect

fthese reasons. e T “»3 e "f e %*f? ',:’

Informal Uses. " An Historical Perspective

Historically, toys were seen to be valued by many

'different culture groups primarily as a means of keeping a >

:f‘Chlld quiet or amused. This has been a very long tradition,

W - -

‘ for," as Gwen White points out in her book Antique T;ys and

.Their Background (1971), "the early Christians were persecuted '

because they. refused to worship the 1mages of the Roman
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:Emperor and while hiding they would make toys to amuse thef‘w'

’children and keep them quiet" (p. 10) . white (1971) further T

<

-Lvadds that the amusement value today of throwing pebbles into ;:t

. “hthe water or: uSing sticks to float or mud to’ scoop was\f

. :;Q:i;'tﬁjﬂ :prevalent 4, 000 years ago.. Amongst the oldest toys found »1'5

'she pOints out, are what appear to be carVed stone balls, N

oL “,ﬁﬁﬂflﬁtmade by "stone age peoples"

..

Toys eventually began to reflect life s%ills prepar—7“
'135'5;}§7h'i“‘fgﬁﬁation and included such things as’ tools for bﬁilding, weapons
~lfor fighting, and infant dolls that could be dressed and

{3f?f’cared for. These relics, alhng with other toys such ‘as.

——— e e Tt 4 B nem
7 " A

‘f?ﬁlff';ni "’1i.games, haVe been found in family graves in various parts of -f!'h‘hiﬂiﬁ
e . Europe and America.' In the period of about 3000 B. C., when'; B -
'..}peoples were. settling along the Nile, Tigris and Euphrates
. Rivers, toys that were Similar to the wagons and pull-carts T j" F"
; o .ff f .i}of “the day increased in numbers (White, 19?17. Anionia :.
'-}J'z~-*]~ ifiingraser,'in her book entitled A History of Toy (1972) points ﬂ"‘hb.

\:i;”,. T 3'out that the children of“the Greeks and Romans had many j”‘f :

. . < i i
. ' I

-1 different toys made of a variety of materials including

§ Zbone,.wood, leather, and clay which were probably intended ; o
é'l:j‘ . iwn ., for.a variety of income groups.' . 1'ﬁ4 ; 4 F
T T ) ' s ‘ R b

o i"fé” 31ﬂ}f‘ By 1490, more complex mOVing toys could be found such’i

~

e .: . -;7455 "toy. Windmills with sails, tigers with wagging heads,
jgfffalcons beating their Wings and.miniature churches with ~{

o ;;ringing bells" (White\ 1971,‘p. 12) White goes ‘on- to '
Sl T -.’f‘add that in 16th century Europe, it was fashionabie to haveh'

?ﬁ¢f-’;s”_ .‘.::_ toy collections typically housed in elaborately carved
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' cabinets (Jeffery, 1977). : ,1; - n

';'toys representing realism flourished, W1th the wor

zbeing used by the craft guilds to describe any tin.

the, real thing (Jeffery, 1977) .‘,:.' L "_%.‘h
:1967' Huizinga, 1964) It has been p01nted out,' orjexampie,;.~

'tusing it on their children s toys. Another example of
;ftoys\being tried out ‘on children is found in Europe and
;England in the periodjpreceding the Industrial Revolution{;»f,

‘ These toys made consi;Lrable use of gears, levers, and u;pn

Lo

. Both during and after the Renaissance, miniatu ized

I‘ “toyll - \

L
e 8
RN

e

Not onlx,did toys chronicle what had‘gone on,”but they

o' PR , i

.could also predict what was to come (Encyglopedia Britannica,,-‘e‘

|

ﬁin their everyday working life, had discovered it and were{{;;.f?'*“'

- , : ..~fﬁ"'flif?*:
:misdellaneous mechanical devices. ﬂ'.%7l;”f»'f?';tfy*.' AL R
\‘ﬁls ‘ : 'J‘ ' B B "f‘:‘-,« ’

Although the different kinds of toys and their uses” o

'was increasing, it was not until the nineteenth century;;fjf“*“

o {

‘then the technique of stamping from sheet-metal ‘'was: dis-f"'Af:hn~

'fcovered, that various toys were turned out by the thousands a;;;ﬁ;;fﬁ“

.f?(White,“197l) With the advent of this and the other moderq.

- tional and therapeutic domains.«?;f ijf'ﬁ f”{fuﬁA",ﬂ'u '
: P 1-f3f-. T _—
i e N Sl
: s COONE
IS . "" .
R A
' . { . r i B A

b ~techniques, the toy industry flourished into the big bu51—'
:ness that it is todayu The next section discusses this era

' 1and its implications for toy use in thevmore formal educa—; R

_copy:of '/- f

?that the Incas, a civilization which did notlus‘,th\”whseif_";ﬂia'n*“vﬁ“

YA SR

e
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The-Formal.EducationaliUses'of'Toys”

:While'toys‘have'functioﬁedlin an informadly.educational

- ‘way~for a. uery'lohg time,'the heginnings of'their beinq.il

L 1982b§ - ':;.-.‘,. oo ;-5}’.{-:;,.

L,

formally used as 'teaching materials' mould appear to date

h back to the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Jeffery,

."‘

Some . of the early educators who contributed to laying
the foundation for much of our current useage of educational
toys are”Pestalozzi,vFroebel Edgeware,‘and Mcntessori.
Pestalozzi (1746 1827) propoeed that education should
entail dfrect experience and proceed from learning theuA .

concrete to the abstract Both of these guidelines make, )

» \

: obv1ous the use of learning materiaLs which might, in one

.A

- sense of the word be considered as toys. He was also the

\
first to propose the ‘now widely accepted notion that learning

occurred in both cummulative and sequtntial steps.f This -

1

pOint, too, makes reasonable the use of perhaps more complex

"'{ or differential materials, again including toys (Bluhm,

1971a)

of education for-young children. In a discuSSion of his

wéﬁi, 1uhm (1971b) points oub that Froebel developed a

series of what he called "gifts" for children intended to

. olrazs

direct them toward creative self-activity, self-regulation,‘
and to provide for them the opportunity to manipulate "

objects.: These gifts took the form of specially chosen.‘

TLE
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“was assumed that the’ Chlld through his use’ of these objects, :'

or de51gned obJects which were offered to: the Chlld itl,”

N

would learn the various lessons believed to. be offered by

.or associated with the particular "gift“ ' Examples of gifts

”included such things as the” cube, the ball, the cylinder,-;

_and the subdiviSions of the cube, that would, Froebel felt,

Y

'stimulate the young child to grasp the unity of the universe

'ﬂfbe noted

3

(Bluhm, 1971b) ~ Depending on one s definition of what is P

[

meant by a toy, s;milarities between 'toys' and gifts can.

..

%

Early Jigsaw puzzles (1 e., in theulater lBth.century)

may also have been used as educational‘materials to help

E children learn large organized bodies of facts.\ Puzzles

&, A

'nare among a 1arge collection of teaching toys collected at 7

‘_the Norwich Museum in England. Two of the earliest examples‘-

:of educational Jigsaws are the maps of Africa and America,_V

',_published in. London in 1772 (Quilitch, 1974).

Richard Lowell Edgeware was a noted educationalist of

'the early 1800 s who also advocated the use of jigsaws and

other‘educationml toys.n In a book published in 1798 entitled

Practical'Education,' he even included a chapter on toys ' v-l

~(Hannas,7197l). In this work he states tNat we are disi
:gposed to think favorably of any mode which unites amusement

3{ with instruction" (Hannas, 1972, p. 72).,, g

It,is 1nteresting to note that the Japanese during

‘.thlS time were also ut11121ng this very method of educating

_,during their chs' and;Gir1s~ festivals; ‘At these.events,;

-

SO
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they displayed elaborate sets of dolls in order to explain

the social hierarchy and history of their country (Fraser, S

- S ‘.
1966)..{H. o 1 i‘ -l

Im the. United States there is also historical eVidence

? %

of, the formal use of - educational toys. The Hopi- Indians,,‘

-

for example,'sought to impart religious education to- their
children through what were called “Kachina dolls" during
their ceremonial yituals (Fraser, 1972) ) Similarly, such

games as Growth of a Century published in 1889, were

S

designed to teach the names of thesU S. Presidents, while S

° . -

the Game of ‘the American Story and Glorx, published in 1846

“

BV

Was used ‘to- teach American history. -

H maJor and more current figure in the use of educa~
' \, . -
tional materials/toys was Maria Montessqri. Born in 1870,

""-. N

she was Widely known for her materials and educational
A

methpds., She considered each child “to be a self-activated"

learner at work in a prepared enVironment of programmed

%

materials" (Orem, 197l{ p. 390) These programmed materials

. might be considered as being carefully chosen and offered

toys.‘ﬁ'-r' ‘ o ;' S |

| In agreement with Montessori, Yawkey and Silyern'(l977fl'
also suggest that toys can be regarded as educational aids
and sources of potential experiences and learning.

Present day educators as Radford (1972), Olson (1970),_5'

- May (1977),1and Fowler (1980m have also been actiVely

L

involved in demonstrating how toys can. be used in the class—'

" room' as a part of the regular curriculum materials. v,*.

' . T, PN '
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. Educational are Educational 'I'oys?v" ; d:.scredits the educa- :

o

°

Robert Quilitch (1974), 1n an article called "How
B J 2. : . [

'tional claims cf the many toy manufacturers on the bas:Ls

that no research exists to demonstrate that toys actually s : ‘ ‘

teach. -Appealing to the concerned parent, QuilJ.tch .(1974)" ot

.

"J.nsists that these manufacturers are bullying them into

,'buying expensive specialty toys.‘ If educational impl:.es

-.,.teaching a specxfic sk:.ll his point is well taken in that -

'toy manufacturers, when pressed for such 1nformation, 'have:

e oo
fallen on educatlonal generalizations (Quilitch, 1972) . -'A:

large number of other educators, however,' feel that toys
do have ah’ educational value, albeit not always one which e ; g

can be meaSured in terms %f readily spec1f1able lessons or

) clearly and immediately demonstrable skills (Allen,-1966,

Berieter, 1966 Fowler, 1980, Gehlbach, 1980 Jeffery, _1977,.‘ =

Kephart 1971 Olson,j1970 Vandenhazel, 1,9‘76, Zimmerman & N

Calovini 1971) . : 3 e‘: o - e o S :l'j fij.j
As was prev:.ously suggested, there J.S a small amount -of ' Co

research which suggests that toys do J.nfluence behaviour

(McDonald, 1979;- Pollng, 19763 Quilltch & Risley, 1972; ‘jf%,

‘Rheingold & Cook, 1975) ’ and perhaps even do teach spec:.fic -

' 1essons (Hutt, 1976 Olson, 1970 Slnger,.1973).. The most

powerful demonstration of this lS found JAn the work of

Olson (1970) “who empir:.cally showed that children who were'

' allowed to free play with carefully desxgned equipment d1d

acqu:.re a prev:Lously absent concept of “diagnonality" Play SRR W

L1

W1th these toys apparently resulted 1n this learning and




' p.erhaps "e:}'e'n', “tgught" the previously decided upon lessons.

[ N B i s LT,
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"Therapeutic Uses of Toys T

Closely related to the educational uses’ of toys is -
their therapeutic useage. ) This is especially evident When

therapy. is considered to »represent the teaching/learning’“of o '

‘new Skllls or the strengthening of weak existing skills.

Toys are being currently used therapeutically in many

- -parts o% the world 1ncluding Europe, Britain and. North

Ny :America (Jeffery, 1982a) - R -

L

Much of the increased use 1s associated with the rapid

" development of toy libraries in prov:Ld:Lng materials for the

handicapped and disabled (Jeffery, 1982a) : .,.

' Handicapped and developmentally d‘eﬁyed children who

..'typically have had relatively l:.ttl.e opportunity to

“(Jeffery, 1980 ; Wehman, 1979) ~ ﬂ' g SR ‘ "*:‘, _t e

. and’ the reader is directed to Thorum (1976)\< Guthrie (1979),

;Jeffeny, (1982&), Wehman (1976 1979), Seids’bhlaw (1976) and

Lear (1977) for a more detailed discussion of. the topic.

experience mastery and success in- many of their actiVitJ.es,

5

can often get those pos:Lt:Lve experiences from toy play

" Much has’ been written about toys and the handicapped,

w0
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'The Specifics of Toy Evaluation.:_,'_' e o "%
) &. ‘ 'For’ the consumer seeking he’lp in selecting a 't"o'y, .
guldance 1s available from two dlfferent types of sources. . 4 o \

One source ‘is the “toy 1ist"' ‘the’ other lS the "toy evalua-‘f‘
. AT ,tionrguide“.—" ""list“ Simplygloffers a number of supposedly

N

: pre-—tested or evaluated and hence recommended obj ects. ' " The '

"guide“ offers a number of criteria which should be taken

) into‘account when considering a. specific toy. ];n, some

. '."'instances, a combined list/guide 1s available. '

. o ‘ Several toy lists can be found‘such as those offered _ L
‘ P by Hartley (1968), Stephenson (1977), and James Galt and 5 R
o - .Company Limited (undated) to name only a few. Simllarly, | A
.,-"lists of selection criteria are also plen%ful and include

'-offerings by Edgington (1962), Allen (X968 and Jeffery

«
v

Bl
.

. (1977) . In the . literature there also can be’ found a number N
-of publlcations which comb:.ne the above. E:::Vamples of com- _
l'bined lists are those offered by Zimmerman and Calovina. (1971) r.
) Braga and Braga (1973), Wehman (1976) P and Cataldo '(l978);

Toy lists are basically intended to help the consumer ,'." A

choose from the many toys available. ' Listed toys ar’e

2

-

a "typically sub—categorized by age and/or the type of play

,'they would likely foster. LIt is 5 ficant to note that

4

; toy llStS can be found which focu,s on materials for both

i'normal as well as many specific groups of exceptional

. L ) ’ - " ; ' v ) e . L ' * - ' )
i U U U AN SR . S
. r s N . i e, . PR . . . [ L. . L , . L. .
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Canada Safety Council (1975) o

R s

. chiidren.' While lists for exceptional children were not

‘ focused on, similarities between both groups of lists were

found}‘_These were basically related to the categorization of

the toys. The differences noted in the llStS for exceptional :

children were in reference to the specific statements made as-

tu

to the uses and appropriateness of the toys for these- children

(Guthrie, 1979"Seidschlaw, 1976 Wehman, 1976).1 Lists can

also be found which 1nc1ude toys one should not buy (Swartz,

: 1971) . “ ’ K :,. /ﬂ,.s..

' Several llStS containing toys for normal children, 0

,

princ:.pally, yere rev:.ewed. These lists include: -:';Ch0051ng

Toys foi. Children of ALl Ages" (American Toy Institute,' 1962),_.

- 2. "Selective Lists for Giving" (Hartley, ' 1968) 3. 3. "Toys for

Preschool Children" ?Stephenson, 197‘7), 4.<"Good Toys and/or

S The Toy Report" (The Canadian Toy Testing Council 1980 1981
' 1‘981—1982) and 5.'. "Choosing Good Toys for Young Children" :
(James Galt and Company (undated)). These lists are considered

by the researcher as typical. ‘ Other llsts available include

c A

those by Goodman and Gustavon (1976) ;. Seidschlaw (1976), and
The most widely published and readily available toy lists
are those presented by the Canadian Toy Testing COuncil (CT'I'C)
Revised versions of thlS 1‘1st are published annually.; I
Originally, the\ﬁsts were called 'Good Toys (from 1952-'
1981) but. are now" entitled 'The Toy Report' ~In the 1978 . o
publication of this report, for example," more than 500 .

"

individual toys were analysed for play value, safety and nef -

durability by volunteer CTTC members. '.By., 1982, 1000 toys |-

5 e — R . e b Sy e e e————en e 4] 0
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were tested and assessment criteria were J.ncreased to

'include function, design and packaging.‘ The catalogue,

- »which is available for purchase, presents each toy by name

“and offers the manufacturer s recommended ages, .approximate o s

price and ‘some miscellaneous comments. ‘ The qehunents are .

brief and typical 1y related to the s:ize,' weight

shape r

" 'color

1nput

-toys,

and use of the toy.

'I‘here is no direct consumer

into the evaluation of spec1f:|_c toys._' All listed

.however, have been "trled out"

(i e., 1nforma11y

"ljfour types of play, l) motor play, 2) constructive play, .1, " ;

3) creative and express:.ve play, and 4) intellectual play, -

‘age ranges such as’ preschoolé‘rs (i e.,

~"eleven specn.fic age groups.

'_tested by the children of the volunteers who help out the

s

~:council) : 'I'he remaining lists mentioned above are all

-quite general in nature and very brief in length.

Stephenson (1977) basically llStS *taoys according to .

':'while Ja,mes Galt and Company (undated), Hartley (1968) and‘
L the American 'l‘oy Institute ‘(1962) included age groups as .

well While the two latter authors utilized three broad

—5 years), early

schoolers (J. ey, 6 8 years) and pre-teems (i‘e.,” 9 l2 years),

\ o f .l -0 [
Ine 1isting toys under the age and play groupings, only
. N “ A
,James Galt and Company Limited and "the CT'I'C use - specific
‘name- brands.' Among the other lists proposed, only general

W .
types of toys (i e., blocks, dolls, cars, etc ) are offered

"(American Toy Institute, 96_2- Hartley, 1968, Stephenson,

S, A UM S e e s
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In summary, the toy. list approach to evaluating toys

has an extremely variable format, and there seems to be

little consensus about how things should be organized._

.Most authors orqanize at- 1east according to age, but the

Ca few categorn.ze according to. the potential use of the toy. )

-

- rev1e%below. These 1nc1ude. (l) "Criteria for

- 'actual age categories vary from list to- l:.st, some, using

~ very broad and others using more specific categories.. Only

[

e T ",""' oo : - St

Criteria Lists and Evaluation Guides

Toy evaluation guides or selectn_on criteria lists

LY

. present criteria to be used by the consumer either when

,4 selecting toys in general (1« e., by category of age," sex)

o or for particular children. Criteria offered are typically

grouped according to the type of play likely tp be engour-
-~
geéa and by the child's age. As was the case w1th toy ‘

lists, there are- also :|.ncluded sudh spec:.fic attributes as
safety, aesthetic value, and 1nterpersonal worth. Some ;

§et

criteria are more spec;.fically outl:.ned than others. A

‘_ number of guldes considered typical by the researcher are

Selecting Gifts" (Allen, 1968) (2) "Which One Shall I Buy?"'.

(Edqington, 1968) ; (3) "A Toy Evaluation Guide" (Jeffery,

1977); and (4) “Choosing the,,,Right Toy~ A Checklist"

Fooceter SNeUs ISt . RLWITIETTUET B L AT e

(Kesner & Sunal, 1980)., dther aVailable selection criteria -

: guides include those presented by Rusti01 (1972) ' Elliott

(1972) K] Miner (1974), Ostfeld (19l75) v Callaghan (1979) and

25 -

- -
S
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..points for consid‘“ration when toy buying. Allen <19§8),
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Wittenberg (1979) Lol Lol s

The first two guides mentioned above offer general ;}_‘

/

for example, prov1.des the follow:.ng eight criteria. _ j"

o "1) su:.tabi&ity to the child 2) balanding the diet of the

‘toys, \ 3) physically strengthening, 4) intellectually

o

-.,challenging, . 5) emotionall'y satisfying, . 6) soc:.ally and

'culturally orienting, 7) structUraLly sound and B) worth

" ‘their vprice. In srelation to the last crlteria, Allen (1968)

' suggests that even though quality is not always to be

o associated w:n.th expensive toys, in the 1ong run if they :f:;i

r

_remain popular over a length of time: they may turn out tOr -

be the "thri fty buys" : ’
'I‘he author maintains that although the eight general

'.'criteria presented above should assist anyone interested

' enough in- trying to buy that "perfect" gift it is by no

.—‘means a complete set of cr;.teria.

-

Edgington (1968) offers only general criteria in her s

«'.'gu:l.de. She does this because she cla:l.ms that each toy has '

. to be evaluated 1n terms of what 15 known about the

-'ind:.v:.dual child for whom it 1s intended. ; he,.,genera.l‘

criteria»she outl‘ineS'include- ‘ 1)~‘su1tab11ity ofvthe toyl' X

~,

' \to the age and interest level, 2) durahility of the toy,

; 13) adaptability of the toy, 4) whether assistanceois '

' needed to help the child with the toy, and 5) feasibility

of getting a. ref‘und oni an: unsatisfactory toy, 1f it lS

~ o 9

_'_bemg purchased by mail-order.
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Without telling the reader what to buy, 'Jveffe:r'y ~('1'97'-7) L
o proVJ.des qak very spec:.fic evaluation guJ_de that points out
" >what factors m::.ght be consa.dered before -a toy is purchased.
”'lSpace 1s also prov:.ded on the guide to actually evaluate a-
toy as to whether it .l.S quite acceptable, adequate, or. un-f
"".acceptable.. The author provides seven general criteria
'Wlth very spec:Lfic criteria outlined under each .h.e , _.
s ; general criteria are labelled (l) safety,. (2) durability,,.‘;
""-',(3) suitabilitlh ' (4) challenging and la.kely to motivate o

t(5) development (physical, sensory, intellectual,- n.n‘ter—

.

‘.-.personal, personality), (6) economics and (7) miscellaneous. o S

.'An example of specifie criteria for the general crn.teria

' (suitability) would include,‘ among others, (l) Can the toy

i ;_ be easily gripped? . (2), Can it be easily used and carried? A

(3) Is it likely to produce undue frustraticn?= ‘
Kesner and Su'hal (1980) prov:l.de a checklist for o
revaluatlng toys u31ng 15 - specific criteria. j Three major V
headings were used to structure the 15 criteria and include
‘(l) Safety and Durab:i.lity,~ (2) Educatmonal Value and \
- ' Promotion of Creativ:.ty, =and (3) Suita.b:.lity to the ChJ.ld \ ‘

A rating scale of 1 5 1s used for evaluating each criter:.on. o

Lo This is 1ntended tor permit the potential buyers,to make o -_ S W

~fine discriminations between very similar toys. Under the
major heading 'Educat:.ona.l6 Value and Promhtion of ’ )
: Creativity for example,’ five specific criteria were R |
i A
a) stimulates active J.nvolvement, b) requires thinking, h
] (

B c) exercises the imagination, d) has unstructured useage '

L

v N . [ .
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""/‘_,of Play Materials for the Severely Handicapped-

",:_A'and e) is versatile and has multiple uses._ U T S

.,botv,hv a‘toly list 'and c‘rite'ria.'
: reviewed-.'

. capped .

; Dilemma

Phys:.cal Educat::.on, ‘and Recreation, 1977)

) "Choos:.ng Toys for Children ‘
undated), "The Story Behind Toys and Things" (Kight, 1976) - =

and "Criteria For Educational Toys for Pre-School Visually
'the qualities of a good‘ toy.
ability to challenge,

and imagination. :

‘provide a useful and necessary basis for the selection of

S

e Combined.Lists and Selection -Criteria

} This section-discusses ~‘tihése guides “which 'combine .~ K R
‘ S'eve'n. such guide's vere:’ :
One of those focused on materlals for the handi-

Included were (1) "Toys as Learning Materials for

.-'Preschool Children" (Zimmerman & 1Calov:.n:n., 1971), (2) "A_ o :
Balanced Diet of Toys " (Illinois Montessori Society, 1972)

‘(3) "Toys and Materials" (Braga & Braga, 1973) (4) .“Selection

A Continuing
(Wehman ,.' 1976) I (5) “Playing" '(Yawkey & Yawkey, 1977) ;
(6) "Practical Po:.nters" (American Alliance for Health, S

and (7) "Activ1ty :

Organization to Enrich Infant-Toddler Programs" (Cataldo,

SwTe). e B

Other available combinations of lists and guides include

(Toy Manufacturers of America,

Impaired Children" (Guthrie, l979) A S ‘4 ."'.;

Zimrnerman and Calovini (1971) list Awhat. -they feel‘. to be

‘I‘hey include attractiveness,

g inv1ting, good-construction, durability, safety, nontoxic:.ty, e

fun and stimulating to the curlosity

‘I‘heyi suggest that deVelopmental evaluations RN
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\ tOYS, espec:l:ally when these toys are for handicapped Or R

. exoeptional children.‘ Samples of toys are prov:.ded bes:.de

SN -,", R each :Ldentified need (based on the above evaluations) for

‘.~ T

L.+ each of the four age groups.

The 1972 pamphlet by the Illino:Ls Mo\ﬁ'ssori Soc:.ety

discusses how toys should be judged using three basic
g_.ls criteria- : durab:.lity, . realism and a@g&hetic acceptability.

These criterla are not, however, specifically defined

FITE T Ve . :
F2 T e o et

. ‘ong of the follow:l.ng a) sensoral awarenese,~ (b) language

K

read:l.ness, (c) movement balance, concentration and

Coo T Sciences, and (f) those in the arts.._,_.‘-' 2 ' =

‘g‘

T Toys were 1isted by the generic names c;n both of the :
' , - above guides.j 5 ,l :.' a ) s .j‘. .
‘ Braqa and Braga (1973) summarize the kinds -of mate-rials
that can be used with chlldren at dlfferent leve’ls of

e

o development. | The generically labe 3

‘o P - . o 5,

rfA' 2

under each age group.

/'_J

[ S,

Nine criter:.a for selectn.ng materials are offered by

Braga and'- Braga (1973) which include.}_{

‘w

(l) ‘they should provide enjoyment for the child--
:(2) they.should be- flexible .in ‘their usefulness for '
children of different ages and abilities,, (3). they
: should be suggestive to the ch:l.ld of "what™ todo’ with
them, (4) they should require ‘some: action on the. part
" of the: child; . (5)- they should involve the. ‘child in the -
“learning of some skill or’ ‘concept; (6). they ] uld be’
flexible,. able-to be used in a:variety of ways? -
(7). ‘they should not require. ‘much adult. direction
although they may be conducive to adult J.nvolvement,

toy l:.st :Ls prov:.ded W.‘L‘th each toy described a-nd ldsted»under -

.I 1ndependence, (d) numerical understanding, (e")‘. toys J.n the .

ed toys are . listed . ‘

! o - .} - ) . A .
B e T e e - I - e e R T L A Y
. . - e Y . .
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hOld up -undexr - steady use *@With ho: sharp, Jagged edges
- or. parts 'which céuld break: edsily; (9) Finally, "
"materials’ should be chosen with- refexrence - o the, :
_children's cultura:L background and inter&&ts .. . L
, - e oA (pp. 106 107)

Bt

In an article about toys for the severely handicapped,
’ ’Wehman (1976) emphasizes programming certa:.n behavioral -
areas by developing play skills that are fostered by _, '
,particular groups of play materials. . He provides a ta.xonomy

Al

;‘of play materials funct.ionally separated from each other. [;

His e:.ght groups of toys include toys for. ’ infants, develop-‘.' .

-‘dramatic and imitative play and for artist'.ic development
Also J.ncluded are toys that stimulate knowledge and a::.d in
'Jschool activity, hobbies, and special interests., The

reasons for the groupings plus a series of toy examples are

..
1

: provided under each of the above headings. o o ';
o I T

"An a;%icle offered by the Amer:.can Alliance for Health, :

‘Physical Education, and Recreation (1977) emphasizes the

”'sensory and motor areas as key ones for game selection.,' IS

-I

-Recommended games are llStEd by name, along with a description

o of each game and a statement of the developmental p_urpose for

O

"‘.‘-J - I\{ .

Yawkey and Yawkey (1977) provide a s:.milar set of 3

criteria to Zimmerman and Calovini's (1971) .. To the Zimmer-—

iman list they add that one should 1. balance the ch:L.'Ed'se B

e ‘.\, ,':- —"
toy collect:l.on, 2. cons:.der the aesthetic qual:n.ties of toys
' and 3 be careful of making :meulse purchases. ) ij_' ‘ T

,,,,,,,,,

.ment of strength, constructive and creative pla.y, for _Wl RN
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".Representative Toy Evaluation Criteria

fprOV1de the bases for the criterion variables used in the,

o "'t“:{{a»" Age

Cataldo (1978), in presenting his. list begins by

‘stating the five areas in which the preschool in which he -

,?was involved, was divided ‘ The divisions included the

- sd’ial 1nteraction area, the phy51ca1 mastery and problem f
‘:SOIV1ng area, the sensory stimulation area, and the
‘language learning area.i For each area, recommended activx-
:ties, equipment (toys), and appropriate adult behaviours, A

: were listed along with purposes described for both thev

<5

_ ,equipment and a. For example, in . the comfort niche,;

cuddily tdys, teethers, and rockers were situated : Here

-fthe adult. would smile,_sing, and rock or bounce theé baby

'ff to increase his/her self—esteem and awareness.

v

When ‘one reviews the various toy 1ists and evaluation

guides“cited above,‘it becomes apparent that there is aizah;

'7"51derable degree of overlap in the criteria used in these

s Rad

) sources; This section will identify these criteria.: It is

'Significant to note that the criteria, herein identified

e

Toy Evaluation Instrument, which was developed for use 1n

-

this study (see Chapter Three)

A‘frequentiy

,the age appropriateness of the object ThlS issue dlso

’ reflects interest in the age-stage of development question.'

-
4

'ited toy evaluation criternx1re1ates to: -

N et - PREACS sy eV Sl s e
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e

. Zimmerman and Calovini (1971) voice’ the frequently held o

oplnlon that toys should be chosen keeping "in mind the

) developmental level.ef the child Selectlng toys us;ng this“
. L EEST o
) criternx1assumes that the age—related competenc1es, interest

of the Chlld, and stage of development are well defined.
The prevailing stage model whlch has been presented by f
Piaget (1962), Hartley (1968), Stephenson (1977) and the‘\
CTTC (1978 1979 -and 1980- 1981) descrlbes four general stages
’,\ ) of play mentloned earlier, namely motor play, constructlve _,ri
: : play,vcreative and expressive play, and intellectual play;' |

ThlS model assumes that a child naturally moves in keeplngy‘,

with his biological development through these’ stages. :Thel';
prOViSion of apperriate toys at’ the optimal time, it iS,x.r
L%

belleved, w1ll fa01litate the child‘s movement through the

/ various stages. While th : view in part,lwas widely held

} N research empha8121ng ind1V1 ual differences points out that
£ “;i:} not all children w1ll progress through a given stage at a
glven age (QUilltEE; 1972 Smilansky, 1968). For this
| reason, too strong an’ empha51s on* age appropriateness would
llkely decrease the. efficiency of the rating process..
While age may frequently be overemphasized it cannot
bd:discounted. As was p01nted out above,'there is both .
. some . Justification for age-related toy useage and also for ,

‘ stage sequential useage.~ For these reasons, ignoring this
. ,
: facet of toy evaluation is inappropriate. It was decided
that when operationallzing the study, age must be . taken 1nto

UL SR s R e e . e e R T O
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account but‘that‘it'would'not“be;a-criterion'Variable;

¢

Other Criterla "' S 1,\.j S _f S

L Slx commonly cited’ (albeit somewhat dlfferentially

.

1abe11ed) toy evaluatlon criteria can. be 1dent1f1ed in the -
.;"{ o o literature. These are: overall goodness, safety, dur-

ablllty, play value, educational—developmenta1 value and

1nterperson§l-5001al value. Each of these crlteria is 5”";:'

lndlvidually dlscussed below.fd

!GoodnessL Crlterlon one, goodness, refers to the

foverall quality of the toy._ Zlmmerman and Calov1n1 (1971)

Fote eme il e

‘and the’ C'I‘TC (1980 1981) refer to this var:.able when they :eﬁ,/
fdiscuss what constltutes a good toy.- The very tltle of '
-

”;‘the CTTC report, entltled Good Toys 1980 1981 jassumes that

‘a toy whlch ls-a good one" can- be 1dent1fied It is a'goalﬂ”

. of thls study to agsess more speclflcally what experts m1ght~

mean by thls ‘texrm (see pages 76 77)

i?'A~ “':lfi",;, 3 No specific definitlon of what is- encompassed by the_:

’ term "goodness can be found in the 11terature.a In splte of:
thls, authors of toy and evaluatlon crlteria llStS, as

Lo {‘,suggested above,'contlnue to operate as lf such a definltlon‘

| ':can be stated One can only speculate as to. what such a

deflnltlon mlght be. Research perhaps entalling 1nitially
1nterv1ew1ng experts and toy users is needed to help establlsh“ N f.

'\a sultable deflnitlon. f;'ﬂ‘f- ‘s',r1~{\if :‘.h’n j: o .;:. ‘\';'iﬁj

.In thls study, to help dlfferentiate what is meant by

. s [SUE S SO SR P F O S S - - : : :
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this term, it was deCided that a: useful starting pOint might=

be the identification of those most commonly used toy eval-
uation criteria, the aSSumption here being that in uSing ‘
these criteria one was, in fact delimiting key aspects of
toy “goodness : When this .was done, five criteria (each

indiVidually discussed in detail below) were identified._n

Safety. Criterion variables numbers two and three

(safety and- durability) refer to the structural qualities of . -

a toy. In most of the guides and lists reviewed some mentionﬁ

was made of safety, hence this variable was included In

. this regard it Ais: significant to note that ‘the Committee on

Consumer Policy in a report entitled Safety Reguirements for.”

Tovs j1975), pOints out that no toy can be completely safe )

©

and that.

It is up. to the parent to insure that a- toy does
"not:'fall into the hands of a child for whom’ it is
: clearly unsuitable, whether by reason of. age and--
. mental or physical characteristics of the’ child

,concerned or other. cirCumstances. (p, 15) '

W

. For. this reason, ratings of safety appear to be a. baSlC \=

necessity._ This point is. further emphaSized by Kesner and

,‘Sunal (1980) who state that although equal emphaSis should

be placed on each- of the selection criteria, a toy of

.questionable safety should be immediately eliminated from

'RconSideration for purchase.

The Canadian Toy Manufacturer 8 AssOCiation (1978) adds E

ca
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that Canada has pioneered the way in toy safety and that

there are few, if any, unsafe toys on the market in. Canadat

-

today..

Y definition was thus dlSCOVered for this study basedu -

Ay
-

-on the above comments and the reviews by Zimmerman and

Calovini (1971), Jeffery (1977), Yawkey and Yawkey (1977), :4"

Kesner and Sunal (1980), and the CTTC (1980 1981 and 1981-.
?'1982) In this study, a safe toy is one that is” free from '

sharp edges, does not injure the child if fallen on, has

parts that cannot be swallowed, is . nontoxic, nonflammable,"

washable and hygienic and also will not conduct electriCity

or give electric shock (see Appendix 1 for this and other ;,‘

criterion variable definiticns).,

'Durability. The importance»of tdy durability‘has been:»
discussed in several reViews (Allen, 1968 Braga & Braga,.

1973 CTTC, 1980-1981- Edgington, 1968 Jeffery, 1977 Kesner

197‘7)
B A durable toy is ‘one that is well constructed and
finished and will still have potential usefulness if parts
are. lost ox broken (see Appendix 1, p.. 97) ' ‘
41 If a toy isvnot durable, it.is more eaSily broken and
' thia increases the danger that the child may harm himself.
In a discussion of the ease with which some toys can- be"

broken, Caplan and Caplan (1974) suggest that toys easily;‘

Y ,
broken are liable to be frustrating to the child and may o

-

& Sunal, 1980; Yawkey J Yawkey, L977, Zimmerman & Calovini, '"'”

ery s




36

, »promote aisense-of:WrOng doing.A.To thisfpoint, Tudor-Hart :

.(1970) adds that easily broken toys are not only wasteful

- but encourage destructiveness in the child user.ii ; \.’555w

Durability can be considered as being related to -

safety. A tcy may not be durable due to poor construction.

- ThlS often results in parts breaking off which could very

;likely render the toy unsafe.' While there is a relationshlp

:between the two, durability ls Viewed by the researcher as
an entity_on,rts ovn, and.was therefgrexselecte@ for the.f'

~'study.. -

'P y Value.f A. fourth variable considered relative to

v

toy evaluation was play value. A toy w1th high play value

->"is one that has a range of alternate uses requirinq skills

" the child is currently or soon likely to master. A high

»

i play value toy offers opportunity for varied experiences,
does not require one to perform an excessive number of

repetitive activities, and encourages the involvement of

. the chlld (see Appendix 1, p. 97) . xm"g E ! 3 ' }“ ;)) Lo

Although this criterion has been entitled play value
-“by the researcher, it. has not always been g1Ven this label.-
In many articles, what here is referred to as play value -

appears to be discussed in terms of a. variety of criteria.

o Play value would appear to be what Jeffery (1977) and

_zimmerman and Calovini (1971) refer to when they ask if
'the toy is challenging. Yawkey and Yawkey (1977), Miner .

(1974), and the CTMA (1980) similarly refer to a toy s,

o ’ ~




...' .‘.' . =~A ., :‘~ ‘ ‘.'j l\ ' »". ",' S :-”_- " 4".' . ) .o ’ 4'" ',‘.";.“
__versatility. Olson (1970) asks about attractiveness.
o One nust. caution here of overgeneralizing, as a’ term:
4 . e
» 1ike attractiveness also carries a connotation of attraction "

;bas differentiated from use. While something may be attractive,.
,_' ( .'1t may not have a- highlutility. ' '

f‘jf‘.~' ST, :A :: Play value can be considered as being related to edu--.

cational value. In mOSt instances, a toy ‘can only haVe play

",value'if it :s played W1th . The question thus becomes,

e why is a t y played with.l Jeffery (l982b) proposes that a.
A Au’,’«ﬁtoy Wli only be played with if the child is 1earning from

hlS author compares the two variables, play value and oL

it
. edu ational—developmental value, to determine the relation-
.u‘s' P between them. hlternative explorations on the reasons
h'or toy play can be found among the traditional play ,
theories (Berlyne,'196o- Ellis, 1973- Ellis & Scholtz, 1513;
Hutt, 1966; Papert, .1980). . Lo
Jeffery (lQ&E:i“also discusses the economics ogplay
varue /ﬁe/adVLSes the wise toy buyer to estimate the dur—l

r“ation of play which- is likely toNEEcurxwith\aﬁgiven toy. By,

Zcomparing the duration of’ play relative to toy cost

ﬂlf R _estimate of the cost per hour of the play w1th the toy can . o J_#f
o . "be calculated. Interestingly, the Toy Report (CTTC, 1981- S S N
| “~1982) couples play value and economical value, as well, when”' .

v 1t asks,:"would you buy the toy?“ (p. v).

Educational developmental The fifth criterion assessed

R

“in this study is the educational developmental value of a toy.i

@
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‘This criterion is considered to be different from educational
i vaf&e in the narrow senSe of the term (i e., referring to
L L specific types of particular content taught in school)., .
o A toy W1th high educatlonal—developmental value 1s one':
that fosters such mental abilities as grouping, .color
recognition, pattern recognition and memory skills, general
. knowledge, and/or physical abilities such as fine and gross
- motor co-ordination and general muscle development (see

Appendix 1 p. 97).i Although there is some dispute as to

]

whether or not a toy can be proven to demonstrate the above

skills, there would seem to be a. w1dely held consensus V1ew.

wh}_”, c that a relationship does exist It is not the 1ntent of this,

thesis to pursue this issue in detail.“ For further reading

~,

v N in this area the reader is directed to works by Olson (1970), e

Quilitch, Christopherson and Risley (1972), Hutt (1976), and

NS 2

~ Singer (1973)..

PO

SN FEEEEN v",.- S The Educational-Developmental definition used does not

' :mention particular skills such as numerical understanding,,

. \ - ‘language readiness and sensoral awareness. These are ones< ..
fil* C B listed by the Illinois Montessori Society (1972) These
.v ‘ . B ‘
S - _A‘SPElelc skill groups are considered as particular mental

\\\~abllk of the type defined above.

Other specmfic mental and physxcal s‘1 ' ot\detailed

:d here could be included under the educational-developmental ~.;'\
criterion as well.u Kesner and Sunal (1980), for example,
1nclude criteria such as "unstructured usage" and “versa-f"

' tility".under_their educational\construct.;‘Forzthis study:«

N P i e i e s e 264 e e s i e L e e — 1 o s v S ba
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”‘1 these are considered as aspects of play valuei

ft.these terms._V‘?lf o "i e

'u

,Here again,':
. él, o
Ione can apprec1ate the overlap between play value and edu- .

x/

'cational value and the need for a. clearer understanding of

-
™

Doa
[

("

Interpersonal Social A toy that offers interpersonal- "“

,‘social experiences is one that is 1ike1y to involve the

'child in activ1ties with other people (i e.,l@hild—child

uinteraction, adult—child interaction) and/or to encourage

i

iﬂthe development of socialization skills (ife., dramaticr'f

i

vplay, role playing and/or co—operative, assertive and com-l,“,'ﬁﬁ

Elpetitive play) in the child (see Appendix l, p. 97).

. Some authors (i e., Allen, 1968 Cataldo, 1978 Jeffery,"

'1977) identify soc1a1 interaction and interpersonal orienta-ﬁf

g‘tion as significant criteria with which to evaluate toys.;f

"Other authors reviewed refer to this Slxth criterion in

'terms of the- type of play the toy encourages. These authors

.'izdiscuss topics like dramatic play-(Hartley, lQGB),f“let s.'
tpretend play“ (§tephenson, 1977), and soc1a1 play (American
nToy Institute, 1962) j In- this study these types of play are‘p

':considered to be related to the interpersonal-soc1a1

AR

‘y‘criteria used.‘, . - .7~'i';' ', '; N - T ,f S

~ Much- has been written about ‘the realistic toy.f For- the

"purposes of thlS study realism has also been incorporated

.'into the interpersonal-social variable. While Smilansky
(1968) and Jeffery (1977) discuss the restricted range of

possible uses of- the realistic toy, Singer (1973) points outf}‘q

P R e
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'that encouragement of make-believe play and imitation of
'fdparents through role play odeurs through such realistic toy:'
Tr;play._'_ .‘ ' | |

While some research has been done on the influence of

toys on interpersonal relationships (i e., Caplan & Caplan,'
"1974 Smilansky, 1968),'a detailed discussion of this topic~
is beyond the scope cf this study. This research does, :;:
'however, provxde . ba51s for including this criterion as‘.
‘7one df the Variables in the study.~ ' | ’
. . The 51x toy evaluation criterion previously dlscussed
";provided bases upon which the Toy Evaluation InstrUment

‘used in this study was developed (see Chapter Three)

Do
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. CHAPTER ITI - . -.
THE Tog"EVALUATJ:On INSTRUMENT. - . .+
' ) . L '(_ “i-l‘ : : i
" An 1nstrument labelled the Toy Evaluation Instrument

(TEI) was. specifically developed for use in this study.

B ThlS instrument and its development are discussed below.‘

Backgiound of- the Instrumént -
'*Whén looking'for an‘instrunent‘to assess thedlevel'df‘

consensus among experts about toy selection, it quickly

'became apparent that finding a readlly available instrument::,,
'U,w1th an established reliabllity and validity was. unllkely ‘
:j(Buros, 1978 Jeffery, 1980, Kesner & Sunal,:1980) . »
. While literature pertaining to toy lists and selectionfﬂjf‘
"criteria was plentiful, experimental research in- thls area,.
'yincluding that taking into account rater consansus, was very
;limited (Allen, 1968° Cataldo,,1978 Glass, 1978 Hartley, |
31:1968 Jeffery, 1980 Olson, 1970 Stephenson, 1977,?Wehman,

.31979* Zimmerman & Calovxni, 1971).;

In'an effort t0‘overcome this difficulty,fit'wasinec-

1essary to develop an instrument. The 1nstrument that was

4 —

‘ ideveloped (namely, the TEI) was based principally on work on ;'f?‘

~toys carried out by Kinseil-Rainey (1972), Wehman (1979),*

and Jeffery (1980), and on more general literature on . 31';.u

-

rating scale construction reviewed by Kerlinger (1974)..,;-“'

.oy

. B L e : . .
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Kinseil-Rainey (1972), Glass (1978) and Jeffer ,(1980).,

'.'o a The criterion v‘riables used in Jeffery s Toy Evaluation

; Guide 01977) are typ'cal of those used in much’ of the liter-.

‘ of this and related literature).t

'The Selection Criteria-:"

‘_-4'2'.

ature written in this area. Many of these criteria weref
used in this study (see Chapter II for a detailed discussion"h
‘ Kerlinger (1974) makes the case for utilizing thei,'
rating scale for evaluating items quite explicitly while'
Kinseil-Rainey (1972) demonstrates ‘the - utility of using a
popular catalogue for toy selection rather than the more :

typically used toy 1ists such as prOVided by Good Toys

(r§ao 1981) For. further discussion, see Kerlinger (1974),- ~i'{r‘

L -
"

R The instrument used in this study consisted of three

"ccmponents. The first contained the selection criteria
‘:for rating the toys, the second included the 62 toys to be.
~rated and the third component was the. scale on which the' )

ftoys were to be rated.( ::" o R L 1;:,3

A first step in the development of the instrument was

a thorough literature review which sought to diseover those

o criteria most frequently used for toy selection (Cataldo,
f\:1978 Jeffery,‘1980, Kesner,'1980, Stephenson,'1977,.Wehman,

w1976). ‘Toy 1ists and selection criteria guides were also -

B . . N - e
,,,,, ————— B e T g e o S 2 R e Lt e il p v te e s v

- Deuelgpment'of ;heflnstrument ’;": K e
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"studied"as'these,'Whilé'not always irStingﬁcriteria,,Were

'.distributed year.ly (CTMA, - 1978)

':Primary School %hpplies Limited (1982)

e

Lot -

(- e

'assumed to reflect the same. What emerged ‘from’ this search

'were the six specific criterion variables which ‘were used ,f

2

in the instrument.! Five reflect actual toy attrihutes while

’ the sixth was a more general rating of overall goodness.

The five specific criteria were safety, durability, play |

value, educational-developmental value, and interpersonal-.

:»social value.; N*full description of these criteria can. be

- found in Appendix 1. f'--. g ‘;' ;:;. _.'ff.~f
' I R S S
“'3'Toy Selection _=€:'f' ; ‘-";2<ifi" o

3 It has been estimated that there are 20 000 nev. toys R

Given this large number, o

‘lt was difficult to decide on what would be a representative

“3 sample. It ‘was dec1ded that a useful source would be-a cata-f

logue such as ofﬁered by a major retailer of the big supply .

- companies (i, e., Galt Toys (1982), Louise Kool (1982) or

¢

. catalogues are hot readily available to the average consumer

'g'and therefore,“it was dec1ded to find a more publicly

’

accessible supplier. The Sears Christmas Wishbook Catalogue

‘W\
'(1981) seemed to meet this criteria. This has -a very large

_distribution (i e., Newfoundland 23 000 copies) (Sears Manage-n

ment, 1981)

resentation of toys that would be readily available for pur-j

43"

. Several of these jo

It was felt that this would prOVide a fair rep-~“n

‘chase -or’ might be found in the typical Canadian home.~,3 '-"7 -
. I:‘}i"", ‘ - - v-«——-———‘—«——:«‘- - T—._..—.._—-— ‘._. SR

¢
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fl The Sears Christmas Wishbook Catalogue (1981) has 63 s
:; L "pages devoted to toys.‘ ‘An initial screening of the approxi— *;';'fﬂ L
i | mate 720 toys was conducted to select clear, colored photqf ,’;.”Véff

‘ {graphs that depicted a 51ngle toy Qn each picture.~ From '“;”“ »;;i‘;ﬂ

3 ) this group, the. actual toys for the study were chosen }‘”ﬁ?ff-,:ﬁi::“j-+
i _‘ _ot”'_ 'fu'based on age-appropriateness for the l% =3 year age group, 1:2;}',;;j ig%i
{ - .-1nclusion of a catalogue description, and singular rep;e- DRI
: p_'l_‘sentation of ane typetof toy.' N . 'ﬂﬂAg‘,' B f’: . SRR
ﬂffii-ﬁ ; H;Lff:;f;4 Duplication of more than one type of toy occurred .:7éf“%;.zryf{ '

E}i ﬁonly when there was a marked difference between two of tHe J nf'ﬂ%ﬁ“”“‘"

.v"=-_same type of toy; The particular age—range was chosen based

5‘;l.? A“.‘g' ‘oh the manufacturer 8 recommendations and On the Judgement ou»iﬁ - -

,of the researcher. The researcher s decision about an age—”"'
z_range took into account the safety of the toy'and the prob- f

ability of the child being able to use the object based on-U':JiJI\i;f,5ﬂl

"
o RN .
oo tim T n e ara i 3 2 eyt e

The- measuring device used -was the equal-appea;ing

- ,f»."{.a: ;such qualities as. size,'weight, and function of the- toy. L . :
N R ©In” this way, it was.hoped to eliminate age—appropriateness:{jﬁ' )
' ‘j':; B " as. a-crtierion in judging_the toys.}ifi"-: ﬁ¢‘r?liﬁ _%fffiﬁs*;{' )
;f o 3 S ) Considering the above guidelines, 62 pictorially pre—:ziﬁigyg
,:fl1 i~ 'fsented toys were selected for the study (see Appendix 2 for f—_%?fofjé%
; | . e i the- List of_Toys). o . | B | ;
i \" L ;Rating Scale n~ : . ;_-. V:va" :ﬁ‘,hf‘ o L e 'F
|

e : interval scale (Kerlinger, 1974). This technique is based :I,'»;f‘;iru
S -fﬂl - on«the principle that items, in this case, toys, can be ,1"7'“ﬁ ”'1‘{P
- - ;,-'differentially rated or: scale% Each item (toy) is assigned PR
ot . - - .
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;“ :] : *}7 N ”."a scale value by the rater and the strength of ‘the rating i' ;
‘ _ indicates the degree to which the rater. feels the:particularﬂ“ ‘f ﬁ
;}:;?“E{ é’ ’.Mi item is desc ibed by the scale‘(Kerlinger, 1974) . ' ;h
T o Experts rated the items (toys) along a continuum."ﬁ- : Lo 'iéu
.ilﬁJ'”;'gi- : .}ranging from very poor (a numerical value of 1) to very good S
; ;T. (a numerical value of 7) - The 7-point scale was chosen overy -
9{1- fxnj'?" others bécause it was felt that . the response\variance would
e /6; far greater for a 7-pOint scale than that. likely to be
-’f§’§:- riA"'f B found for a 2, 3, or S-pornt scale (Kerlinger, 1974)
.Ai—f } Tf ) % 0 McGuire (1973) discusses some requ151tes for
Ligt é;;;FE ;:'; ' scales, a number of which are appropriate to this study.. | %
?~f?"“;of Jhx,' These include the folloW1ng | 1) A sca%e must be represent- SRR B
.f“f;f-‘i";.lt:4:";ative of “the. attitudes in the domain, (2) They must be well-: B
}%JA i 3 defined for the population of interest- (3) They must be L “';;1.
:»g ‘ appropriate to the concepts 1n the domain- (4) They must 'y E B
Zzgif N M'Ahave polar opposites, and (S)FThey must be clear 1n relation NG
: té‘f i : o the sample of subJects.:. ﬁ' . | -
ffé:” ‘ﬁi . .:1;;1 There is no’ way of knowing, says McGuire (1973),
Q;% ‘ "4.whether complete coverage has been accomplished Ultimately,
f%' t'é_'he suggests that scale selection lS a matter of investigatcr
d%~ Judgement.;ffj‘ C ', '_. . " _ l'ﬂ,, A ; )
f% For further information on- the nature and uSe of rating
Tf{! 3 ;;[scales, see T, O. McGuire 11973), Kerlinger (r974) and Edwards
fli, | g IR ' ) :
g ' ' » )
1 - . N :
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;;MJ’Z}," Pilot Administration ST "‘ff, . ‘;rl' -

o " IR

e . Prior to administering the instrument to the expert

.," . E ) i N \
' .

.. sample, the fl al form was carefully rev1ewed,by the

researcher an, a colleague knowledgeable in the area of

@

children s t ys.‘ The purpose. of this procedure was to help o

-.establish the representativeness of toys that mlght be~'
P‘offered to 1% - 3.year olds..‘ A

The reView entailed rating all the toys u91ng the.
‘;; t - _,xh£~ i fiye criFerion“variables selected for study. Based on this

o ‘rev1ew:/dt was decided that two rev131ons be made.l Firstly,.

’ a sixth undefined criterion variable was 1ncluded, entitled

voa

'"overall goodness" It would provide a basis against which
;.' ito measure the relationship between the other five criteria.:~”J
h.'. f: .fd;.-. Secondly, the definition of the interpersonal s;cial variable e
| | was reVised for a clearer understanding of thls criterion.;?l
| Hence, the final,form, as administered, is described in the ‘}}

. next section. . ... e ,;“\ R

o e TherFinal Form of the‘Instruméht"'

. . : '
' .
! . ! N - . ) N .« Wt
- . o v S : ' '
. . A . . N . . ot . . .
o . N ' R A . .

CLoeT Each rater was asked to rate the 62 pictorially pre-

ksented toys using the six’ criterion variables on a 7—point .
~rating scale.f: | ‘ - _ ' |

‘lA The pictures of the toys were indivrdually mounted on
*three 1nch by four~1nch 1ndex£cards with tape. =Beside each .
picture was taped the description of the toy from the _ _J' ha'ln‘

"catalogue.~ It included the Size, color, function, and
material the toy ‘was made of Five criteria were defined -~‘ﬂ

for the raters on the handout sheet as outlined below.

3
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A Safe t6y is‘one that is. free From. sharp edges,
"doesn't hurt when fallen on, has parts. that can-
not :be swallowed, is nontoxic, nonflammable,‘is .
.washable and hygienic, will. not conduct electricity

. or give electrical shock

A Durable toy is one that is well constructed and
finished, will 'still have usefulness if parts are
lost or broken, is not likely to have ‘parts. break- .

- ing off

A toy with Plaz Value is one that has a -range. of
~alternative uses; requires- skilIs the-child is
currently. mastering Or. soon "’ likely to, offers

.dﬁpportunity for varied experiences, does not "

require performing an excessive number- ‘of repeti-
tive acthltleS, encourages involvement of the

e

SJehild. LT R T

s An Educational Develop_ental toy is one that fosterS“-t‘

‘such mental abilities as grouping, colour recogni-

. _tion and memory skills, general " knowledge and/or

phySLCal abilities ;such as fine-'and’ gross-motor
co-ordination, balancing skills, eye-hand co-
ordinatiOn, and general muscle development.

o An Interpersonal Social toy 'is’ one that involves ) :
. other people (i.e., child-child interaction, parent=-
- child interaction) and/or. encourages the development

of soc1alization skills. (i.e., dramatic '‘play, role’
jplaying, and/or cooperative, assertive and . competi—.:

'~vtive play )

The Slxth criterion variable “overall goodness“ was

undefined. This was done so as to assess the relative influ-

SOClal value) on an expert's rating of "goodness" and also to

'_ence of the remaining five criteria (i. e., safety, durability,

:play value, educational developmental value, and interpersonal-.

*flnd out 1f other p0551b1e criteria might be used’ by the ex-
'perts when making their evaluations. By summating variables‘
- 2 through 6 (1. €.y safety through interpersonal-social) and

i'.comparing this su ated score - with the goodness score, the

¢

,fresearcher hoped to determine the relation, if any, between, -
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. Step 1;

'h~ Directions“

Step 2

:Directions

48"

5. goodness and these other criteria..

The rating scale was diagrammatically presented on’ the
top page of each rating sheet for the raters (see Appendix

l for.a. copy of the Rating Scale) Each expert was asked to

rate ‘the 62 toys twrce.

a

the followrng instructlons ‘were glven to each rater-~

~A;,AP1ease rate each ‘of the toys on’ your perception ‘of their ‘

overall appropridteriess, or goodness for children, in
_‘general, between the ages of. l% and‘3 years.“‘l L .4 -

- B Rate each toy individually on a 7-point scale such that

one (1) represents a very low rating (i.e., 'very in- .
. appropriate, very poor), while—_séven (7): represents: a™
- very high rating (i. e.,‘very appropriate, very good)

C. 'Please record ‘the number of_the.toy beinggrated.

‘ Aa, Please. rate the toys again, consrdering their appropriate-“

‘ness’ for: the same age bracket of 1% to 3—year-olds.

" ' B. ThlS time, rate each toy on the 7-point scale, keeping

in mind the 5 definitions. L _ S~

The complete directions and answer sheets can be found
i

Tin. Appendix 1o Items (toys) can be reconstructed by reference‘

to the toy list in- Appendix 2 and the Sears Chrlstmas WlSh-

Book;, lﬁBl. The.methodology followed in the study w111 be )

- discﬁsSed'in_the next chapter,,

[T A R L ]

As. theyappeared on the Directions and Rating Sheets, %%g'
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METHODOLOGY

" geélection -of Raters

a, N

:As:many experts as"oouldnfeasibly be contacted were ;.”

2 . v
. t

L asked to vorunteer as’ raters for the study.

The raters used in this study were - profesSionals whose

:lfocus of expertise was children. Those included early

"7childhood development educators, primary preschool curricu— j'

-‘day care/nursery school practitioners. In total, 12 experts o

'lum specialists, educational and child psychologists, and

Lhs

were. identified to take part in; the study. ",. ":'ehﬁf.‘f

The experts were’ divided into two categorical groups.

Half of these 12 raters were from an academic setting, while:'j

"~the remaining six were practitioners working directly with

children and child serVices (l e., nursery school and school

‘:board settings) Of the academics, five held Doctorate

':5ADegrees 1n the related area and one was at the Master 'S

"o
b

'level Among the practitioners, five held Diplomas in:

;KPrimary Education and were Directors of Daycare Schools,

v

?_while -one held a Doctoral Degree and was working as a Primary

B e o T N s an ]

Consultant within the Department of Education.

‘Procedure'

49

Each of the twelve raters 1ndiv1dually completed 62 toy '
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'iation of t}'fe rating task The information given “to. each

f‘rater was as follows- '

oo s

W’

a ratings tWice. First the expert was asked to rate each toy
.on the "goodness“ variable..- Immediately following this, the '

; _expert was asked to rate each toy on the safety, durabllity,

play value, educatronal—developmental and 1nterpersonal—'

social variables. Each toy was completely rated before

E ‘going ‘on to the next toy.

-

The researcher met w:.th each expert for a verbal explan-—-'

X,

14

"We ‘are attempting to test the effectiveness of differ—
ent " wvays of training parents: 4in the ‘selection of good-
guality. toys. . In order to accomplish this, At is o
‘necessary that we "obtaip J.nformation from experts as

' to whaty are quality toys, ~Wé would also like “to know
'what the ‘relative contribution of different aspects of
'these toys are. - S L :

~_To this end we ' are seeking your assistance.,

Now, please read the following directions outlined .on

pages 1 and 3- of the Toy Evaluation Handout Sheets. -
.. 1f -you have any- questions related to. these directions," o

please ask th_em now. (See- Appendix 1 for TEI directions)_.'-

' At this time, each expert was required to rate one toy '

B on the spaces 'provz.ded in the: Toy Eval\Iation Handout Sheets '.
"'using the 7-point scale. This toy was randomly selected

‘_from the set by each rater.

- Afterwards, exgerts were glven the remaining toy ca.rds ‘

- and asked to complete the ratings on their own. - Each expert
o was asked to _record all responses -on the Handout Sheet

fEach rater was allowed as much’ time as required to complete

the task

A

For each rater, the 62 toy cards were randomized in
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_\ among the ratings. .

: six criterion variable scores plus the one summative score‘. '
(i e., the sum of the scores of’ safety, durability, play

,;value, educational developmental value, and" _intevrpersonal-

' ,soc:x.al values)

standard analysis of variance techniques and by applying
.}.Generalizability Theory based on Cardinet, Tourneur, and

'Allal, (1976- 1981) The fifth question was answered by

'.,aVerage correlations for the raters.

Generalizability theory offers a more comprehensive :
. "for the study of’ educational and psychological measurement ‘

‘ ';of measurement be equivalent . Generalizability theory A
,_.claims that each observation belongs to a multitude of

- possible sets of observation (CardJ.net et al., \}976) .Th'e'_.

" the conditions of the meaBUrement rather than on the persons
-'measured, 1t becomes necessary to transpose the dimensions -

- of the measurement design so, as to differentia.te conditions R

L PER Py OV

.
: “

order to overcome any possible autocorrelational effects

e
i

“The TEI yielded seven scores per toy. Thes'e'vere the

‘.

e X . K ‘ . ar, .

Lot T .g-'Analy‘ si‘s" ’

The f:.rst four research questions were examined usmg

4

"

computing correlations Eetween variables and estimating

+
.

1and coherent framework than classical psychometric theory- SRR .

Traditionally, reliability has required that the conditions.r' ’

'authors of this theory propose that when research focuses on

..
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o while generalizinghover persons (Cardinet et al., 1981) In
' order to do this, they propose new concepts including the-
notions of facet of differentiation and facet of generali- |
zation as complementary aspects of; measurement design. The
facet of generalizatiorx, say Cardinet et al. (1976), ;Ls any
source of variation whlch affects the measures taken of the
objects under study. A set of- objects or: characteristics A
which are to be compared constitutes what the authors\ call
a facet.of. differentiation in a study. - .
| ' In their recent article, Cardinet ‘_e_i_; al‘ (1§8l')‘ discuss ‘
‘ some further procedures 1n relation to the treatment of de-
| signs .in \which the objects of measurement have one or’ more .

‘of. the ,following characteristi-cs,,« appropriate- to’ thls study’:, '; :

-

'_ a) they are con,stituted by other factors than persons
b) - they are defined by the crossing or nesting of
several factors which may be fixed or random, and ‘-; .-" .- .

~

c) they may be defined in several alternative ways..

-~

The objects of measurement in this study are the toys -
(items), a random variable and the facet of differentiation.“
This facet is random because the toys selected for the study

were considered represen.t‘-ative.‘o.f vthose available to the

consumer. L | L | “ -

The facets of generalization were, first, the yariab'l-esl"

. used by the raters to rate a toy. This facet was fixed |

becaUSe 1t was fssumed that of all the possible ways that a’

N

toy might be rated, the ones selected were the only ones’ of

ORISR P LU USO O S SO S . I,



fealiihééféss‘- it'will be*shown'later[ how,ﬁwhen:theA
rating 1s focused on-a particular characteristic of a toy,
lthis facet is excluded from the model (see Figure l for
the reduced model) The second facet of generalization was -
the raters themselves.A This was considered a random var- |
iable.' The third facet of generalization was the rater ‘

¢

't category.-< his was considered a fixed variable because of

D R S S, .
. .

R E ' gf"all the possible ways of categoriZLng raters, a11 "expert"'

-

. categories.,.
T ‘<‘=';-f-f ‘-t The design permitted the computation of generaliz-"

ability coefficients extending the classrcal definition of -

reliability, which has been described as the ratio of true
.variance to observed variance (Cardinet et al., 1976) n'

computing generalizabihdty coeffic1ents, the numerator

- :
I R 0 et - gy N

variance cOrresponding to the facet of differentiationA

2 i

P R ™

.while the denominator contains the expected variance of the |
c observed scores that pertain to the facet of different-' B

1ation or. to the 1nteraction of the facets of different-

_—

iation and generalization (Cardinet et al., 1981).-

) Statistical analysis were conducted using the SPSS
(1975) and SAS’ (1979) programs. P |

- The full model, then, could be described in standard
terminology as raters within rater categories crossed Kith
variables crossed with toys. This is depicted in Figure 1

- -and yields eleven sources of variance.A This’ model explored L

VLt

‘a

raters could be classified into one or the other of the two - -

estimates the true variance and contains the components of ;»”i s
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: Figure 1, Generalizability Design for the’ Full Mixed Model
: and for the Reduced Model A L ,

c represents two rater categories, academic and -
practitioner which is a.fixed facet. ‘

V. represents - the s:l.x toy characteristics or 4ariab1es -
being rated, a fixed facet. : ‘ , - ‘

I represents each toy or item being rated a random :
facet., : .

R: C repreaents BiX raters within each rater category,

. a random facet.
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~A”the reliability of the summated ratings, which are +the average

"'cf all the ratings on. the several Variables rated’, It'is im-‘.

/
portant because it helps to describe the overall or global

-v1ew taken by raters of. a toy.. -
| It was important also to separately explore the rella-‘
1blllty of the ratings on each of the varlables which were
rated : In thlS case, the variables do hot enter the model
‘ as a source of variance. Rather, a reduced model seen 1n

-jFigure 1 can. be described for each of the variables. In

“standard terminology, this model is raters Wlthin rater

L

'.‘categories crossed with toys, and yields five sources of

Uvariance.
Mean square estimates were found usrng procedures

'described in Glass and Stanley (1970) ‘ F ratios, and where B

appropriate, Quasi F ratios, were- computed usrng procedures~ .

) described in Glass and Stanley (1250) and Winer (1962)

Co Variance component estimates, universe score variances, .

'“and error variances were computed using procedures described

'~by‘Card1net et al.,(1976, 1981)
In order to answer the question abcut correlations

' between variables,_correlations between variables were com-

‘puted for eac£~r@ﬁer, giving 12 sets of correlation coeffic-'J.

‘1ents. Average correlations for the 12 raters were computed"

sing Fisher s g Transformation.‘

The 1eve1 of significance used for rejection of the

- null hypothesis was A f,.OS. ':f5hf T " ';

, r_";'n_' i leu.L‘




. CHAPTER 'V .

nssoLTs

To gain information useful in ‘an«swering the specific D

research questJ_ons posed in’ he study, - the toy evaluation

J.nstrument (TEI) was used. he.administration‘ of"this-

1nstrument yielded seven s' res-_for each of the 62- toys

rated. Six of the seven scores were derived from the A"

-'vcrlterion variable ratings for the toys (i e., 1 overall-

goodness, 2. safety,, 3 durability, 4. play value, 5. edu-' )

o -cational developmental value and interpersonal soc:Lal value) o .

£

- A seventh score. was the summation of criterion variables

(““*.

’-,two through six above, to prOvide an overall rating of each

","toy.: To answer the specific questions posed, three main .

groups of variables or: facets (see Cardinet et al. v 1981)

.were analysed. They were. 1. Toys or items ('I), the facet
.of differentiation which is a random effect, 2‘. Ra‘ter- s

e Category (C) a facet of generaln.zation which is a fixed

effect, and 3. Raters Within Rater Category (R C) 'E also a -

facet of differentiation that is random. ,

The results of the various analyses will be presented
;in relation to the specific research questions which they

are. seeking to answer.

Question 1.., Are there significant differences 'in the '

ratings of ind1vidua1 toys?

e —— e 4 4R e e - . P i s mod 08 o b,

23 o ot m at emt

Bt
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' .' are found J.n Table 1. :

L "sifgnificantly dJ.fferent from one another on each of the six

o

. The results .of the analysis as applies tc this question

Raters did perceJ.ve toys as: being

v
.....

'-criterion variables measured by the TEI. Raters were ahle., to

) Jidentify toys (J.tems) which rate h:l.gh and others wh:.ch rate

‘o

low and also could discriminate amonq them. ) Experts rated

,-

' toys differently in terms of variable one, goodness ,‘ variable } .

\ -

- \two, safety, var:.able three, durability, var:.able four, play

o 7

- _ value, varlable five, educational-developmental value, and

tays

, '_varlable six, interpersonal-social value .'-._- S

The average ratings of the toys! were such athat some R

‘were judged to be more safe, durable, have more play value, _

educational-deve1opmental value and interperscnal-social T

walue, than others. )

Table l also presents the results of the analys:l.s of

)

var::.ance for the summated rating of variables safety,

.,

durability, play value, educational-deve1opmen_ta1 value and

This summated score suggests

K

1nte rpersonal-soc1al value .

that there was a generalizad or globaI dn.fference in the
L] . . ’

ay

mean ratings of toys.. R RS

. f‘ K . P
,', Toys (1tems) were the facet of- differentiation. .- Tab-le_

2 shows the variance estimates which were calculated. The S L

.a,

varn.ance for tbys (items) represents the true or universe'_

score variance. Differences in the range of ratings for

safety and durab:.lity were smaller than for the variables
goodness, play value, educational-developmenta]., and inter— -

The experts' broadest range of

personal-social values .
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e A Summa.ry of the Analysis of Variance Revsults v ':~ ‘ 5-'

e for Cri terion Variables 1-7 for Ite;ﬁs (I) . , | .

©  Criterion LTS MS e T Tt
# - - . ‘. Variable "% . (Between) . (Errox) .. df - ] F

- o - — ~ PRI, = B
“Goodhess: . '-i’_'_2'1.9‘§644,1- 16215 ° . 61;610 .- 13.547 -7

- . s

Csafety oL 9933721 © 01,2095 .+ 61610 . "gi213

oo Durability | 14695245 _,:1».55;{3‘7 T 6116107 T 9,338

‘Play-Value i 20.887097, .1,

x P PR s .

Developmental ,25.’;53‘1,993:'; . bA6S1 . 815610 . - 181703

Interpersonal- ‘ / T T RS : R
soctal T 1. 16"7305{ 1,51327 77 61)610 . - 11, 3455
 Siimated .

\(Global),. L 4,905..--7 816107 - 20.168

\_.‘ R T L . . .,.,/ .

SRR VSRS ratlos significant at ot beyond: a ',;365"";,1'6\;.:3;1'5'&_:513‘. SRR
.o a underlined..'_' e
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" Table 2 .

S LT T Ay, e T T
o ‘Estimated Variances (c{g)‘of Criterion Variable Ratings

T : - B - - ) — — A
| Goodness . . .=0.0241647" “1.6954109 ..120I569 . .0504083  1.6215098

B . w

-

Safety | . TT=071832681 (7270205 ©°1:257192 50.0643968-_ 1.2094747 .

Durability - .~ -0.1000558 . 1.0934603 - 0.573321 .- 0.0439626 1.573722 =

o . - .o d
i

.7 77 play Value' © " 0.007523 1§6493414aﬁ 0.2498118’
ST Bdeatdonals o, Lt L0 o S C L
L .. Developmental ‘. 0.0529673  2.0139065 ' 2682179 '-.0395058- '1.3651155

2

0.1039152 1.09500 . - -

' RS

. B N \ . .
/\ o R o i st e s M L -
I - - - .. . P [ oot e

- ’ Social - - **0.5093939 . 1.3045096  -,3989071 0.0650684  1.5131897 .

R+ sumated = C R L
.2 (ecbal) " . =0.0044 0,56834 -, .'0.23622  0.01533  0.56667 -

::‘ .‘: a - i A
X ;“:‘ " . . o R - . ) e . -_. , . ) .- . e e - . - ] - .
<& .. - . “See Gronbach et al..(1972) for a.discussion of negative :
4 o - variances Tt ’ : S '
R v
’, 5 _'_‘
- . t
v ! - M
‘ st R ’ g
o
- &
N L
N
B » } ] )
“
" o —L—:__‘ -~
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"ratings was for the educational developmental value and the -

"higher interpersonal—s

- was rated the same by both academics and.practitioners.

ﬂlowest range of ratings was for the safety variable.;

v

}Qnestion 2. Do academics_and.practitioners rate toys'sig-¢j,

~ .

;'nificantlymdifferently?ul

In the full mixed model the analy51s of variance results

(see Table 3) indicate that no generalized difference was

‘found between the two groups. Speci cally, however, the.
"ratings on the interpersonal—social variable were- signifi-‘

‘:cantly different for the two groups (see ‘Table 3)

In comparing the variance estimates for rater category

-J(see Table 2), the variances among variables were small and
: negative in the cases of goodness, safety, and durability.

€Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, Rajaratnam (1972) suggest that wheni- e

fnegative variances are obtained, the variances~may5be-set to.'

zero. . -
_.\- -
An examination of" ‘mean ratings of criterion variables

'(see Table 4) suggests\c{at practitioners tend to assign

Although not significantly different, practitioners also

tended to rate goodness, play value, and educational—develop-

mental values higher than academics., The durability variable.l

al scores to toys than do academicsr ?l“'

T
N

a— e ot e = . . e N
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'Table 3

A Summary of the Analysis of Variance Results for .
CrlterrgE\Yarlables =7 for Rater Category (C)

‘Criterion © - MS (NUM)© MS (DENOM) < - - : & . . °¥h

i .-

Variable L

S

‘Goodness - 2.0099 10.9951 ,  26.03;14.58  .153

safety . - . 12,5772 80.7530° -1.22$10.41 .  .156

w

" Durability‘ . 1.7363 .. 18.3017.- " .98.82;11.01. - .095

Play value . 21.0905 . -16.5833. °  -1.11;12,180. 1.076 -

Educational- -

Developmental . 39.3006 ~ -.19.5968" - 1.07;11.84.  2.005

Interpersorial-

' . Social - © 217.6434  216.13037634  1.01;11.49 - 7,732

P

Summated .

(GlobBal) . ' 107.819. ¢ 153,715 - - . ° ‘1.50;15.78' .0.688

CTE

All quasi-F ratios 51gn1ficant at or beyond a 0. 05 level
are: underllned R "

’ The sxgnificance of differences of rater categories was

tested using the quasi-F procedure described by Winerxr
(1962, pp. 199~ 200). F = MS (C) + M5 (RI:C) "~ numerator

-MS (R:C)m+ Ms_(CI)”'— denominator,.

"o
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Table 4

A Comparison of the Mean Ratings of the Se ’en
Criterion. Variables for ‘the’ Twelve Raters :
Wlthin the TwWo Rater Categorles N KO ~

e

i

Gqﬁdness ‘Safety Durability DPlay Educational- Tnterpersonal vsﬁmﬁéted k

Value ' Developmental -  -Social = - -

A}
1

. 4.532°  5.968 - 4823 . © 4,339 .- .3.774 -  3.516 ‘- . .22.319 -

4.710 . 6.000 5.048 - " 4.597 .  4.645 0 .. 3,855 24,145
4.194 . 4.016 - 3.790 . 4,065 ...~ 3.790 . | - 3,694 - -.19,355
3.516 . 2,597 - 3,145 _ . -2.823 . 2974 -1 - 2.355 . 13,694.

4,339, 4.645 3.952 . 3,710 .°  -3.694- .1 2,177 - - 18,177 -
'3.807© 5.758 . 3.952 . 4.258 . ¢ .3.516 .- 3.355 - 20,839 -

ST » S T R L TR

P
St

4.183  4.831° 4.119, . -3.965 5 0 3.699 359 19.772

- 3.544.7 2.6-6.0 - 3.0-5.0° 2.8-4.5 . 2.8-4:6 i 2.0-3.9 - 'j . 18.0-24.0

Mean
" Range -

. P,
. . . K Lot .

\

4,371, 4,726 .. 4.532° .3;807  4.581 . | _ 5.065 - 22,710 .
14,548 3.258 ¢ 2.839 . 4,145 . = 3.645 '3.855 . 17.742

4.468 . “5.677 ~ 5:403 - 4.758 . .- 4.229 ~ | 3.403 . - 23.468
4.145. ° 5.016 . 4.129.-" 4.613,/ .  4.032 | 4.403  22.194 .
4.113 - 4.823  3.871 . 4.4 4.774 © | . 4.581 . 22,468 "
'3.726 .. 4.0000 . 4;113 4,01 - 3. s45¢-..‘ &30 19.887

4229 . 4583 448 . 4,293 40510 | 'h 27 2141

- 3.7hs . 3057 2850 3 8—4 7.0 3647 | 3.0-5.0 - 17.7-23.0

29

e e bty e it e = Sy

'
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Question™3, ‘Do individual experts agree on 'toy ratings

, using1the TEI?
. '*—.o

The results of the analysis as it applies to thlS first

‘part of the question are found in Table 5, Little consensus

. -was® found among the individual experts in their ratings of

the six criterion variables assessed in the study. These:

differen es are 111ustrated by the significant differences '

. . . - . B T . T e T . T . .o . o ..
e e e e e St e o L L e e "

1 6008018 ot AR T AT a e T T T—

.found in each of the comparisons. :.:”"ii ;f A I = . éi flif*

‘ Overall, experts d1d not agree on their ratings of the flp'._'i. .'%ﬂ

toys for the summated criterion variables. This general -
'_difference was significant as suggested by the analySis of

l',.variance table for the Full Mixed Model (see 'I‘able 5). -Thelv'

% \. . )t
testimated variance for Raﬁers Within Rater Category, as. seen’

v

o in Table 2, also points out that raters differ'most on the

‘safety and durability variables, while their range of

f:a'ratings for goodness, play value, educational-developmental

<.and interpersonaTE%ocial values is somewhat 1ower. These-'_" ‘gf -
.differences -in variance suggest differences in rater bias ;

‘ with raters having the smallest differences in bias on their\h
ratings for gopdness and the greatest 1nterrater bias on,"
the ratings of the safety variable. ,Within categories of
raters, the safety ratings have the greatest range of mean h
‘ratings.: This 1s supported by a comparison of the meane

.ratings for each rater (see Table 4). 'f_'f.'l_ I

. I : =
P - . - o -
o kb e en ey e e s .
- . % -
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' Tebie 5. .
..:' ] A Summary of the Analysj.s of Variance Results .
3 . 2 for Criterion Variables '1-7 for. -
g R Raters Categories (R C)
£ Criterion. . M8 T . MS adl, - q
: ) _Variable . (Between) (Brrox) ’ -~ af F~ .
L. l!_ - . — '. : ca . i ;
AL &8 Goodnéss 9.071237 ©  1.6215 ° 10;610 .- 5.594
- ‘Safety '’ 79.155376 - 1.2095 105610 . 65.446
: .. Durability - 37.119237 '.° 1.5737.- ..10;610 - 23.587"
. " . pray value’ '16.583333°  1.0950 < :10;610  15.145
g . ~E‘,il.iéatii'oha‘1-' v od ST g - _ * S
" .Developmental .. 17.994624 1.3651 103610 *. "13,182
Interpersonal . S AL M ¥
R © -Social ' 26.245430 . 1.5I32 . - 10;610 .. 17.344. .
"’ . Summated T - - - gl ey 2 -
B (Global) . ©.109.625  '19.753 . 10.16,80.75. '5,550%°
X X 1 A11¥F oF quasi-F ratios at or beyond a .05 1eve1 are
) underlined. i A
- “-2 F* répi:ééeﬁ'ts;. a quasi F. ratio. g
v ) ".’
..Il‘...__ﬁ.' - e e :....:.,,........,.._.- 5.~'e.:.._..__,_..,..,._..._..._...... . . —

T mey

Ta'

i
- \
.
. "
t
b
‘l-
H
L}
i
'
H
.
o .
M 3
)
4
'



.. -

¢ e e s g e I i i L e . R : L

.
AR, o8 e £, -

.'the criterion variables.-.These-ratings ranged;frcm .'
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Question 4. Do academics and practitioners rate individual

toys significantly differently?

65 .

Academics were . significantly different from practitionersff“

rJ

jin their ratings of particular toys on two. variables, namely .

safety and play value (see Table 6)._ While the difference‘

v}amcng ratings for safety and play vaﬁpe does exist, it is

small, as can be seen in Table 2.. As well, no overall sig—'L,

nificant difference was found among the summated ratings for

the two groups of raters (see Table 6)

To assess the generalizability ‘of- the summated ratings

-of 1tems (toys) when rater categories (C), raters (R C) and
‘j‘variables (V) are potential error sources, generalizability

. coefficients were calculated for each of the criterion‘.

fvariables for both individual raters and the group of raters

(see Table 7) The. reliability of the rating of one toy

' with respect to the rating of another toy (f>2) and also

the reliability of the placement of a toy on a scale of 1-7 ’

(FQS ). were the two basic concerns of the questions posed.‘g;

The group of raters overall were found to be reliable .

ﬂ/DL; = .920 ﬁ’ B} 890) with criterion variable reliabili- >

ties ranging frcm .878 for safety to a reliability of 948

for play value forp 2 and 780 for safety to\a reliability

‘of-.937 for educational-deve1opmenta1 value for Fﬂ;z' " The
reliabilities of ratings for a single rater overall, hdwever,"

‘were | 1ow for both Pp > andP EETI /414 ana 510)..-'The'

rating reliabilities were particularly low for three of

"‘-. L L .‘ . . ) ' 4"‘"' ) '.A.\ \1‘

>

ey,
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.}~. . . S L N e . e 1 . \ L L
i o .. A Summary of the. Analyais of Variance Results for . J
i R 5 Criterion Variables 1-7 for’ Category by Item (CI) .
" . aa . ) . ) ) % ;‘ '
"-. . o o - . . . A . ' ; .i 's
.~ Critérion TS MS’ . 1 LR E
" Variable (Between) - . (Error) . af F A
‘ e o S5 < e . : .' . Il ‘
Goodness 1.9239598 . ~ 1.6215 . - 61;610 . - 1.187 . i
: o r T t L REESSS ‘ W i =il "'-“
_ Safety ‘1.5976566° . 1.2095 . . 61;610 1.321 .
;. Dufability, '1.8374977 . 1.5737- - 61;610 1.168
o Play Value " 1:718491 1.0950 613610  1.569 ,
i - X | e S - ' :
: i .Educatiopal=-" . | 1 & « & N : . ¥
' _Dejve’llop_mg_r.ltal " L.6~0215Q5 S ,1:365_1 Lo 61;610 - 1.174 !
' B o | Interpersonal Lo . . - I i
: . *  -social’ 1.9036003" 1.5132 .  61;610 . 1.258 .
 Summated . S e T J BN w Lo el
* (Global) 5,374 7 - 44905. - 61,610 ~ 1,259
2 - H . . . ’ = R
s e L lAkl F-ratios at or Beyond a .05 level are underlined. .
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Lo _(;-'7‘: o Generalizability of the Summated Ratings of Items
: . : When Raters, Rater Categories, and Variables
and Potential Error So-urces1 '

" Criterion 3f' Group of Raters oA Single Rater
Variable e 2 2 o2 -2 e : _
‘ U Ps Pa . P Pa = W

L

BT . ..-:‘Goodﬁessc‘—f——"f'"f‘*TQZSf%“‘Ffé?i:ff'"tj JSLif ”.7,4931 S e

Csafety - .878 “-.780 .. . .375  .228

Bt - . . b PR
. . . PPN

. i. . purability ... - .893 . .859 . . . .410 . .337 . .. o 7

Play Value | f | .9{5 ﬂf 936 - :~2{ }GOEQV ,551;

Educational- . . . o R

" Interpersonal- . .- S IR
Social . - ST a912 .891 co+ . .463 - .. .410

. Summated . . . e SR . e
(Global) - .. .~ - ,920:  .890. w510 . - .4i4"

',z“ o R The Generallzablllty Coefficients were: calculated Lo R ',.';
EIE following procedures described by Cardlnet et al. (1981) "

E o d.e.. ﬂ?& = (1 S _ < . L A
L : - d 21 + (1/125 RC+l/12 o’ RI: c), e

o 2. .
S Ps =
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2 2. 2

.",Ps‘ = .375,P .-:.228 ‘for safety top = ,410_,% T= 4337 _'

s

- for durability ‘and to/p ""463’F24l2 =.;410,for1inter:2 .

personal 5001a1 value (see Table 7) o IR . A ’ K
From the preceding discussions, it would.appear that - ‘ . o
>judgements about toys by only one expert are not likely to

.be an acceptable baSlS for toy selection. ‘However, using

".twelve experts, as’ was done 1n thlS study, appears to produce

i Al : B et I ’. a4 s ettt ey e e

quite’ reliable ratlngs.,”;':nf : "},V i
- U51ng procedures described in Cardinet et al (1976,

1981), generalizability estimates were found for diﬁ%erent

. wnumbers of raters.‘ Figures 2 to 8 show the relationships

: between the numbers of raters and estimated generalizability

for each of the variables rated., It can. be seen that, w1th,

*

{»the exceptlon of the variables, safety and durability,

‘generallzabllity estimates exceed .80 when four raters are.
used These figures can be used to estimate the actual
"sample sizes of raters required to achieve desired levels
,of generalizability. Optimum levels of reliability are
. determined on- the bases of researcher Judgement and on the

e

SLtuation in, whlch the ratlng takes place.
) {

,./ /: o

:,Question 5a. Is there'a'significant correlation/between the

overall goodness score and the summated variables score?

vb. Is there a. significant correlation between the' T
Ty : P
play value score and the educational—deve1opmental score? '

The mean intercorrelations of the six criterion variables

'

i; (goodness,'safety, durability, play value, educationa1-1_§
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vdevelcpmental,and“interpersonal-social)gand'the summated .

.ot 4

— " score derived‘frcn'the five criterion variables 8cores
-(i.e.:-safety, durability, olay value, educational-develoge'"

mental value'and'interpersonalfsocial'value) are shown in
T.a‘.ble :8'0 B . ! - ) '. »"' . '...: '

To answer research question 5 afi the overall goodness

v.;‘score and the summated variables soore were correlated.
C ‘ d

These variables were found to correlate significantly

,( = ,81). This correlation is higher than those between

L the overall goodness score and each of the individual

»ﬂ' variable scores’ (see Table é)..’It was alsovhigher than;those-

correlations found‘between‘the summated score and all,bUt

-

" two»of individual criteria variable scores', These were play

‘ value (r = .89) and educational developmental value (r = .86)
Given the size of the correlation between goodness and

the summated variables score, it appears possible to estimate

4

‘one ‘score. from the other. R S

N b R R

To answer research question 5. b), the play value and - -

educational-developmental sCores were correlated This

-]

correlation was found'to be significant (r = .84)\-This was.
the highest correlation foundﬁtween any two of the single

k criterion variable scores. This relationship suggests that

' f'?_x‘a toy which has a high educational worth is. also rated as’

¢

having a high play valueu.-,“'r ‘ unf ~,I., -,‘.Zﬂ

-

The lowest correlations found ‘were- between educational—_,

- -

Jl};;7_f'f;'—7‘ social and safety scores (r —”.29)._ - ﬁif?g;:7~7=:'y:fjfk y.f

developmental and: safety scores (r —_.40) an& interpersonal—.'f'

T ey
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Th'isjaué"gests A tha._t‘ rater;_ t:'ericl'nto''.viev}r~= safety an&;.'dur- N ' : b
ability ‘as one entity. : 'I'he_re :Ls ‘a ﬁigh' correlation“ betwe_en S -'.;'
these two variables and a lower correlation between safety § . N (

s

. . [N PO

and durability and all other variables . ¢ e

ta

. , A
interpersonal-social values appear to be a unitary factor._

"u e‘ "

As well, play value, educational—developmenttal, and

The aata in Table 8’ suggests that raters tended to rate o

K ., ) .

these variables in a similar manner.
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' CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND- IMPLICATIONS
s . . . ‘ N

,ThiS"Study focused on one aspect of the relationship_

betweel a child's éarly development and education, ‘and toys.

A .More"‘speci‘fically, the study .sough't 'to discover‘Whether'

experts in developmental and early,x:hildhood education

. could concur on (1) the "overall goodness" of toys and

(2) on sp‘ecific characteristics of . toys, namely their : ‘%" '

safety, durability, play value, educational developmental
value and J.nterpersonal social value. The study can be

seen as a response to the discovery that the topic of toy '

'Favaluation has been relatively unresearched‘

.‘ Operationally, the study examined the overall or global

views on toy goodness- held by 12 expert raters. It explored .

also the reliability of expert ratihgs on. each of the six ) '

Haspects of toys listed abo e.

: F.ive questions were po ed: by the, researcher. Firstly,

. 7
the stddy sought to find whe her raters could discriminate/

‘ between different toys and if so, did they concur on, which

toys rated high. and low: on the above mentioned scales. .

b

' Questions two, three, and four of the study dealt with

_potential error variance due to the sampling of the cdn- N

. ditions of the rating process. These questions dealt with

. poss:.ble bias due to rater category, di.fferences between

individual raters within rater category, and differences in

.‘ . "'7. '~' :I 0"

R T YR = ;




' ‘a sin_gle expert s ratings were quite unreliable. . Tha.s--
""about the adequacy of toys might be expected. Post:hoc'--
) ‘toy. This was found to be the case on all criterion_ 4. )
Avariables,' except safety and durability. hese 1atter two'

.,.could he considered relialple.

" 80

T

ratings Qf"spe‘ci‘fic toys by rater "category.' The fina‘l
~question of. the study dealt w1th the. degree to which -raters.

"perceivedm s‘a{neness between the variables rated, - - '

v

Overall reliable consensus ratings were: obtained for

the specific criterion variables. It was also found that

_‘suggests that’ lack of agreement between individual raters

analysis suggested that ratings by four experts would be the -_'5'

.,minin'\lum considered appropriate for reliably rating any given

»!

variables would appear “to require 11-12 raters before they

° ) A - B
Generally, raters as a group were able to discriminate '

' among the 62 toys. . They were able .torreliably agree about
toys that rate high and ‘low on_all variables. Basically,

- the experts perceived a broad range of differences in the -

«,'.

62 toys on all, variables except safety. ‘On this variable,
more homogeneous ratings were. obtained.

Academics and practitioners as a group generally agreed

. in their tOY ratings.‘ When rating particular toys, however, ,

-the Academics and Practitioners rated two _toy. character—
istics signif\cantly differently,-' These were play value

.and safety. Ind.ividual experts tendeg,,to have consistent IR

general biases in their ratings. . 7,“ ) s~"

One research question looked at the educational- . i

PN
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developmental and play value relationship. These-variables

s

- were found to be highly correlated. As ul .the summated

. scores were significantly correlated ’I‘his

correlatioyfwas not as. high as\ \those found between goodness

i

and play value, and goodness and\ educational developmental ‘

value... R,aters also appeared to rate according to what
N IQ. . .
might be two major factors (namely a. "construction factor"

and also ‘a” use factor‘-'-) . There appeared to be a degree of'

independence ‘Of. these the/factors. These possible factors o

L are discussed at greater leng below.

»

: - The resul ts demonstrated that even though a general '

difference was found between the 62 toys, the range of mean‘

toy ratings for safety was restricted

4

for a variety of reasons. Perhaps the- toys used were homo-'.

geneous on this characteristic. Another explanation mi’ght

v
.

be that raters believed that al%ready \approved toys are
general ly safe. A third reason might be that in the one and

- a half to three year age range covered, a given “toy might be

R
t

thought unsafe early in the range but safe 1ater in the R

range, or vice- versa.' This would lead to ambiguity on the

part of raters, hence a greater homogeneity and 1ower

' reliability. This is an exaf’nple of a well-knoWn phenomenon

: of regression towards the mean.

. ‘l -
[ . ..,

For the two rater groups, ratings on the interpersonal-:'

" v

n L)

titioners ratings of this characteristic of toys being more

extreme.' A possible explanation of this is that practitioners

'I‘his may have been -

social variable were significantly different, with :he prac—

.,: '_81'I '

R

-




Y
e N B o, v
B . . o 5 . . AR
NEe . . Eabi

'may focus more on. interpersonal social values of ‘toys than .
'do academics because. they may have both more opportunity to '
see toys Qsed in- this way and may—b‘ relatively less con=-

. cerned about the child's learning and education. Sharing,n---
/

) figetting alqng gether, and caring ‘about one another are o
. ,perhaps more imp rtant to the practitioner than the academic.-'

Practitioners also tended to perceive a greater amount

I et e i,

‘. ‘:of difference in the play value and also in educational-develop- |
'."_l_mental value than did academics.' 'I‘hese differences, however,
" AWere not s::.gnificant. While a\greater awareness of the h
"'play value of toys might\pe more real for the practitioner, ’
especialgly in these difficult economic t:l.mes, one - would not '_"..l
have expected thgm\to rate educational-developmenta1 value o
‘.Imore extremely. It would seem that the academics, :Ln their ‘_
' educational milieu, would be. more aware of such concerns.‘ -
_An explanation for this'posm.ble trend is that an under— -
lying common factor may form the basis for ratings of all
‘ "three of these variables (i e., play value, educational-
: 'developmental value and interpersonal social value) . This
'j-“is supported lhy the intercorrelations of these variables.
Although there were significant differences in the toy
A'ratings of individual experts on all variables, rater bias e
for safety ratings and to a. lesser degree for durability
ratings was consistently more evident than for ‘the other o
‘ :variable ratings. Individual experts differed considerably'..,.'l"i L

P

"‘,"in what they viewed as sage toys and durable toys. There

.was a greater amount of difference in these ratings than in
. e “',.:h . -‘ .- ‘,.‘“ ' ; K X :

. R A .
hitiad TN, T T el sty ) e M e S A s R ]
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. ratings of the other variables. L o .
| It was found that the academics and the practitioners

also ra"ted particular toys differently on the safety and’

_'play value variab‘l‘es— For example, a.cademics and practi-—' L

tioners did not agree on the play value of a doll.;_ In other.,

instances, the toys the acad‘emics might have felt to bp safe

""U were not 80 perceived by the practitioners. L \ ’
S e ' ~ | R

It appears that the. safety variable may be the one most

’sensitive to the age .of the -chi'ld.' Because_the;.ageglevel.
(. e., one and a half to three years) is quite wide, there

' may be some confounding effects. Tcys judged safewfor‘a '

‘three year old may simply not be seen to be safe for a

‘ younger child.‘ Academics and practitioners may also have ,h‘_
: differed in the way they responded to this factor for -
specific toys.' A simi.‘far difficulty may also exist with the
play value factor where age of the ch:n.ld, ‘as. it relates to -
"the developmental level of the child may effect how much a
B given toy m:y be played w1th. .

| ‘_ Because educational developmenta.l and play value arej.,\
‘f.significantly correlated one might expect that the" two :

. groups of experts would also rate toys differently on the :

educational-developmental value.- This, however, was not -

) ‘the case. N The two groups may se'e the educational-develop- .

- ’mental va1¢ue being less effected by actual age of the child

';j"'_are highly correlated (r = .84), they are certainly not
) <
._perfectly correlated.. Experts sav decidad differences

: than are play- value or safety. Even though "these variables' -




"'developmental, and interpersonal social variables)

f °the reflection of the pOSSlble common "use" ‘fa'cto,r nentioned

._ea~r1 ier.

""-between a toy s play value and educational developmental

- value... The: reasons or,bases.for these-'differences_, need--

R further study.

The patterns of the correlations calculated, suggest

3 the possibility of the existencﬁf the two factors, .
'ﬂ_-"-'mentioned earlier, namely one being the quality of "con-."'
__\‘struction factoz" (as reflected by similar ratinqs on safety ,'
and durability) and the other being the use factor" (as '

reflected by similar ratings on play value, educational_—- S

. .‘

* 'l‘he overlap between safety and durability variables

' ('r 71) may relate to the quality of construction factor.
As mentioned J.n Chapter II, a toy which is deemed poorly |

'.constructed (see Appendix 1 for full definition of & dur-

l"

'able toy) may often be seen to be unsafe, as well. Even )

. :though there is an apparent significantly common element
‘betWeen safety and - durability, raters also appeared\to per— S
‘ceive differences (see Appendix 1 for definitions of each

' variable) ‘ L

~The high correlations between play value, educational-l

o developmental value - _and 1nterpersona1—social value suggests

-

AT

-t ./"“.‘I‘
'l‘he most significant correlation is. that between

educational developmental value and play value (r ‘-_ .84)

This statistic suggests that a toy that has play value is -.

one that also has educational developmental worth ‘,' Qne

USSR

- L. .
. Ve e e R
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might specuiate that if the child is not learning from a .
' ! , "~- ‘ toy, he/she, in “the rater s - opinion, in not likely to play | :
' ‘ w:.th that toy. It also follows from the data that. raters

L )' ma.y feel that if toys are not played with, the child won t

learn from them.’ The definitions of play’ value and eduﬂ-
‘-: : } cational-developmental value were intended to be suffic-
?": § o ;\iently different in nature “to preclude any s:gnificant o
(' .' % ,v 8 coqsr_ela—tion betﬁeen them. Nonetheless, raters consistently
| l":]?]‘:_ *gr . associated these two toy variable characteristics. ) .

ggl R e This study used only toys listed by the man faoturer

‘ f a ' as suitable for the one and ‘a half to three year olds. .

f ‘._' ‘ Due to this reetriction and because the ratings were ob- .

5 tained from experts who had not devoted study‘specz..fically ..
".:'. ﬁ;: to—the natur.e of the relatiOnships of toys :nd play, one .‘ | :
% - can. only generalize‘u findingg to other age ranges and other '

CE P
% ' tYpes of raters with gaution. . . ~ ‘ Y

? . ‘ ln generalizing from these- results, .one must also ]ceep ,,

'. ; , | . _' in. mind that only pictorial 1y presented toys ‘were rated. .
!t "’ A replication study using toys which are- physically present

g 4 isL‘needed. o ' B

;'Z : L 2s a result of this study, other possibilities for

) ‘ \ 'J_‘ : research present themselvese. Principally, the following _ _

o L areas could be explored. -3 replicatiOn of this study which '

A L ' '. 1%oked at ratings offered by parents of one . and a half to SRR

e three year olds would shed 1ig‘h‘t ”on ‘how the perceptions of | U
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IR .

A kncwle'&'@' . of the relationship between the ratings of these

LIS

g‘roups could provide an assessment of the possible need for

. »

parent training‘ and a’ possible basis for the content of such ’

. #- T '—

1

training. .

I -

This study has established that the TEI has the / E .

potential to be used as a measure of ability of experts to

r

discriminate between potentially good and poor toys ‘- both

in terms of overall goodness and of specific toy Qharacter—-

r

However, it is the only measure of consensus about

’*,

isti cs.

toys presently available, that the researcher is aware of

It therefore may or may not reflect what one might finé

when toys are actually played with by children. 4 . %
o (_. ’ L N .. - - .':-. ~} - 'l‘ ..

Field testing of actual toy use is needed. Additional ) "é :

e cor BN

, studies assessing the relationship between toys and such ; 4

.

'.jltoys produced annually and too many changes in toy design,

areas as learning and interpersonal relations are also

5o
Y

The whole topic of the degree to which experts can.l-'::.‘:i‘f ‘.

needed.

.

predict these actual relationships is simply not known. - '

.\,
- * : "

) A eaution ry note is needed here. = While field testing i

. of actual toyslmight be deemed desirable, such testing can—

'. not realistically be expecﬁed to be the long term solution

.o S L R
"-=to the toy selection 1ssue. --There[are s,;l.mply too many new

b

‘»

Effectiv‘ “'and vqel l-designed~

- a basis for toy selection..

st Sl e

T e o,
ar S
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,7 1ndividual toys in,particular are necessary.a

R » g

strategy, it might be possible to develop criteria suffi—

» ‘

".ciently specific to allow valid individual expert ratings.

An ultimate goalQWOuld be the establishment of criteria

(] . [y

,fwhich would prov1de guidelines for use by individual parents.
An important question unanswered by ‘this study relates

to the ability of raters, both parents and experts, to dis—u

criminate between similar toys with‘respect ‘to the various

toy characteristics.; In view of the results of this study,f.

research looking at the play value, and safety hariables cff‘

mhe construct of "toy goodness" also needs very clear

definition. This study showed that, given the definitions

of the five specifrc toy variables, twé/ﬁnderlying rating
factors (namely the construct1on and use’ factors) seemed to m'
This

emerge, both related to the "goodness construct.

LT view that "goodness“ is not unitary but rather reflects at

vleast theSe two possible factors raises very practical “
issues for selectors of toys, particularly when selection ?D*f‘

must be made between similar toys. The. actual nature of

.,S.

these factors and their possible relative weights need to;
;be researched 1’ "ﬁ Z/, SRR =

Another study suggested by . this research would be one

assessing the: suitability of manufacturer s age recommenda—

"

This need has also been raised by Quilitcb (1972).

e ’

It may be hypothesized that saﬁety could be viewed by

W~tions.

‘, experts in the study to be seemingly sensitive to the age

of'the child. From this hypotheSis,.age may not necessarily

- - , , N . By

pe e o g . .
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criteria.A f!‘:l : ~". e ,'-- ;f: p'* : f,

Coears
¥

appear to play as large a role in the evaluation of other ,"

. variables.‘ One can therefore question age recOmmendations _A,-;[

; by manufacturers. Are these based on what appear to be the

£

o useability of the toy or simply on the safety factor? fhe

relationship between age, safety, and useability could be
further explored to help in finding ways to improve rating

Another issue raised by this study relates to the 1ack

r

.y

" of specificity in the literature about the relationship be- -

tween a: child's age and developmental 1eVe1 (see Chapter II).Aﬁ;jA"' :

It may be possible to hypothesize thatNraters do not ‘have a

3consensus opinion about developmental competenczes to

# ¢

associate with an age. If this is the case, it would 1ead~f”ﬂ

’_to differences in ratings desPite accurate application of

- mean that they are’ suitable: for a particular child or that

. hold for ‘their children (Schmuit, 1973) e

‘the rating criteria.-qﬁi R

'.they reflect the interest and aspirations individual parents )

“

‘. In summary,-it is important to’ mention that toy evalu-""'.
: fation dO%P not mean the standardiZation of - toys.: Although .
‘\iathis study demonstrates that universally "good" toys exist,l{_a~;”
- one must be cautious in giving advice about selecting such
“good toys for an. 1ndividual child The assumption that

‘toys are viewed as’ categorically good does not necessarily _:“

Lt

-
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