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i \.

ABSTRACT
\;\
i'

Tdy Libraries exist to promote the principle that
'play DOE.Smatter to"the 6eveloping child. The
Sunshine Centre Toy Library in Johannesbu:r,g
functions as a supplementary early intervention
service for parents who have children wi,th special
needs.

The aim of this study was to conduct a survey
amongst thos~ parents who used the service at the
Sunshine Centre Toy Library in Johannesburg. = The
benefits of the actual toy lending service, as well
as the emotional and practical support for parents
who had children "Vlrith special.needs were
investigated. Special attention was given to the
role of the occupational therapist and the sooial
worker in the toy library situation.

The research tool used was a parent questionnaire
compiled by the writer. Since this was a
descriptive study the"data were expressed mainly in
percentages depic.ted with the aid of graphs.
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It was concluded the sunshf.ne Centre Toy ,Lihrary

does provide an appropriate service to parents of
children with special needs. These special neE?ds
stem from biological and well as en:Y:~-F0nmel'l't.aJ.
,llis~bi1i t.j[, hath of which h:lgli1it~t\" impo:rt~nce
of early intervention and s~imU~I~tion~h~otigh-,/Play,

provid~d for at a toy libra~y.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION:
-..~.---........---....-

\

This research r\~port describes a study done at the
Sunshine Centre Toy Library in JohanneSburgJ' The

aiIaof the study was to evaluate the supplementary
service the Sunshine Centre Toy Library of~!ered to
families of pre--school children with special needs.
These special needs included a variety of
biological as well as environmental disabilities.

Toy Libraries exist to promote the principle that
play DOES matter to the developing' child.

()

currently, toy libral...ies 'exist"throughout the
world. A review of "theliterature given in th.is
study will reflect: that toy libraries were run on
si:rrdlarprinciples throughout the world. Each une,
however, had adapted to the particular needs of the
community it served.

At the time of writ.ing there were approximately 15
toy libraries in south Africa.

1
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The second toy library to be established :(h this
oountry ~was the Sunshine Centre Toy J.Jibrary.
Previously known a.s.the South'African Inherited
Disorders A.ssociation (Sl~:rDA) Toy Library it had
been in,,iexistengesince 1979. This toy library was
housed in the Transvaal Memorial Institute (TMI)
for Children, 'inJohannesburg. At the time 0:[

writing it was the largest and offered the broadest
range of services available at a toy library in the
countiry, Although th,f=Sunshine Centre Toy Library

,\
'\

extended it's services to widespread co:nununities
Via lllobileservices it was the service offerod to
individual families at the toy library in TNI that
was relevant to this report.

(

A description of the sunshine Centre Toy Library
(hereafter referred to as the S.C.Toy Library): was
originally 60mpiled by the f.ounders of tIle,service.
A short, overview of the service exists in a study
done by Poller (1986). Her descr~;ption was compiled
from information gathered from those who provided
the service i.e. the policy makers and staff at the
S.C. toy library ..

Informal gathering of information about the ::toy
library service had occurred on an ongoing basis.

2



Verbal feedback from those using the s~rvice as
we.l1 as its continued and steady memJoershi)bseemed

. \,

to indicate '\that,the service was llleeti.rlgt;he needs
of the community it serve~.
been made during the existence of the S.p. Toy
Library to gather this information in a.mare
comprehensive and· systematic manner.

In addition, the way in which the service 'vas
perceived by those parents who were the consumers,
had also never been eval1J.ated~ Since they Were 1;he
reaS(.m for the continued "'existenceof the S.C~Toy
Library service their knowledge o~ arid feelings
about the service were qonsidered to be vei~
important.

Furthermore this type of service does not
automatically provida hard facts qnd figures to
prove it'~ value. In keeping with the 'trend in
other early intervention services an evaluation
procedure ne~ded to be developed in order to
determine the exact nature and effects of the
service. However a detailed descript.ion and clear
understandin~t of the nature of the service was

\\'.,necessary bef'ore such an evaluation could tilke
place.

3
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o

A1M OF THIS STUDY:
o

,)

As stated bkfore' the aim of. thif?Jstudy was to
EnZ1iluatethe service provided at the toy library ..
An"attempt. was therefore made in the project to

',',-' ',~'"

tia'fffher·,information about the \~~krvice,;from,its
consume~"s i.e •.t.he parent~ of children witil special
rleeds&

j Q

It wa.;s,necessary to find a means' to gather this
information from as many parents as possible who
used the service and were,therefore in ap(?sition
to comment on how it was Qr was not meeting their
needs. This information couJ.d·be used by the
providers of the service to determine any
future cour-se of action wi'th regard to the toy
library. Also it could highlight what was heeded to

Q

provide pal:;~nts'with a servl!lceapt'trppriatefor
their requirements.

(.,,,.,,--~,.

Besides the actual mechanics of the toy l'ehding
servic!a it was hoped ..that this study would provide
a clearer description of who and.what,
parents were using the toy libf~ry.

k:imd
~)

J
of

4
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In addition it. was important. to find out more about
II
the population of children the service was gatpering

for and"particularly whethe:r they were di.sabled or

,not.
"l/

The value c.": t.he staffing structure was another

important point, particularly: as the ,S.C4 toy

libra.rY'had a.make up of !:lEaffnat commonto many
~;j

toy lib1caries - particularlY those '9roviding an

int,egra.ted service for both disabl<?d and non-e

disabled children. Furthe,rmore it was hoped that
Ii

d
the r~~searchmethod used would be effective enouqh

to e172ableit's regular use irt order to .keep abreast

wit.h the chanqe.s in the p,ol?l1.lation,.makinguse ot
\~\:
\ \
\Jb.eservice.

The method used to gather this information was a

questionnaire compiled by the writer flnd is further

described Ln chapter 3. This was administered to a

sample of toy library members";.rheanal.ysis Of

this information is presented in Chapter 4s;,>

5



Chapter 2

~~-~-----~-~-~---I

.--_} LITERATURE REVIEW

--~--------------
A review of. the l~':I::eraturereve~-led V(:..:ryfew

),.."'

.studies .done on the 'ii.",,,ubject of t.oy ],/l,bcaries. Since
o

not muchhas been /)written o~)the su:bject of toy

libra;~~s the writer \.felt tha'c it ~las also relevant

to examine,,'the literature on early intervention

programmesa,s well the phenomenonof pa~y, since
I, .' , ' /i

both these are included in the philOSOPh)0161- toy
[1;'1

libraries.

~-----~~~--~--~-~-----~~~---
2 (i) DEFINITION OF A TOY LIBRARY:

.,.-;0 __ ......... ........... ... .... '_ ........ _ .....

No standard international definition of the word

"toy library" exists. Howeverthe British

AS90ciatioI1-Play Matters used the following
I

descriptib:n ,tRead & Barton 1987: 5) •

6
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\\
r\

=

liToy l1braries\ exist to pronlote the pr~npiille
U ~

that play does \1!1latterto the developil'l<i child.
l) \i ',

They op~~rate as\\a preventative service, \'!,filling

the gaps in the \'\~xisting provision for 1~,,11
~ "

families with ba~):i..esand young children Alndfor
\

people vlith specitll needs. By offering a\
'(_'t l'-;/ !,

hefriendinij~ supportive service to parent~~ and
f' )!

by mak,im/i~va:i.lable and lending appropri'at,e

toys I they ',extend 'the, opportunity for play" into

the home'";

OtheJC-names used in the same or similar context as

a toy' library included 1e1cotek (Sweden), ludotek

(Bel:gium), speel -0 - t.eken (Holland), brint'[uedo-

tecc~ (Brazil) and manymore. According to a w'or1d

survey done by Bjorck ....Akesson et al (1990) the

titles "toy library" and "lekotek" were the most

common. Althou.gh sometimes used synonymously a

distinction was usually made be't.weenthe two 'Words.

:Paller (1986\~w:eote that the name toy libr~r~Y'was
\\

appropriate1~\ linked to tpe "TOY"component of the
'\

I'service. However; as a conventional librariarl she
1\

was disturbed ~that the "LI1~RARYIloomponerrcwas not
\\
\~\

quesrti.oned or ewaluated in terms of what the 'Word
\~

stands for etymo,;Logically and semantically.
\\

7
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\
\

1,\

'\ She; also q\Uestioned th~! suitability IOfthe name
\

'Wheiltlthe recreational aspect of the ~~ervice was

:~:rV'Eq~'_. emphasised and '11lrhen>t11esel'viCesl extEi'nded to

~\d1,11ts.Poller I s reseJ::"il~at.ic;msecho MOl/lellal1dI ~
\. . . 'I ' i

Ld.brary Association w~isonce challengeq by an, . . . . . ..

antiquarian bookselle# ;for misuse ot)the English
I

language. "Libraries!;" he said crisply, "pertain to

1:')0oks II e Despi te the nane con·troverSI~{Fudner

(1980.; pg 27) said 'biOY libraries WeJ::-el.11000. for the
}:

old l.:U:)!;'aryLmaqe , Ji~ather than misrepresenting the

traditional library they added t.o it their

Lrmovatri ve forlnat which combined; elements SUChas

corot.\unity service, awareness of 'lnd sem~itivity

,f'lowardsdiverse learning ~tYles without forgetti11g

'che fun \element:. UNot a. soul says; SH-h".1'.t-hhh!"

le'udner says.

Notwithstanding her '.abovementioned reservat.ions

about; the,.word ·t.oy l:tbrary I Poller (1986) wrote

hat it is,agreed that; the 't\Tord"library'l has been

accepted by the public in South Africa as

expressive of the ,t:.oy ~ending concept only ..

8
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li

:';1
q

] ~
In the l\~teraturel\ the wb:rkll TOYLIBRARY

d I

referred to a li~l~ary,).fori toys where the roJ_e
I

the ,toy librariari\ was to :e:Lndtoys and games
\!\

beheficial;,for en't\anCin,g, t~lay and. communication

between" Alildren i1tndpare~\\ts. However the 4th
" II" .

International Con:l\;erenced'e Toy ;Libraries

highlighted the rof~\,~any toy libraries have

today. t\
'tl
'\ '

Besides t.oy lending\\t~~y of~\ered such services
1\ \

such as family suppd~i'tI help$.,ng children. at risk or\! Q

simply integrating ,tlWe play ~ptivities of
,";' ' .. \; " ;,1

ha.ndicapped and non hl1~F1dicapl?~idchildren. Thi~t
t. "\

di verei ty has also brd;)~9'htint~~ question whether

the word toy library cc.~Veyed~I~l it a s. functions.
\ , '" ','," , """" II

bespi te this however, t t:1\\ered.tdn I t appear tf> be ar IV'

• • \~ , '.', 't •suggest~ons from the J.nt\~rnat~onC;\lcdmmunJ.tyfor a
II

change to and improvement·\upon th~t' name toy library
!

'\
(Bjorck-Akesson et al 199O:\~.

\\

~ ~
Children Wit,!,h handicaps werli\ the fOCUS" of the

\1
',I

service when the word LEKOTEi~was used. The word

LekCltek originated! in Sweden \~nd is a comb;LnatiCln

of "Lek" which means play and \~~ITek"the Latin word

for collection.

9



This madeup swedish word has been used as a label
,:;2

for toy library servicesJ}for handicapped children
0::, . iI

throughout the world.
II

Inherent in the Lekotek programnvaswere individual

t.raining of a parent\chila dyad by a professional.

The empha~dswas on "the very young child and the

use of play and toys adapted to each child's

special naeds.,

SchallEfJ' (1981) confirmed that "lekotek" was a ))
I \f

label for toy library "'services aim~d at ham;l,icap~ed

children allover the world.

'.\

He also described them as a "compassionate attempt

to meet "hulnanneeds by making life better for some

children and their familie':3.11

\i ..

In terms of staff at toy libraries "the trend was to

'have more p:~:pfessionally trained workers at

lekoteks. These included occupational therapists,
I·

\\' .. ..1.. . . IIphYSiotherapists and speech therap1sts, 60c1al

workers and remedially trained "educators" .. The \'\\ .
.

norm in Canada, Australia and the U.S.A. w"S to use'

a combination of the abovementioned di,sciplines as

staff at the toy library.

10



In the Scandina.vian countriee staff at lekoteks
mostly comprised special educators. In Britain, for
instance, the approach seemed more casual and staff

'\

often comprised.any interested volunteers from the
cOlumunity (Bjorck....Ak.essOP et al 1990). These
"toybraria,ns" were often untrained. or trained in
unrelated fields. Many were volunt~e1.·swho had

Ci
_ainedtheir knowledge of toys, parenting and
disability on the job or through first hand
experience.

The toybrarians did however make extensive use of
professionals in the .community for specific
expertise (Head & Barton 1987). The therapeutic
role of an occupational therapist in a toy library

~'I

was described l:yvan Vuuren (1984). She felt that
J.
) /

they Were particulat'ly suitable as toy libr~ry
professionals because,of their knowledge of play,
normal and al,mormal development Ln children as well
as their orientation to the "whole" child.

In the British survey of toy libraries Head and
Barton ~1987) said that the terms lekotek and toy
library had conte to describe a wide range of
services and that each would have it's own
individual atmosphere and style.

11
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o

G
1\

;0 {~
This was reiterateq. by the statement thatoJust. l~ke

o "

the toys they lend "1:oybraries" come in many sizes

and shapes (.Green & Leopold 1984)~.

As recognised by Poller (1.986) there was no

question of exclusivity "then,it. came t.o lekotek\toy

librar ies and "they should be -regarded as lying on a

continuum. At one end there was the non-prof~t

l1\akingspeoialist service ainl(::adat handicapped

children and at the other end a profit-making
. (J'-<o,,\ ,'. (I

rl4., ~ationally oriented service to the genera'l " c.
-c:>

, public. It ,stood to reason therefore that ,the more

sp@cialized the serviCe the more J::'estricted it's
u

targe~)populati()n..

The international survey by Bjorck"';Akessonet al

(1~90) stated,. that three major types ,pf toy

libraries could be identified.

These were,:

( :L)

i,
II
II

Those that Were communityorientated and II

provided services fO:J;'any child or family ~l
~\

'\
\1

'I
(ii) Lekoteks that catered almost eXClusively fot'

children with special needs.

12
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I

(i~,~)TOy Libraries that had a cultural program,
with the ambition of provi<ling recreational
facilities" ror children of all ages.

',~J

i.J

Typ~ (iii) has no x:elevance to.this study and will
therefore not be described in arw more detail. As
was the .case worldwide there.was no standard

i' . ~;\

12'

application of'these categories in south Africa and
oVerlapping occurred in many instances. The toy

•.'

library un~er discussion in this study provided
o services that Were a oombination of the first two

options mentioned above.

Despite a lack of one s·tandard definition it was .o

clear that common to all toy libraries was the
emphasis on play and i1;:7importance in the lives

\\all children. Also commor \ Was the belief that
\;

of
(,
jf

interested adultSI other children and toys were
important for the development of play.

13
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2 (ii) THEHISTORYOFTOY'LIBRARIES:
---- ...- ....--------- ....--------,...1~.:;....

-"_\

,~j-'_-_'\-

Th~ idea of a toy library seems to hav§·:, J;r:;;i.ginated
(:;.' (~·r;~.__J-t-

"during th.e Great Oepression.
I) 1\
The very fl~rst toy library ~ established by the

\\
:LosAngele~>probation Department in an attempt to

discourage children from;'st.ealing toys" from stores

(Green & LeopoLd 1984) '"

Although the idea was first put into practice in

the U.S.A. the toy libit'ary concept spread far more

qui~.klY i11Europe than in America. Traditionally it

was sweden whowas the pioneering co:antry in t~e

development of the .1ekotE:\ksin E.urope, the :first of
F

which was established in Stockholm over 25 years

ago by two parents o.f children whohad special

needs.

At about the same time that t.oy libraries were

being established in the Scandinavian countries

Britain was followihg spit (Head & Bartor~ f~8T) •

The toy library movementthere was started by Jill

Norris, a mother of two handicapped sons.
\
\,

14
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She called an informal·ll\eetir.,1for frie:q.dsat he~J::'
\_J

home and put forward the idea df exclJ.angihgtheir
\~\\'toys.

As Jill developed the idea one quick wit.ted friend
{)

realised the potential and promptly" offered a d.olls
pram in return for Jill's. smal.J,trampoline.
the fi:r;stexchanqe took place and many mOl:'e
rOllowe<1,.

Thus

I';

Morel~~nd (1978) describes how a year later those
() \\

~~;mbers took stock of their schsme and agreed they
ha¢i discovered something which had given them "

;/
gfea·t.deal of support and practical help.

Thus the concept of toy libraries caught the
imagination of·parents, volunteers and
professionals alike. Today there are toy libraries
throughout the world. They are found in first:..as
well as in third world countries. The prog:ress in ..
some countries is reflected i.nthe establishment of
National Federations and Associations of Toy
Libraries.

in 1967 the first International Toy Library
Conference was arranged in London.

15



A seyond, third and fourth fOllowed with south
Africa reprE?sented at the latter two..•. In 1990 the
Fifth. International Toy Libraries Conference was
held in Turin (ItalYh
The results of a vlorfd toy_:r.1;br~:tysurvey done by

<0 Bjorck-Akesson et al (1990) were presented at this
conference.

Thirty seven countries were "included in thi,s "

surve.:'l~TJje number of toy libraries in each country
varied'from a single one to 1100. countries with
1\ ,~:c

mone than 200 toy libraries were listed as
Aus:tralia, Canada, Finland, Great Britain,. Japap,
Norway, Switzerland and the U.S.A. (Bjorck-Akesson
et al 1990).

-------~----------------------------------
2 (iii) WHEREcaULD TOY LIBRARIES BE FOUND TODAY?

-----------------------------------~------
Toy libraries were found in a number of diverse
venues ranging fro~ traditional medical, para-

Ii \

medical and educational institutions and from inner
city to rural communities. They were foun.d
practically anywhere someone had seen the need and
had the motivation to establish such a service.

16



The)sunshine Centre Toy Library was housed at the
Tfansvaal Iv1emc11.ialInstitute for children in
Johannesburg. The use ·ofthis buildincj~~exclus.ively
for children made it an appropriate venue.

various medical and allied medical services were
also situated in the same bu.ilding. This

fJ
facilitated inter-disciplinary co-operation between
professionals when h~lping families with childrerl.\(l

". /\ Iwho had '<:;pecialneeds.

Manyl!toy libraries \vere going mobile to extend
their service to isolated families in both inner

'7

cities and outer rural communities. The Sunshine
Centre 'lloyLibrary ran mobile services illa number
of areas for children whose needs for stimulation

i-I,were not provided for in any other way.

Fudner reported that future locations may include
places like.shopping centres, airports, railway
stations and community centreS. She .remarked on an
interest.ing item on view in a Montreal Mall saying
"at the very heart of a shopping complex, in the
space usually reserved for sculpture and fountains
they have erected a giant brightly coloured, multi
layered jungle jim.
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It's a de:LightfUl symb0:L,••• the era 1r the toy
library may have arrived". (.Fudner1980:27).

---------------------------
2 (d.v) l"UNCTIONS OF A TOY LIBRARY:

---------------------------
The literab~:;-;ereported that the"functions of ·toy.- """",- ' .'

" ,)

• • ••• .:;1l~brar~es "ilera very vaz'Led, The ~nformat~~"".,F'r'..~.l
(\ \-c,.from those who provided the s'ervices rather ~·than

those who used the services. information was
descriptive rather than proV'~~r.

o

The surveys provided informatiqn that was both
specific to a particular toy libr.ary as well ap
information relevant and common to most toy
libraries in existence. A g~neral idea of,the
functions of a toy library was gleaned from the
definitions and described more fully in this
section. For the purposes of this study the titles
toy library \ lekotek \ speel-o-teken etc., were
collectiv~ly referred to as toy libraries.
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o

Their functions were discussed in general and
,<,

particular referent~lemade to the Sunshine Centre
Toy Library where appropriate. These ft:ltlctIbnswere

.< 'proadly listed as follows. They were also
discussed under these headings ...

2 (iv) i: Play and it IS impot"tance foi'all
t.' .:'

children.
2 (iv) ii: TOy Lending
2 (iv) iii: Parent Support
a, (iv) •~v:

2 (Lv) v.:

Normalisation
Acting as a community Re'source Centre <

2 (iv) i: Plp_y and its importance for all children:

-------~--~-----------------------------
The toy library fJhil&r.;ophyof play is discussed
more fully in another section of this literature
review. It suffices at this point to state tha't toy
libraries presented the R9i:nt ;l?hatplay needed to
be .(ileenin the context of < a child's all round
development and not as a d€tached part of.his life

rF< <

(Turner 1975). ]\:notherimportant principle was the"
belief that as parents began to interact with their
children in play they assumed a more active part in
that child' S ,SleVelopmE!.nt(Toy Libraries are

/;

Teamwork Pamphlet).
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2 (:LV) ii: Toy Lending:

ii
Certainly the most obvious function of any toy
library was the provision of toys for loan. This
.was agreed Upon by the following authors; Poller
1986; pryor 1977; Head & Barton 1978 i Ba:rt,t;?n1979;

etal '.'
Duff 1978, Gagnon 1979 ; Hewitt 1981.

'.Vlle:methods and mechanics for toy lenq.ing were
similar for most toy libraries. All operated some

n
system of invet~t-0ry·.of stock and tr.arecording of
toy loans. Most· toy 1ibra:t.'iesdid an annual

1:

stocktake. A problem for :most toy libraries was
\~

breakage an~~lost toys. Howe~+ this was not as
~, ...:::::.:~:

big a problem as one would imagine, Most toy
libraries used ..ctiscretion when dealing with this

)\
!Iproblem and a W~':rietyof methods were applierl. It.

was agreed that the attitude of the toy library
staff was the most effective factor. LoW key
reactions were deemed Lmpo'r't.ant; and often the lost
pieces Were subsequentl~ found and returned by the
respective parents. Reassurance that this happened
to most people at some time and a non threatening
manner on the part ot the staff were considered
important.

20



If appropriate a parent was asked to.pay a fi:ne er
replace the toy in question (H~aq,& Barton 1987).
All the above ,.peintswere pertinent'to tht'!sunshine
Centre Toy Library.

Turner (1975) listed the essential element£;:of any
toy library as a list of clients and a stock of
toys. pryer (1977) stated that par~nts of "disabled
children ..faced a special problem when trying to.

help and encourage their children to.l?lay with and
explore all the possibilities of a tey. They
required the specialised inp-ut of scmeone wl;leneil)
only understood the disability and how it affected
the development of 'cheir child, but had a sound
knowledge of the tOy8 and equipment available to
overcome these difficulties. The challenge for 'the
tey library worker was to cheese toys appropriate
for the child's developmental level. Trichardt
(1986) stated that there was nowhere else that
parents would reced.ve better input em the
therapeutic value of toys than at a toy library.

In toy lending sessiens, pazent.s were given a
perspective en hew play activity "makes sem:;e" in
terms of overall developmental goals (Pryor 1977).



()

Parents were also helped to set realistic goals fot",
their child. It ;wa;:;felt that as ~frents" be~an to
interact with their children in play they became
more directly involved in stimulating that child's
development\\,,(ToyLibraries are 'l.'eal1lworkPamphlet) •

t:~_ ':i '\

l~
\,

At some toy l:\.brariesparents were left te choose
toys on the;i.r.own. At the ether end of the

('-:,

spectrum was the toy library where the prefessional
()

did the selection of toys.

How the selection was done seemed to be related to
the staff available at the specifi.c toy library.
At the Sunshine Centre Toy Library the occupational.

()

therapists played a vital J;ole in the selection of
,.toys. However this neariy always occurred with the
parent's active co-operation and input. In
exoept.Lona.l, inst':iticesparents asked th,e thera.~,ist

~j:;' ""\\_ \~ ,;;:;>-~ _ \

to do the seleotion on t}leir.own , l ~

From a purely practical point of view a bey l.ibl;ary
//

could be,of tremendous benefit toparents'on a "try
befor.e you bt..yUbasis (MOreland 1978). .'l'hiscould
greatly relieve a trend in new parents of mentally
hand i.capped children to buy (often beyond their
means) too many toys.
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()This desperate attempt to compensate for their

child's loss of intellectual" potential and tQ_eir

own loss of the expecic.ednon-handicapped baoy could
II

be met at the toy library, at less personal cost.

children required more than the, \3.~~1J-c~17pa:t1t~tYand
/ \J ~,{ ~" ii \,.,...,J

variet1f. of pl~ymaterials ('1'OY'\''f ,I ~i+~e
, i "Z\,

.TealnworkPamph.\let)• 11
'--:-2·"'<_e. __('-··

/1
The numbei:.of toys in toy libJ:ar~.es var-Led \}lth tbe

size of the toy libra:ey. At the Eh;1.hShihGCentre

Toy Library there were about 3000 toys +';0choose
from. The Variety. catered for all t:Y1?esof play.

This was the largest toy library stock in South

African toy libraries and compared with the medium

'i to large sized toy libraries worldwide.
//

However as Moreland (1978) stated there were very

few toy libraries which rema~ned purely as centres

for lending toys and this was certainly supported

in the literat.ure. (Fudner 1980; Benne 19'78i Fay

1981; Moreland 1978; Montaigne 1981; Reid 1975;
Schaller ],981; Lambie 1975; Holtzhausen 1980).
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Although toys Were very il'Ilpo:r;tantat a tO~l library
Rosenau (~973:50) st"ated correotly that "toys are

((
\\

only half the name of the game."
\\

if

u

A ql.lestionthat therefore needed to be asked ~yas
(1 1:

,,:ti...{,"\ t'!

what the other aspects of \.,~vice offered by toy
\--,,--,,,()

libraries were?

2 (iv) iii: ..Parent Support.~
---- ......----- ...,,_~-

Kelly (1.981)stated that moat;parents wanted to
learn more about chilqhood. Also that they wanted
to learn more about how to facilitat~ their child 1s
development. At the toy library the toys were
often secondary to the really important outcome of
a toy library session. This was the contact with
other parents and with professional people toy
libraries provided in an informal and happy
setting. What was more, according to Moreland
(1977), toy library people had time to li.sten.

/~)
lJ.pioneers of the mo~ement in Britain regarded the

parents of handicapped children as having a need
as great, if not greater than th~ir ch~tdren.
This need was similarly identified by t~he
professional staff at Swedish toy libra:t'ies.
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l·twas found that parents often exper.ienci:l(;:~dguilt
for not having provided their children with the
basic necessities of a healthy body and mind.
Helping parents com~ to terms with those feelings
was an important function of.the service (Lambie
1975).

In addition the self concgpt of both parent and
child were important "a.ndat the toy libra.ry both
were encouraged tiO exper:i;':inceSUccess and develop
confidence in their abilities, to function as they
would like.

As mentioned, provis:bin was made for creating
opportunities for parents to meet oth.ers in the
sante situa.tion (Moreland 1977). This was
primarily aChieved by providing a venue for these
meetings to occur spontaneously.

(I

pryor (1977) pointed out that as a meeting place,
toy libraries were attractive and welcoming. He
went on to say that excep·tional paxerrcs operated
without the u.sual sources of support wh~n making
decisions about toys for their children. The advice
from.family and friends was not always a~plicable
in their situation.
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Toy Libraries were seen as a place where
information was shared and a parent supported and
accepbed .rather than a place where their az_rilities
as paxerrcs were challenged. 0

spontaneous Gontact. betwe~n parents also occurred
at the Sunshine centre Toy Library_ This was often
during toy exchange~r activity groups or talks and
fUl1ctiollSarranged at the library. Formalised
support groups were run by the social worker.

She was also available for individual co'l;'l;nselling
of any toy library parents.

Piazza (1$)76)commented that toy libraries did much
.:

to,involve parents in the many faoeted development
of their children. Moderate participation in their
child's programme could itself act as a support for
parents. Solarsh (1986) described how mothers
could benefit from the knowledge that t,heyare
doing something for their handicapped child. The
greatest impact of participation was on reducing

I)

feelings of guilt about the child. Associated with
this were a greater enjoyment of the maternal role
and feelings 'of support.

26
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The importance of parent involvement was reflected
in Davis's (1980) statemept that for success in
heJ.p;inga child, the parents must be the child's
first and best teaoher., Duff et aL (1978) poil:fted
out that par$nts sincere involvement with their
childs' interests and activities in the home

c'setting had the \~reatest impact on the child's
o

achievements ..Parents were seen to be in acunique
",::.

position to help their child play successfully.
'I'heycould create an environment conduoive to play
and pryor (1977) con:rmentedtqat there was no one
better than parents to take a child'S response and
make something out of it.

simple parenting inexperience was another
difficulty parents faced. The "special need~~" of
children gnd parents wer~ widened to include a

u

variety of factors 'tv-hichresulted in t.he
developmental needs of children not being met.
Emotional and social fact.ors as we!ll as
IIenvironmental " deprivation were i.ncluded under
these. Toy libraries avoided the a.ttitude of
society in g~neral, and the medical profession in

I(particular, who continue to deny the existence of
parents' expertise because of their so called lack
of "professional training.1I

2'7



Parents were considered an essential part of their
"child "S intervention process. They were often t.he

most effective source ;pf intervention and the;j,.r
qhi'ld'S greatest hope.!! When discussing the \
effectiveness of toys :;tna child's development

\\Benne (.1978) said that it was not usually the toys
II .'that were missing in a: child's ehvironmen~ but the
cultural environment where parents could learn of
the child1 s need for stimulat:ion. She stated that
programmes Tllhichenccur-aqed adult - child
interaction promised to be more effective in
achievi.ng the benefits claimed by advocates of
toys.

2:4 (Lv) Normalisation:
-.--..,.'*"".-------~-

Guralnick (.1977) stated that evidence demonstrated
that the more adVanced pre-school child could

o
aS$i~:t in the growth and development of their

:1
l' . Iichsabled peers. Both disabled and non - handd.capped

children were, Lnc Iuded in most toy libraries. 'llhe
toy library not only allowed them access to a large
range of toys but.matched toys and equf.pmerrc to
their needs (Pryor 1977).
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Moreland (1978) said t.hatthe>t:oy library
~)~r" "

philosophy in general. was that .itwas better for
hand Loapped. children .t.o play with the same toys as

'-\

everyone else. Only where the degree of handipap
w~s very severe or df:&ficult., illereadaptations c

~ desirable. The policy of the Swedislz:\lekoteks was
firstly I that a qhild was considered a child w'ith
all the usual needs.. 'I'hereajEterattention was
given to a.ny special needs tbey may have had
(Bj9rc~-P~sson et al 990).

The other "normal" children in ;the family Were also
often included at the toy library. Sometimes a
disabled child leads quite a separate life, cut off
in one way or another. from his siblings. By
lending toys to brot.hers and sisters the toy
library could be a means of .bringing the family
to~ether around the notion of play.

Because play encompassed ground that was cowmon to
all children the integration of "normal" and
handicapped children occurred, more naturally in toy
libraries than in clinical settings.

29



Toy libraries facilitated the bridging of barriers
of l'rejudice and fear that. holds communities back

.'from. involv.ement with their disabled members (Pryor
1977) • It 'VIasthe opinion of Fay (198,,1) that toy

, p

libraries created an environment which stimulated
children through play and aimed to iuitiate an
"experience Of success which would spillover into

'i

other areas of living.

2 (iv) v: /) .communlty Resource Centre:

--------------------------
According to Mpntaigne (';1981)it was a rich mixtu,:r.e

~\of people who used toy libraries; made up of many
kinds of children as we.ll as adults. She mentioned
handicapped children,and their parents,

"childminders, foster parents, prisoners children,
families :i.nareas of need, professionals such as
teachers, social workers, health visitors and
therapists,.

\

Some toy librari:,;salso tbok on'tb~\.i;(')le;'Of
"

(\

providing information about facilitiE~t~,and ..events
in their area. The Sunshine Centre Toy Library·made
a point of doing this and posting any information
on a parefit's notice board.
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This board was situated next to tli~coffee vending
machine and parents were encouraged to use it as

"they liked. Parent' S'\ were also given information
verbally by toy library staf.fmembers.

Many toy libr~ries offered training services
((

throp.gh'whicri~interested persons could Leairn to
select and use toys effectively (Poe.1975). In

\!;iaddi,tion they functioned as resource and training
centres cfor any parties interested in the
importance and use of play in the developing child.
This had also happened /informally at the Sunshine
centre Toy Library. Regular visitors to the toy
libarary inlcuded community health sisters,
teachers, medical and allied medical students.
Expansion to the present information sessions was
plapned to include more formalised workshops
f01:-bigger groups of people e.g. educare w6~ers

. \\
II
1.1

and recreational centre staff.

An extension of the resource training programme was
the help and training given to anyone interested in
starting uP a toy library. The toy library had
written information on this topic and time was set
aside by the toy librarian to.discuss procedl).res
with interested parties.
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Toy testing and co-opeJ1",ltionwith toy'manufacturers
, . ,.t

was another fUnction of SOilletoy libraries (Head &
Barton ~987).

\')
!I~ .". . p,;publishedon the basis of toy testing annually with

In Britain a "Good Toy Guideil is

benefit to manufactures and consumers alike.

Although this "''''fisa wonderfu:4's'ystem i1:. haC!.not
been feasi.ble in South Africa since theritoy
manu~acturing industry was very small and many of
the toys utested" at the toy librarieS were bought \i

cvecsaas ,

It was found that an increasing numbe'r of puLlic
libraries were carrying a stock of toys. DThese
toys served as increased attraction for the
existing",memberShip as well as encouraging those
who felt lost in a book-based environment (Packer
1982) .

The users of games such as puzzles and board games,

included those adults who were 'retired (Gillard
1987). Rather than See these as a separate entity
one could consider chem to be toy libraries at the
other end of Poller' s continuum described e,~rlier.

J)
//
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Poller (1986) pointed out; that -the ebjectives, o.f

;;q1Y toy library would depend ori~the particular

pLaoe it eccupied on t:his cont.Lriuum,

In ,additien these objE~ctives weuld be influenced by

the type of celnmunity (with it's individual assets
'~c: '.

and deficiencies) in ,vhich a toy library was

establiShed. This would be particularly true of:')th(3

service structllres thl;J.texisted fer children in thl=

OOIlll'llunity.

A d\j..st:.inctfeature ef toy libraries seemed to. be
/ '1

their variability;_;.ln the service they offered to.

the communi, ty in which they were feund. AS a

positive feature their diversity she)''ed that they

co.uld be adapted to. succeed in almost any setting,

ei ther independen-tly or in oonjunct.Lcrr with an

existing service (Head and Barten 1987).

-------------~----------------
2 (V) i: TOY LIBRARYPHILOSOPHY OF PLAY:

------------------------------
since the nIe'thadof interventien for child:r.en who.

visited tbe 'I;,aylibraries was described primarily

as play cit wa~,;necessary to look at this phenomen..:-

more closely.
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o

oPlay was desoribed as a feature of childhood e,ts
well as of adult life ..In oontrast ,to a~lult play

(1

praotiqally everything a child does when he has not
been asked to do something else, is play (Bin,on
~9B9). Play is an end in its'"1lf.The value of play
lies in the process of d.oing it.
:For.those concerned with ohildren the joyous and
pleasurable aspects of play should not. be lightly
dismissed (Australian ~ruide to Good TOys 1986;

Landry &I Chapieski 1989).

Crowe (1983) said that it was ironic that when $0

fUany people were begi~lttingto recognisEa the play
hiernent in self chosen adult work, oth~rs were
·\1
II

-B;ryingtQ Lrrcroduoe the worlc elem€!nt h'lto
oi:\ildrenI s play out of a desire to haS,ten

',\
!iin~\ellectual development. She also said that real

pla.v springs from within us and one of it.'s many
propsrties at any age, was to deal with stress. If
one b.t'okein uninvited to try and. use play fo! ,)
!!educational purposesll We would defeat both
nature '.13 ends and our own. That magic, word "play"

()

was beooming associated with toys or play
situations structured to.encourage development-
physical, intellectual and linguistic.
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Crowe (1983:8) also said, "myheart goes out to the

child who backed away from a wide choic~ of toys

and ac'tivities saying - I donIt want to do any of

those things - couldn't I "just play?" Herron

(1972) stated that the greatest mistake adults })

could make regarding play was to think that

children would sl?e it their way_
) '/

\ l

Did the above bode ill for 'the uS.e of "play" as a

means of early intervention with children whohave

special needs? Firstly it seemedwiSe to recogniSe

that the play Crowetalks about is' the optimal

interaction bebvee.n a normal chi ld and it I .S

environment. Those '!f7orkingin ch~ld orientated

settings were aware Qf the pleasurable aspects of

play and aimed at proViding a wide range of play

exp~jriences and playthings designed to enhance a

child's learning.

one school of thought was that play should remain

fre~~, spontaneous and that the educator's role "was
,.. )\

to provid!9,a. range of opport:lmities' from Which the

child would choose accordIng to inclination and

~velopmeI'ltal level.
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The other viewpoint argued fdr the introduction of
a not too obtrusive element of structure into the
chi+d's play so that their learning would be less
~ ."\~phazard and hopefu+ly more efficient (Atlstrall..an
Guide to Good Tdys 1986).

It was necessary to remember that each child was an
individual and his\her pla~ would therefore be
unique. There could therefore be a great many
differences between children ~ho play because they
were all indiv1.duals and born to diff~rent families
with different life styles and different cultura+ I /

r 'pri~rities •
1\

Beside~,;the usual differenCes there were other
.-;:::::

factclrs which c,::ontributedto different ways of
~ 0

playi.ng./Jeffree at al (1978) stated that although
many children did play spontaneously without our
help this was not always true of a handicapped
child. The well known paediatrician Sher:i.qan
(1977) tall~ed o~ a differerib~"in playtime ,\\.

I., --

engagements of "norllta.l" as opposed to hand~;~"!app'eq
children. :rtappeared that she was descri.ping tne
ment:ally retarded child when she ,refe:J:'red1::,0 a laCk
in drive, concentration and being a slow learner.
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It doef:tnrt take much imagination to realise how ail
physically disabIed child).play would be
restricted. Crowe's (:1.983) magic word "play" was
therefore not necessari~:y made different only by
adults' interference with the aim of being
"educational". On the contrary, in the case of
disabled children it may be only as a result of
adUlt intervention that play was }f)ossibleat all.

According to the Australian Good Toy Guide' (1986)

the ro.:J-eof adults in children's play was by being
themselves models of playfullness, by participating
at the child's,play level and by expanding th~
scope of play through the provision of a'suitable
environment and appropriate toys and p~aythings.

;~,

There was however, a fine balance between enabl~ng. Ij
a child to play and.aohieving therapeutic aims and
lIeducatio:n~I.One needed to consider that -for the

I
/;
{,

first two years of a child Is life it's parents are Ii
(0 ~I

it's playmates. A child's first and best toy is
it's mother. paediatricians and pS'¥chOlogists have

~J

produced detailed information ~:bout the' ages and
\'.

stages in children's deVelopment.
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They have identified specific. ?-bilities.(physical,
mental and behavioural) that are expected at each

IIstage in a child's life~ HoweVer, children's
abilities db not develop in a vacuum. The
abovement.Lorredabilities as well as the environment
and caregivers all interact to produce an overall
result. IJ7hequest;ion is what happens when there is
a :malfunction or breakdown of one of these

c

essential e.lements?

The implications of a disability 0t! both the child
aridthe parent were far reaching. According to
Seligman (1981;:~ adjustment to childhoo~ dis(:l,bility

1;'/
'VIasthe family· s major focq.p du:ring"the infancy
period. With the onset of childhood they
maintained that this focus changed to the
achievement of a normalized lifestyle. The.,normal
reactions parents undergo with the birth of a
disabl~d child we~e deScribed by Solarsh (1986) who

" 1\alsdi!lighlighted their implica~-;i.ons.
\,\ .. . . "::"

Th~ parents' own feelings Of loss and failure as \\
well as the child's disabilities take a heavy toll
on the parent\child interaction and relationship_
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A comment from a parent attending a support" grolJ.p
at the Sunshine pentre Toy Library illuminated.
this" "People act as if she's not there. Her own
father so:m.et,imesdidn't say hello when vlalking in
frotawork - all because she couldn't look at him
or talk back."

A 'research project highlighted the differences ih
parent,\child interaction when the child is
handicapped. Barrera & Vella (1987) investigftted
social interactions between infants and mothers.
The comparisons \'/erebetween dyads with physically ~
disabled infants and dyads with nondisabled
infants. Resl.llts showed hov the infant and mother
effacted one another reciprocally.

Mother's behaviour patterns coU.ld interfere with
"the development of communication and Lndependence

in handicapped young children. Mothers of disabled
children were significantly more c9mmanding ,than

\_\ .. Ij

wer,e comparison mothers. They'tended to respond to
interactive pr,~:;'y with commands and verbali~c'tions
whereas ot.her mothers responded to interacti ve play
with interactive play.

39



Landry and Chapieski (1989) looked at tl;te'e:ffects

of Down's Syndrome.as opposed to Prematurity. Under

consideration were the.~effectivertess of some

maternal attention - di.recting techniques in

modifYlil;)ginfant respon~\\esto toys • Results~ ~

indicated that mothers of; the 'two groups used

different attention directing strategies. These

strategies were relat.ed to the. attentional

capaci~cies of the children. The DO'VlnSyndrome

infant.s were less able to shi.ft their attention to"
f~,\ c

notice a new toy. They showedlless manipulation of

the toy than the preterm group and were :morelikely

to fail to respond at all. The practical vahle of

this study lies in helpi.ng parent s of DownSynd'rome

chilq.ren to use the object to which the infant's

attention is already directed.

Doty (1990) examined the teach3Lngof parents to

imitate their handicapped child. during play \)

interactions. This interaction (a patural behavLouz

by parents) had a favourable rE~sult and indicated a

higher level of ol)ject interad:ion skills for the

children. It was implied by manyresearchers that
',':,

adequate support services for J;larents in the early

phase of adjustment. could determine the

adaptational path that family wbuld follow.
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A relatively new category of "handicappsd"
children were those that Were considered socially
and or environmentally deprived. As mentioned under

Ii

the heading. "early intervention" play has been used..
most successfully in·stimulating and helping these
children overcome their developmental delay
(Slaughter 1989).,

The importance of play was documented as a fact -
and considered vital for healthy growth and
development of a child; being an integral part of

(_,

the ,p.evelopingparent\child re1at.ionship. It was
even used as a 111eaSUreof cognitive development in

(I

2 (v) ii: ;rOYS:

How did toys fit into the play process? It seemed
unanimous by many authors (Montaigne 1981; Pryor
1977; Zimmerntan 1971; Lear 1990; Pao]{.er1982;
piazza 1976) tha.t to).."s't4erenot considered
essential to play but acted' as valuable qatalysits~

They provided th~ tools of many forms of play and
learning experiences,
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FOy (1981) stated tpat toys could never re.place

humancontact, but correctly adjusted toy materials

could pro~ote development.

"

Whenconsidering physically disabled children

Moreland (1977) saj_d that \pecause they could pot

moveabout easily to find their own fun, these

,;6';:"
;~,~/

/~/.>.-:Y'/
#'

children depended heavil,·y on toys for enjoyment and //~
. . /1r-

//:/-:
"f')/ J'\

,,:;/I \...'~
Moreland wlent on to say that because o:t:/~:Ml~r'~,~, '''\ F _o;,_/)-'
il)ability to explore and exp~,rimen1j,<~"I~~ePrndent~?y-"':...I/~

,;; 1/ ,~J
they required" more than. tl1E~us}~al'q't~p.nt.i.tyand ( 11/

\, ~-___,_..- "- /

developmell't.

variety of play materials ~/0/

An important valuedof toY:r was that they mad~fdeas
f"";'

concrete. Toys caused the concepts of child'~

development t.o become r<,al, specific land practical

for the parent. People tended not to ass~fiate toys

with clinical concer-ns and worries~ Whil\\ a parent
JJ

hesitated to debate the nature of a medi.cal script

or therapeutic intervention, play was considered

different. Advice Was more easily d.iscus~ad
\~

"because here 'VIas an area where everybody~\has some

measure of expertise.
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:?, (vi) EARlit INTERVENTION:
......... -------_.~:--~::.----.......

2 (vi) i: Definition of Eai'lyIntervention:

"EaJ;ly interventionll referred to services for
~, • , ',' q'" biQlogically or en:v1ronmentally v\llnerable children

from birth through the preschool years. 'rl1emajor
\\goal of early intervention was to build on the

competence of the child in all developmental areas
y' \
I •

and to assist the family in it1st&bility to mahage
the challenges 9$: daily living (MorIoni and·Hickman

. ._,

1986; Dunn et.al 1989; Hanft 1988; Denhoff 1981).
Browder (1981) says early intervention programmes
attempt to enhance the ()Velopmental progress of
disa:hled children" by supplementirlg the deficient
areas of their deVelopment.

The above definitions are broad and gave rise to a
number of different types of early intervention~\

,1

'"programmes. Accol.~dingto Browder (19$':1)and Reader
(1984) thase programmes usually cater for one of
two population groups.
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These two grOl.tpswere the so 1);';4~,led;
\\
);

(i) biologically impaired;' and the
o

(ii) environrnental1y\social':1yimpaired.
o

._) _ e: (',',lIn some ways their needs were COl'ASXde)7edto be
o ~~

quite di;fferent ~l~\\1oUghthey a~,so had much. in
\(,\) (~)

G common.

2 (vi) ii:
r;)l

,,'. ' it ' , '{'-'~--~';~"he Envir6nmentally Deprived child:
I,

f''I u

Browder (198f) stated thatt:tie environmenta+.ly
deprived w~;re felt by many 'toconstitute·the
majority of borderline and mildly re,tarded children

. .,

evident in marry schoof' systems today. There was
/" -~enough data in the literature to provide\good

reason for early int~:tve~,tionin the
environmentally deprived group of children.
SUCCess was long term and inclUded an advantage Of
the experimental children over controls in school,

,
less need for specialised academic facilities and
less need for a repe'at year (Reader 1984; and
Denhoff 1981).
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G'
o

.1) "
/J

stuQ1efLsuppoi-tecl the concept that :I:.hem~nta:L.
t; j 1 //

gr6wth or· depr lved childreri if? :fa:"oill:-;~p'l:Y
\ \ ., "~". ,';. ",'

inf Luenoed., by.• ;i.n~ant S\t-'i:w:£iatidb,.iI progra,mmes"" ~"
,) I, II;" F, \. ti '\::'_'

\' \'//" " ,..
This seemed particula;2(y tr~e if provi,lSio~ w..a.ISInade";\

,.. (:' " '.' . . )1
for improving parenting skills and 'parent;child ~_f>
.:\ ;f

atb,~chment. ,;\~\\
1" \\

r-

A strildng examp'le of how the toy library concept

fitted with an earlY:rintervention s~rategy for· the

enviro~mentallY deprived child. was the parent ....Child
s
TOY0Library ~rogramme. This programme was the

braing4iild ~~ Nimni9ht~r an educaticrrttl psychoiogist

and put",t09~}':her by the F&L'west LapOl~atory.for
If' 0Educatipnal!ResearCh and Development in californ;i,.a
: I

(Nimnicht ,.a\),d, Brown, 1,~72). c·

The PaJ:.'ent-Child programme was started\in 1969 and
\\

\\

by the mid 1970 f S had BRFea~ to 1U«ny,/~t'a~es\~.1rld

t.owns' in both North a~:a Sou.th America. The
\,

programme trained parents to USe basic edu.cational

toys to hetp their pre-school children le.arn basic

concepts (e. g. colour and form recogr.1.tion,

sequencing) as well as problem solving skills

(Rosenau 1973).
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Herron (1972), reported that the pi~ograllUt1e

functioned on- the premise that lea~,:,ninga~ctivitiE;s
I', . '''''" "\

could be self-rewarding and the child partic~~at~\d

because he enjoyed the procf:'>,;::'s.

Apparently this programmemade t:.se oj= that innate

~njoyment and ;motivation which crowe (1983)

identified as i.nnately charact.eristia of tru.e play.

A parent-Child 'roy Library Programmeslmilar t.o the

one described by.Nimnicht and Brown (19.72) was

implemented in Venezuela and is described by De
Dearden (1979). lif th~ time of De Dearden Is

article only a small percentage of ch i.Ldzan in

Venezuela had .access to pre-school educatif.on , The

'toy library's main objectiVe was therefor's to use

educational toys as. a. means of teaching children

basic academic and problem solving skil~s.

It.,was reported that children on the programme did

as well in problem solving and learning academic

skills througb use of the toys at horns as did a
group of similar children attending formal pre -
E"~chool.

I,
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Another instance in which play 'was used an
intervention method was seen in a $~udy done by

BeE1. et a.L (1989). Immediate success was repprted
with the use of developmental play therapy for the
prevention of the effects of multiple deprivation
on inner-city infant children.
r,hese environmentally deprived children lived in
~he city of ~ewcastle ~on Tyne in Britain.
A11::houghparterrca.I participation was not part of
this. study the authors did recommend that
programmes for parents shoulde be!encouraged in
addition to the intervention wft.h the children. 'A
study done by Slaughter (1983) was anot.her examp Ie
of how intervention with the environmehtally
depr:Lved child (and parent) succeedS.

Her study, like the 1?arent\Child Toy Library,
Programme, was also focussed On parenting and the
intellectual development of children. In
slaughterKs study the. development of control
children and their mothers was contrasted with that

• .. • '! .•of chl.ldt"enand mothers l.nv(.)lvedl.ntwo different
parent-education programmes. one of these pro<;p:ams
focussed on the use of toys as a catalyst ;ot
Verbal interaction between parent and child.
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The importance."'ofthe child's play aritlthe role. ·of
the adu.Lt;in stimulation and facilitating this,,play
was emphasised. The second type of parent
education progra~me was a mother discussion group

1/

facilitated by a trained group leader.

11 ,Intervent~on was weekly for the g~eater part of two
years and aimed, mainly at·en.couraging verbal
interaction between mothers and their children. i\

In the final evaluation, mothers who nad
participated in these programmes interacted more
with their children and were more likely to expand
on t.he children's ongoing play.

II
I',(
I:
I'.\

Higher\%Q SClores (on the Moarthy scale) were shown
in the "programme" children' as opposed to oh,il~ren
in the control group. They were also,',ableto
verbal.ise more often during play. The va'lue of this
type of intervention for cllJ.ldrenal?Peared to be
very positive and Seiems relevant to the many
children who are en rironmentally depriVed children
in Sout}.;,Africa at the present time.
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2 (vi) iii: The Biologically Impaired child:-----~~-~~--~-~---~----~---~~---
Browder (1981) considered the "biologically
impaired" to be a vety heterogeneous group_

"< ". . • (;'Conditions included. under this heading were
:>

children with physical :bnpai~rmentsI sensol':'IY
deficits and brain damage. The different types of
ea;r::J.yintervention strategies for children with
these disabilities were varied.
It was s~ated the each progra1\lmeneeded po be
individualised according to the child's specific
needs.

since these individ~~l programmes were usually
different for each child it must suffice for this

,;'
stUdy to use Denhoff's (1981) broad cm\tline of
early intervention strat~1gies for this group. He
sald that the impaired child should be managed as a
total person with equal emphasis on m~11tal,
physical and sooio-emotional aspects of
development.

He went on to say that 'because of the heterogeneous
nab.:re of the biOlogically inlpaired group 1

1\interVel"ltionprogrammes were so much more diff icult
to evaluate.
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An addit,j.onalproblem in evaluation was the j.ack of
pontrel groups as it was unethical to withhold
treatment for the purposes of research.

These difficulties Ttlerereflected Ln the dearth of
literature on early int,ervention studies in
comparison to what ,has been published on the
environmentally depri ve(~I,child. However, despite
the lack of research in this area certain s\.&.;,)cesses
have been ..'reported.
Bricker et al (1981) made it clear that there was
enough evidence to continue providing. educational
services to handicapped infan.ts and their pa.rents.

2 (vi) iv: Evaluation Methods of Early
Intervention Programmes

--_- ..-_._ _ _-- _ _--- -
Much has been written 0:.1 the evaluation of early
interventio11 programmes. A critical problem
currently facing the field of early intervention is

(

':f;:'heevaluation of the effectiveness of these
programmes (Bickman and Weatherford 1986). The
follQwing authors (Burden 1978; Reader 1984;
Bickman 0; Weatherford 1986; Denhoff 19a1) agreed
that the attempts at evaluation that had ,been
documented to date were largely unsuccessful.
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;::::

The few re;searchers that had llndertaken evaluation
studies were hampered by a dearth 53favailable
researcg tools, poor research design and
methodology.

'\\

Even the basio description of the kind of service
Which was evaluated lacked spe,cific information
about exactly what w~s being evaluated.

"(

The question of criteria for success in evaluating
early intervention strategies seemed Pertinent to
many studies. Gorga (1989) mentioned a number of
early intervention studie,s in which few or no gains
were shown in the experimental group (in this
instance in motor perforlllanceof chil\)ren.) Gorga
asked whether it is SUfficient to conside:r:improved

o

Scores on a developmental test as the only positive
outcome of early .intervention?

She felt that the emphasis shouf.d shift f:r'om
D

answering the glObal qUestion "is early
intervention effective?" to more specific questions
which have practical value. Fbr instance, \tlhat
type of early intervention, with'what type of
chtld, in what~ kind of family?
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In her opinion it was only bYi,oonsigering
.,1

individual dif:f;,eren,Jes amonqchildren and their
\f

families, that. one dbuld begin to document

effectiveness.

It was interesting to note the driteria which were
d

'!,lsadin the evaluation \tof t~.~"\:Parent-child Toy
,

Library Programmes as repo:Ct.",dby Herron (1972). A
i'

dropout ~ate from the programmeof below' 10%of the

total group was one criteria of success.

Another was the spontaneous: "'l'oj ective reaCtions of

the children involved in tr ,L.·ogramme.An

inoreas~d amount. 1)f parent\child interactiqn was
" ,

also used as a measure of success. The most
/1

satisfying result of this pr cqr-ammewas documented

the same vein and stat'ed that changes in a chi.Ld" s
l

developmentai ini].estone$ should be seen as only one

outcome of. carl;y interverlt~,c;mservices.. Humphrey

felt that the effects of the parent child
• U •relationship were one aspect of early lnterventlon

that warranted ftl.cthdl: bf"·estigation.

52



B:t'owder.{1981} stated tpat improving parenting
skills is one of the most important and effective
goals of stin\Ulat.ionprogra:mmes.

Despite these difficulties with research into the
effeotiveness of ~arly intervention" programmes
Denhoff (1981) stated that the benefits of early
intervention outweigh the limitations.

1/

2 (vi) ,y: Effective Early Intervention Programmes:
"

-----------------------------------------
Much emphasis was placed on the type and amount of
parent, involvement in a child's early intervention

r,'

u pro,granunes. No longer are parents seen as passive
tecipients of their childs' programme. According to
Bazyk (1989) the health profession«;tlcan no longer
be seen as the expert - 'the only per-son able to
tr'iat, make decisions and bring about change in,the
child.

!t appeareq. that parental involvement. was one vital
factor,for the success of any project.
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A training programme undertaken by Trtljillo (1989)

for the parents 01; pr~sohool handicap:5)edchildren
emphasised the importance Of increased parental
involvement in their children's early interventj_on
programmes. DeDearden (1919) quotes a parent" I

used to play with the children betore, but not like
r do now, with the toys ... We mothers have an
irnport5i11tjob to do I teaching them with toys .."

Another iln.port~ntaspect of early int:ervention
programmes according to Dunn (1989) was the
location of delivery. =

Also that, when appropriate, early intervention
services should be provided in settings in which
infants and toddlers without handicaps would
participate. Denhoff (1981) stated that home-based
programs were considered to be more effectiVe than
day care services, but according to Browder ,(1981)

t,hefamily lifestyle would weigh heavily when the
locale was selected.

It also seemed that biological impairments, in
particular, responded more faVourably to home based
services.
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o Browderst {1981} criteria for a.good early
intervention prof3ramme included the following:

The approach should be mUlt:f;\~lisciplinary
- The p:J::'ogrammeshould instruct and support parents

in.carrying out!:;-;~\therapeutic regimen at home
(t"- Parents should be helped to cope with everyd~y

practical problems in the manaqement; of their
child.

A poor px;:ogramwould be one that poncerrtrated on a
i. • " .__./isingle 1.ssue wlth an unimportant impact overall

e.g .•a c011cenb;:-atedeffort to establ~\Sh gait, at
the expense of the development of a good infant.-. . "_,\

mother relationship.
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Chapter 3

\\

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

---------~---------------------
3 (i) AIM OF STUDY:

This study was aimed at providing a broad
description of the services offered by the S.c.Toy
Library. central to this description was the
knowledge and use of, as W',tf:'l as the attitUlles to,
the toy library servi.ceprovided for those parents
who have Children with special needs ,

The existin.g toy library policy stat.ement was used
as a baseline for formulating the res~arch

\1,

question. Broadly described, these services fell
into one of two categ'Ol:;ies.A distinction was
therefore made between the service to inCli"lridual

~,famili.es at the toy library in.TIU as opposed to
the mobile toy lending service offered within
specific communities. It is the I'd:tmerthat was of
relevance to this study.
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o o

i]:haservices offered to individual famIlies at the
\\,

t~y library could broadly bi~described as the toy ....
~\

l~~'ding and parent sUPf'ort :Services.
'\,I\\ s

Toy ~nding included the fo.llowing:
\. \ '

1. ~tle mechanics and pra6tical details
c~mcerning the loan of .toys from the ~oi;
Libr.ary. \ .....

2. Th~ infor.mation and recOltUl\endatiori~made
by 1Fheoccupational therapists on the use
tOY~l for the specific needs of the parent
Chi:D\hlconcerned.

of
and

pa~.ent support included:

1. \, Fp,rmal support groups run by the social
\worker with an gccupational therapist as co-
~rorker.

2~ Il:1volvementof parent and child in activity
groups to stimulate interaction and play
between them.

3. Informal support received from staff arid
fellow parents.

The research question asked '\)PES THE:TOYLIBRARY
)\PROVIDE AN APPROPRIATE TOY LENDING AND SUPPORTIVE

SERVIcE: TO PARENTS WITH CHILDREN WHO HAVE SPECIAL
NEEDS?"

According to the Oxford English Dictionary an

"appropriate" service implied one that is suitable,

fitting and adequate, This Wasbe examined Ln

terms of the parents as well as th~ childrents

needs and how they were or.were not met by the

service.
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A "supportive" service would be one tJJab enabled
\:/., \\ '\(

those receivin9\.'t.hE: support to\'bs s~fen9thened in
'\

OrdeJf to survive and develop coping sk)_lls.
'\

Once,this was achieved parents coUlcl,;i,start:: learning

how"~o fnn~;tiop as ~her woqld have liked to /n
.:

terms ;p±'"=' their relationship with their child.

3 (ii) THE POPULAffirON:

-----:----,?---
I \ .. ' ..:'-

The population: pertinent ~~6 this study comprised,;)

ALL Toy Librar<lTclients 1.e.
',\ j =. 'Lc;

th,:fsl::.' , lnl!iivic1ual
II

the servL::le !,\sind~\\,ttfS'families who~<had,('"de use of~~;. . \~ ..•. ' ','

"Lncept.Lon :in 1980 and
iJ

were u.sing\:,
i::;! '~~;,

mid 1990.

I----------------- ...-...----(..<~--
POPULATION

all parents who had made

use of the service at

the S.C. toy lib:l:'ary

r = approximately 1500
)~
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Two groups emerged from this population based on

currency of membeltship.
PRESEN'l' !'lEMBERS :-_.__ ..... '_ .....-_ ....._- .._ ..---
Those who at the time of the study were actively
making llse of the service.
PASTMEMl1ERS:_ ...._--_._._. __ .'...--
Those who had made use of the s~rvice but Were not
'doing so at. 1;he time of the study .

.----....-..-.--.--
3 (iii) THE SAMPLE:

_9-_ .. ....._-._ .....

From the population a sample of clients was
seleq~ed using the following criteria.

1,\
\)

n* 1+:11those who werl~ able to r.ead and write at a

std. 6 level in either English or Afrikaa1is.

* All those who were willing to, pareicipat~~ in the
proj ect and compLet.e a quas't.Lonnaar-a.

* All those who had used the service at the Toy
Library for a minimum of 6 months ..
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* All those who had made use of the toy library
service from January 1987 (3 years prior to
commencement of the stUdy) and could be corrcactied

at the same address or telephone numbez :as
appeared in the Toy Library ex-members' records.

~------------...-----·~------------------------·--........I

I
, I--...,........-------...,.---~--------------·-------,..--------I

-~---~--~---------
3 fiv) THE QUESTIONNAIRE:---~---~-~--~--~~~
'Illsresearch tool used in this study was a
q1.1estionnaire(see appendices 1a. and 1b) on pages
156 and 165 respectively. An interview schedule was
considered initially. HoweVer, since the time and
bUdget allocated for the project did not allow for
the training of neutral interviewersr the
reseal:'cher(also a member of staff and provider of
the service) would have been the ~!11y interviewer.
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Besides an .extremelY time consuming method of
obtaining 'aresponse this was consider~d cause for
bias and the interview schedule was abandoned.

Th" q1,l"sti9)l)1ai"," war(~:;~(!""'''dt•..:suitable
that it was cost anq tJ.me ef:'f~p. ·lY~. It also

I

td'ol in

therefore allowed for the sell?ction of a larger
sample.

Greater anon~nity fOt the participants was possible
and it was felt that/!parents would consider

:!

participation to beJ.1ess threatening. It was p.lso
a more p:cactical metihod of inclUding ex-members who
lived a long distance from the Toy Library.
Sinc.eno suitable questionnaire was found.i.nthe
literature to\use in this study, the q:testionnaire
was constructed by the writer in bO'th English and
Afrikaans. Both were then checked for grammar and
spelling by an English and Afrikaans speaking
person :t:espectively.When designing the

(~;~,

questionnaire consultation "lith"a statistician took
place to ensure a COrrect format for ana(IYsis. This
meant that each pO$sible reSponse had t(,)be ,
numbered on the ques·tionnaire itself. care needed
to be taken that this did not clutter the
questionnaire.
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In"ac1,di-tion the number of open ended questions ,WaS

limited as they are diffioult to analyse. An

a'Ltemptwas made to keep the questions short (no
',I

longer than 20 words). The length of the

questionnaire in total was limited t<~a general

i:hformat,ion section plus 31 queB:tions. The average

time taken to oomplete the questionnaire was 20
"

)''Ilinu.tes.

The ~uestions vlere struotured, in 3 main categories.

l. Those queat.Lons dealing with the" praotical

aspeots of the service e.g. distances

t.r:avelled, suitability of toys, loan period etc.

2. Those questions dealing with the occupational

ther~py services related to,child development
\~

and play.

3. Those questions dealing with pax'ent .suppoz-b, and

the social workers I r('')lewith r,$:gardto this.

A small number of questions existed Wihiohcontained

components of all the abovementioned aspects.
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Completion of the questionnaire;

Instructions' on how to fill in t,hg' answers were
typed on the cover of the questi.ol\~1.,,:drE"(see
appendices 1a and ib) on pages 156 and '.l65
respectively.

since the opinions and attitudes of members were an
important part of the s1:ddy it was necessary to
devise a system. ~:pereby these could be recorded
accurately. Because Hords have different meaning
for different people opinions expressed in words
are often difficult to interpret.

A VISUA:L .ANA:LOGUE was therefore constructed in
conjunction with the statistician and used to
measure the opinions given by parents.

e.g. Do the toys at the toy library meet your
childs' needs?

·A:LWAYS I-....----- ...-....----·~------...-...-------~·......--I NEVER

The two poles represent~fi the two extr~mes of
\

' i~'l

opinion. participants '~w~reasked t.o malze a mark on
the analogue according to t}leir opinion.
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II

'~ II

The line of the analogue was e:aotlY 10 centiml(ters
11'

long and allolNE~dfor the! measurement of the opJLnionu

The:t;'e;for¢, iJt the
II

indicated opinion fell halfway between the 2 p!~les
, 'h' II(at the 5 emmazk) the oparn.on would 50%. 'I' .1.511 was

ifS'tuch
If

Ii!i

to be expressed as a percentage.

mOrea.ccurate t~at trying to interpret words
\.!r\

as "sb1rnetimes", often" or j'almost always".

The two other' means of answering. questions wE;':re;
f,

- ticking, the appropriate box e. g. YES ( I: No [ ]

~Mriting in the space provided e.g. ------~-------
-, . ,-'. . - ' . ./;. ..' .. ' .'____ I__ -,._. '. ..... ;:;~'v.',.--.--.------------'-. .__....

-"""'"_ ....__ ...._.,... ... _~- __ - ... - ......,. ~?-_........ ..... ....._ .....-- ......io"' .............

The following method was used to evaluate and

analyse the information provided by the visual

ana Loques ,

'rhe opinions and attitudes expressed on the visual

analogue ,were expressed as follows.

100% = most positive statement or opinion.

o % = most negative statement or opinion.
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Therefore the higher the percenta.ge the more
positive the result. In general the ans~ers

o

indicated On the visual analogue were interpreted
r:Jas follO\,15.

0% - 33% was taken to indicate the most negative
statement i.e. NEVER

34% - 66% was taken ,to indicate a fairly neutral
opinion. If the extremes were ALWAYS
and NEVER, then this perc~ptage range
meant SOMETIMES.

67% --99% was taken t:o indicate the most positive
atatemeht i.e. ;~LWAYS.

for example;
0% 33% 66% 99%

1-------------1-------------1-------------1
NEVER SOMETIMES ALWAYS

- ......--- ....~.....-...._.-- .....--
3 (v) 'nIB STUDY METHOD:

----------------
The questionna~re was administered to 6 membe~s of
the sample (4 English ad 2 Afr,~JCaans)as a test of
the.instrument. No changes were made as ~:.b.e
questions were found to be sa.tisfactory.
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The abovementioned data were therefore included
during statistical evaluation.

Present members were informed personally of the 16
;1

project and what their participation could be. Ex-l
I .. 0

mer(bers were contacted telephonically and giV:lJ.11ie,
same information. (see appendix 2a and 2b on pa(~E:JS

; !)
:174 and 175 respectively). Each member of the I'

o
sample was then cl::;kedto comple.te a questionfic;,-lire-
either by post or during a routine visit to the Toy"

\>.,

Library. A posting box was provided for deposi·ting
the qUestionnaire at the toy library after
completion. For return of the postal
questionnaires a self addressed, stamped envelope
was provided for this purpose.

3 (vi) STATISTICAL PROCEDURES:

------------~---------
Despite a fairly large sample si.ae the data
gathered in this research report W'I~.renot normally
distributed. This pould probably be explained by
the nature of the population from which the sample
was drawn. All the pa..t'ticipantsin this project

r~,)Were people who voluntarily made USe of tti~ toy
library service.
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They had also been members f6~ a minimum of 6

months. A. marked skewness with the tail to the
left (negatively skewed) Was consistently found in
the data. This skewed distribution of data
therefore ..made it necessary to use non-parametric
methods of statistical analysis in order to
interpret the data. The use of non-parametric
methods was also appropriate since many of the
variables in this project were not able to be
cou.nted but needed to be measured.

Mor.e specifically the statistical procedures used
in the project were as follot"$:
A. Descriptive statistibs.

A description of the general characteristics of the
data was drawn up by means of frequency and
.pez-cerrt.aqe tables r box-plots and stem-l:~af
diagrams. For displaying the data in the text, of
chapter 4 of this report, pie graphs "lere used.
They were chosen for their cl~ar overview of the

I:'

relationship between the variables displayed on the
graph. in these pie graphs all the numerals used
denote a percentage figure as opposed to the actual
number of ii::ems.

~!
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Data obtained frolilquestions 27 and 28 ';'\Vereranked.
In these questions parents wer~ asked to.,list their

\\prio;ities on the different aspect~ of the toy
library servi~ces listed. These priolFities 'Were,then
collated and ranked according to a numerical value
from highest to lowest.

B. Comparative Statistics.

The ~tatistioal analysis also included comparing
the difference between the observed and the actual
frequencies of events using the Chi-Squared Test.
The data investigated in this way included:

B: 1 The :trequency of toy library visits
(ques.d.) in relation to the use of commund'cy

services such as play school, nursE:try
" .achoo L, special school and therapy.'

A comparison was made between the severity
of a chi ld W s problem ('lues.c) and how
difficult parents found it to keep toys in
good order (ques ..ll).
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B: 3

G .,

o

The relationship b$tween parents attending
weekly activity groups and the support they
"received from toy libral)Y staff as opposed

" ,~, ....:',

to support received from fellow-parents
..

(quas , 26) •

B: 4

The Mann Whitney Test Was used to compare;

B: 5

The difference bettveen.the severity of a
child's problem (Cjues.c)\-:andthe benefit

:~( C,,? }"

parent·s received from attending groups run
by the social worker (gues.24). The mean \)
scores were used for the purpose of
comparison.

The average length of.membershi.p at the toy
library (gues.b) was compared wi!th;

the average distance parents had to
tra1el to make use of the service
(ques, i)

how often the (~oys met the
child's needs (qu~~'o. 8)
,the value of the assistance
and recommendations received when
selectiC'_Jtoys (ques .9)
the overall effect of the toy library
on the family as a whole (ques.29)~
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B: 6
ofThe amount of advice that groups"parents

had received on the use ot equipment
(gues.13) was analysed to see;
- how useful this infb:t;mationwas (ques.14)
- how valuable this information tvas
(ques.18)

B: 7 The value of the toy library social worker'
') (qufls.21) Was anaylsed to determine whether

there had been a different response from
parents;
- who met her on request as opposed
- to meet.ing her by chance

-----------------------------------
3 (vii) LIMITATIONS OF DESIGN & METHODOLOGY:

Al'chough the questionnaire has many limitations it
wa:s found to be a useful tool, particularly as it
was the first type of formal research to be done at
the toy library. An unavoidable difficUlty in
using this research tool was in finding the happy
'medium between dverburdening the participant with
so many questions that the information became
unreliable and yet gatherin~ ;nough information to
make the project worthwhile.
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pesp.ite careful wording and phrasing in written
(,

ques.tions one can never be sure that the exaot
lY-eaningof the questions was interpreted by the'

I'participant. Less literate and sophisticated toy
"

G

library members were excluded from the sample.
A.gain this could possibly have obeen avoided had an
interview schedule been used and also translp:-ted
d.nto a~:hlack Lanquaqa , However for reasons already

/;'.. :(
givenl~4is was not practiC'~l.

1/

Ques'~ion~}aire format. The first section of the
questi01maire (see appendix La on page 157} , ,.

deal1:n":f,f~lth the general information on toy ~ibrary
v: \._-"~\ - -- - - ;_;-',i
",,;:(- ,

members- t was intended to take .;~ponlY.,the :rirst
page. However this section cont.inued onto the
second page of 'the questionnaire. 50.1 after
ans'iveringa number ,of quest~.ons, the ,~eader was
suddenly confronted with q:uestion 1. as if the
init.ial information asked far were not questions~
Limitlations of the cOlhputer softwar.e 'Vlerelargely
responsible for this.

71



Chapter 4

--------~------------------
RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
--------~------------------

(1Introduction: --
_...,_ ..... _ ..... _ ...... -=.1

It seemed appropriate to point out at the beginning
of this chapter that the statistica.l results need
to be interpreted with great caution. For instance
the d'ellcounts in may cases of stq,;tistical
analysis, Were below 5 Which meant that the Chi-
Squared Test could have been invalidated. When
considering statistically significant differences
it Was pointed out by Allen (1982) that it was mor~
accurate to assume that there is :ru;:9bq.bly:a
significant difference between frequencies as
opposed to saying there .isa significant
difference. Hereby one is encouraged to consider
trends :i:.:h the occurence of eveJ;ltsas opposed to
assuming absolute certainties regarding val!'iables
in the study.
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Hpwever, despite the" statistics, one neede~ t.obea1r:
in mind that; even if no probable differences were
found this did not necessarily mean the methods

"used and services provided at the toy library had.
"."riobenefit. to the parents u$ing the service.

Abstract qualities of human behaviour and fE~elinl;rs
were not easily measured. Since it was largely t.he'

opinions of in.'dividpal parents that were ·th1~

subject of this project it must be recogniseq that
these were difficult. to measure in concrete terms ..

The results of the study are discussed under the
following headingEf=

4 (i)
4 (ii)
4 (iii)
4 (iv)

4 (v)

4 (vi)

The TOY Library Parents
The Toy Library children
The Toy Lending $ystem
The Occupational Therapy Service:" pla§)
and child development.
The Social Work Servioe and parent
Support
Overvievl of the service in gene:t'al

In this ohapter reference was made to specific
questions from the questionnaire.
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An example of this guestio.nnaire'can be found in
~ppel'ldix1(a) on paqe 156. Appendix 1(b) on

, . c~~.-;..'page 166 refers to the aame quest~onna+re
tr,l;inslatedi.'!)toAfrikaans. References are also
""/..I.(1ein the text· to tables of descriptive
statistics which are listed in Append~x.3 which
starts on page 1'76 and ends on page 189.

:J

-----~~--~--~---~~----~~
4 (i): THE TO~ L~BRARY PARENTS:

(Ques; b,d,f,g,h,i,k,3)
Xn an effort to describe the typical 1;:.o.ylibrary

ifparent, participants in this study were asked a
number of questions such as why they made use ..of
the service, .where they lived, what. theit'

.. :;\occupation waS and h6w they haa come to hear about
the toy library. These ang other similar qllestions
were asked in an attempt to.provide a, deScriP)pion
of who and what a typical toy lib~ar1 panent; was.

Reasons given for joining the toy library: ..(Que~.3r
------~--------------------------------------------"
When asked why they had :joinedthe toy library
parents provided a great variety of reasons for

'~\

having done so.
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These rea:slonswere divided into:
t:

1. benefit for ~~hemselvesand
",:, //

2. benefit for their child \ children.

\ )

The theme of play, stim~lation and child

development were mentioned often and seented·c~:Atral,~,

to their'''menlbership at the t.oy library.

r.rhelearning 0.:1,: specific skills was mentioned e.g)

"to impro".i"emychild's co-ordination II and "to

improve mychild's speech development". \\A general
('J )!

statement was alBo made of wanting to im~rove their

child's understanding and learning process th:r-ough
\

play.

Another important aspect of whyparents joined the

toy library was f~'r the opportunity for their

children to social\\.se with other children. Phrases

such as IIsociayisationu and IlcompatlYfor my chdLd"

were used on the questionnaire,.

;;\

'1'he IIassessment" 'x;facilities were another reason why

parents dameto the' toy library. In one instance

the occupational therapy service \~as specifically

mei'itioned.
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Alon.g with. the knowledge of how their chilcl was
functioning carne the advice, recommendations and
help parents received on how to stim.ulate 'their

(j

child through play. etAssistancewith a home
progranune" and "new ideas" were also part of what
parents came to the toy l::'bra,ryfor. :Knowledge of
child development seemed to be something all

=

,\
\~I

parents had an interest in and felt they could gain
from the toy library experience.

Parent support was another e.xpressed reason for
=using the servi~e. liTO get over the feeling you are
alone and not accepted" was how one parent stated
this need. "Contact and sharing with other mothers"
was how anuther expreSsed herself.

Last but. not least, was the matter ~~i'expense. There
was appreoiation for the benefit of borrowing toys
without having to buy them. This also inclUded
aocess to and use o~ a greater variety of toys than
would usually have been possible.

Length of membership: (Ques.b)
-------------~~----~-------~--
The length of membership at the toy library; ranged
between one and four years.
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Figu re ,4-: 1
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three years
18.1 %
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T11.iscan be seen on Figure 4.:1. The mean ,.,Yearsof
,\membership was 2.4 yeats. Mean sccxes, were used ii!l

comparing the average length of membership at tbe
toy library with the av~rage dista.nce parents had
to travel to make USe of,the service. No
significe;mt difference (p=O.9043) Was found in 1;l;lis

(.)

comparison. There was also no significant
difference (P=0.41'62) found between how long
parenta remained members and how often the toy
'library toys "'mettheir, child's needs"

It was assumed therefore that there wer.e a va,riety
of other factors which· '1ilereImportant in
influencin~ the length of tin,e parentSremained
members at the toy library. Among' these could have
been the level of satisfaction with the toys

rj
for loan or th~\play and $ocialising oppqfrtunities

\ " . .. it
\ \. ..'\

for their child 'at routine toy excha.nge visits as
well as activity groups. It was also possible that
parents had their own needs met by parts or all of
the service. The support from staff and fellow
parents as well as information on whrt toys were

ifa.pporpriate and how these toys cC)u],dbe used with
their children, could also have contributed to
continued ~?y library membership.
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Q The occupation of both. parents c~?ld alsC?thave, ~ad
" . ,," c',r . . .

an influence on leugth of membership, pa,rtipularly

if .bot~ pare11ts were working. Relocation would
It ~.

c~rtainlyhave been a fadt.6~ particularly When
'", --- ;--

-;_}

paren.ts movedaway from areas accessible to the toy

,'oJ library area.

/) T1} greatest percentage of parents ,vere toy

l~fary membersfor two year~ followed by three

years or more as"indi'cated in Table 2 on

page 176 (Appendix ~). This however, was no

indication of how~~ahychi?~drenfr~nt'one family
i".'

vlere membersat the toy library for that time

period. Fromtoy ,library records th,ere appeared to

be a difference in the length of membershipbetween

families wi'th disabled dhildre.n as opposed to those "

with "normal" children.
II <J

Over a four year period, parents with nnormal"

children often continued the membership after two

years in the nameof and for the benefit of a

younger sibling. Howeve~for the child vlith a

disability the purpose of membershipcontinued to

be for that'child specifically.

rJ

78



.1_:

()

(.j

Figure 4:?
DIRECTION FRO~~ WHICH MEMBERS '-RAVEL
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When considering the category .of a one year I)

membership it was possible that parents remained
members for one year only. However it waS
also likely that many of those parents tvere present
members at ~e time of this study and .who would_.' 1:-:;

possibly have conh±nhed their membership for the,.
most common 2 year periOd.

Uistances travelled by parents to the toy library:
(Ques. i)
~----~------------------""-""""'-""'---""'-""''''''''-~''''''------------

\\ .~.Toy library parents travelled from all dir-ections
of t.he witwatersrand for their visits to the toy
library.. As can be seen on Figure 4:2.an allnost
equ~l nUmber in the sample lived to the North (n =

22), South (n == 22) and Ea,st (n == 24) of the toy
library. There were consideral:>ly fewer parents
from the West Rand (n = 14) and from the Central
Johannesburg area (n = 11). The Central area was
defined as w'ithin a 5 km radius of 'the toy
library and incorporated mainly t.he areas of
Braamfontein and Hillbrow. The latter was

\:lsurprising considering one of the reasons the toy
library had remained housed at the Trans~aal
Memorial Institute was because of it's close
proximity to the inner city area.
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48% Offthe sample membrrs travelled up to 15km from
home to the toy libret.ry(one way). Exce.pt for 5% of
member~ (one of whom travelled 100km) no one
travelled more than 50 km.rtiothe toy library from
home~ Although for some the 15km distance may not
be a great distance to travel it could have been,a
limiting factor in tern\s of membership at the toy
library particurlarly with a disabled child and
even more so if relying on public transport. A

lookm distar'icecould ce];ainly have excluded many
potentia.l toy library members. ~lith only a small
number of p~rents being drawn from the Johannesburg
central area it could be said that for individual
families transport was:necessary for toy library
membership.

It could a.Lso be argued that the further frOlu the
toy library a family lived the shorter would be the
length of membership since the time taken to co+er-

I, \
, \

the distance may have become inconvenient. However
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Figure 4:3
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Length of .loan period: (Ques.d)
----------(j-_._-----------------
Parents were asked t6 comment on how long they
were all~'Vledto keep tl'letoys at home. The
results of this question are founrd in r.rable4 on
page 177 (Appendi~ 3);)As seen on Figure 4:3 the
greatesh number (61%) of toy library members

t r

'1isitad the toy libra::...:yevery three weeks. The
reason for· this could have been tha't three weeks
was enQ~W.tltime for both parent and child to
benefit· from the harrowed toys.

Another reason that 61% of p~ople seemed satisfied
with this time period cou.ld have been that this was
what parent.s were told was the 1lusual" time period
th.at parents; ...\kept the toys. Most people
therefore fitted into the given system. Thirdly,
there were no limitations on extending or
decreasing the loan period. Therefore the number
of members who d::'dexp'2e'ssa wish for a shorter or
longer loan period were accommodated.

The system as well as the t\':>ylibrary staff were
flexible in terms of th{t loan period. An example
of this was the families who attended the Downs
Synd~pme Association meetings at TMI once a month.

/i
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Th~ir toy library visits t"l..~rearranged for·the same
\"day-and toys were therefore on loan for 4 weeks.

The .only instance in which a longer loan period was
questioned was tvhen the length of time '{Itasso
extended it became difficult to imagine how either
parent or child could cont.Lnue b&nefitting from,the
same toys.

Despite the flexibility of the system the 21% ,of
pareli'rtswanting a 4 week loan period seemed to

l\suggest that "onCe a month" was more convenient for
their'schedule. This would be true part.icularly if
they had set aside t:fesame date for toy library
visits eaoh 1110nthan}'i~.§tablisheda routine for
themselves.

\Refe~~~l to the toy library: (Ques.k)

-------------------~-----------------
parent's were referred to the toy library from a
number of different ources.
'rheseSources are indicated in Table 9 on page
179 (Appendix 3). The vlOrdreferral in this
instanoe indicated how parent's had come to hear of
the toy library. These sources are illustrated on
Figure 4:4.



Figure 4:'4
REFERRAL SOURCE TO TOY LIBRARY
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They included medical practitioners, ther,apists,
n

friends and the media (th.!Jtoy lib:t~ary sign and
\\
I,

pamphlets, printed articles, radio broadcasts and

televi$ion coverage). Besides the permanent toy
o

lipra:t·y sign "pn the street outside the building,

media coverage .on the toy library-was done
.'. sporadically. itt was' :reIt by the staff to be an

important par,t of publicising t.he, service.
=

/-7
The largest scuzce of publicity anel recommendation

Of th'e toy library service was the categdcy of

friends~ 35%. of toy library membershad. been

referred this way. Personal exp~Jience and word of

mout.hwer~ therefore the largest contributor to toy

library membership;.. A~, seen on tigu,r@ 4: 4 an

option ,or, "othel.~nwas included on the

questionnaire. Unfortunat,~ly this was without a
',\

space t.o explain wh.at the "other" was", It was

therefore difficult to interpret the second larg£:::st
I)

ca·tegory of referral.source. It was 9flrmised from

toy U.brary records that this' source largely

comprised cornIDunityhealth workers 'although one

cannot knqw this for SUre.
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Therapists were a greater referral source than

doctors. This ma~f'have been because therapists

were usually in contact with the child who was not

acutely ill and had -a chronic condition il/hich

affected" everyday activity and t:unction in

comparison to the medical practioner who sawd'lnany

acute conditons.
")!;./J'_;:: .j'_---ic,:~.~,I,';,

'1/ '\i
I'

The,'lowest :pumb~~pi " 1"", ;;fcrals came from
\-_ ,,}.J -. \ ....,'.. ,-

med1\\a. 'l'his may h~~c~.:/>,~n(:¢lV'1(e'~goup.tof ~p'e

spci~~'adicpubliGit.l.i\ 'It would b"'ve been m~:te

>'\"accurate to d'3termine. If,he success'/~f each media
'"

the

'\ II

pro~,ect at the time it vY~s done. It was probable

that the media coverage was ~ore important ~~r
~<.'/

greater' publ.Lo awa:t:'enessot the sl?rvice (Which in

turn was important for fundraising) than fOl:" \

r,ecruitment of membership.

A separate system of "referral II existed at the toy

library with a different function to merely

informj.ng parents Qf and attracting them tQ

Use 'the service. As a requirement for membership,

all FOYlibrary children needed' a directive from a

medil:lal practitioner recommending the use of

occupational therapy as a treatment medium.
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Figure 4:5
TIME BETWEEN REFERRAL & JOIN.ING
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Often dle children were :referred to the toy library
II

by the i~edical practitioners at the TMI A,psessrnent
Clinic which included the directive for
occupational therapy. In instances where parents
approached the toy library directly on

Ii

recomrnendat..ionfrom friends, therapists, the media
or any other perspn, they were asked to obtain a
referral from their doctor.

C)

parents were a6ked in question 1 how long after
hearing about the toy library they had become

P.tQUZOCLI-tahl~ .members. The e:t;a!tisticsare found in Table 10 on
page 179 (Appendix 3). The majority (61%) of
parents ha1i,joined the toy;library immediately on
referral as can be seen on Figure ~.:5. There had
been a 3 month delay for 24% of parents. Reasons
given for a delay between referral and joining' ,,,ere
varied. l<~irstlythere were those pi3.rentswho were
!lbusy" or "lazyil and just didn't get round to it.

\_l

These all fell into the category of a 0...3 month
delay. There Were also some who felt that their
chdLdnen Were ,too young to benefit from the service
at the time of referral. For 3% of members it was
a case of referra.l at the end of a year just before
a lon,g-holiday and the toy library stocK t.altewhen
no toys were loaned out.
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Generally howevez most parents joined the toy
-,r:

library; ,with min:lmal delay.

Parents level of educae Lon e (Ques. f and g)
__ ~ p._", __ ...,a ..~~, ",,,.;,.. ,,,,_,,,,,,,,,,, __ ,,,,, __ ,,,,

The educational and literacy criteria for this
study excluded a number of toy library members.
The inforlJY:l.tionsupplied in response to question
(f) is found in Table 60n page 178 (Appendix 3)

and shoWS that a high percentage (94%) of parents
supp.l.f.ed information regarding their schooling. The
Leve.L of schoOling ranged froll'klstd.6to std.10.
More than 80% of parents in the sample had
completed standard ],0. Since there were as many as
80% of parents who had oomplete schooling it seemed
that although the toy library service was
appropriate for parents ,!;'lithlittle or no formal
SChooling, many o£ the toy library members were in
fact educated.

IIFor 27% of fathers and 29% of m~~hers, no
information was sUPPlieq regarding the tertiary
level of eduoation as can be seen in Table 7 on
page 178 (Appendix 3).
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Figure 4:6
PARENT'S LEVEL OF TERTIARY EDUCATION

Number of people40~--~--~--------~--~------------------'--~

10

2 yecrs 3-5 yecrs

30

20

_ Fothe~ s educotlon _ Mother's 7::"'C;: =~



Since no provision was made for the category' "none!

it was not knownwhether this was ind~/cative of no

t.ertiary educatii.on or whether it ilidicated an

unwillingness to provide the" information. However

of those who supplied info,rrr!a.tionabout their

tertiary education (Figure 4:6:), 36 mothers and 36

fathers had completed between .13 and 5 years· of
'i

tertiarY education. It ~ias evident therefore that

no differences existed between the educational

levels 'of mothers as opposed to fatl1.ers on a

tertiary level.

occupations of pa~ents: (Question h)

------------------------------------
The section of the questionnaire for uoccupationll

contained a blan:k_:space in wh.ichparents could

write their occupabd.on , A variety of responses

were given by (,pare:nts and classifieq into a number

of categories. TtV:3 categories used were those used.
.,\

1/' b .I. Y a marketang companynamedPRIMDATA.'I'he table

below gives an indipation of which occupations were

practised by:.toy libral:"Yparents.
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Mothers Fathers
~\)\; .._..- __ ....... ~-~.ii- .... .... _._ .... _ ... .... ,.... __ .... .... ._ ....

occupation

n = 34 n = 0

n = 22 n = 54

n = 13 n = 1

n == 3 n = 5

n == 3 n = 19
n = 0 n = 2

n = 15 n = 4

n = 1 n = 0

n - 0 n = 1

n = 3 n = 7

n = 0 n = 0

n = 0 n = 1

Full time housewife
Professional\senior
manager in business
$ebretarial\clerical
A.dverstising\sales
Service\trude
Labourer \worker
Academic\teachlng

=

student \Scholar
Retired\pensioner
Self employed
Farming\Agriculture
other (specify)

-------------1--------------1----------------------
n = 1

Ii
I Unempolyed

---------------------------------------_-----------
No information was provided under the heading
"father" on one Of the questionnaires.

The most common occupation for mobher-s who made use
of the toy library service vlas that of housewife.
This was followed by the category of professional
or senior management and thereafter an academic or
teac~ing career.

r r
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Secre'tarial was the next most common followed by a
small number of otr{~r dccupations·including sales,
t,;rade,stud'emt and self employment.

The most common profession for toy library fathers
I,

(n::::54)was that of a profepsional or senior
" \

management position, followed by the se~}ice
industry or trade (n=19). other,occupations for
fathers included self employment, sales and an
acader{iiccareer. It was interesting to note that
one father had already retired. Ther~'were
therefore quite a variety of occupations practised
by toy library paren~s, the most com~\on were
occupations fitting into a middly income leveL

In view of the writer's original inten'tion of
describing a typical t,oy library parent the
following charateristics were included in this
description. ,sinc.ememb:~rship at the toy library

\' I

implied that there ~~~E>,\" 'r~tanding and acceptance:
>t,'i\~ Iof the importal)~e of pl~.~\,...,,) al)peared that toy

\-
library parents had in co:n\_~ontJ:latthey had
adopted, or were in the process of adopting, this
attitude.
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More specifically it see~ed that the majority of
mothers who made use of the service were those who
had both th.,~time (hoUsewives), or were able to
strucitu]::'etheir own working time (teachers or
senior management positions)' in order to visit. the
toY.·library by fitting into the"existing opening

\

times of t~he td~ library. The next largest group
of mothers were those occupying secretarial ">0;-

;'\
clerical positions. From the writer's experie~~e
these were the member's who made use of the earl~
Inorning, lunch hour or late afternoon appo:i.nt1'l.\epts.
Most toy library fathers were in professional or
senior management positions which allowed their
family to make use of a service such as the toy
library. This implied the parents frOm this socio-

v-

economic level would have had the awareness) of the
value of such a service, as well as the means
(time, transport, membership fee) to take advantage
of what the ~ervice offered. Since th§ greatest

( i jnumber of referrals were by 'iiwrdof mbd\";hit seemed
II"

'chat the pppulation described above !>\<!(:mJ~d be
perpetuated by members recomrnendirig the service to:
acqaintances and friends.

61% of toy library families were abl~ to v:ii'sit the
toy library every 3 weeks fOJr a toy exchange.
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From the distances trave:n C>~ it was assumed .that
! .", .

(J 0

toy library famili~s generally had access 1:0
./)

transport whether public or private. For 61% of
\'.;fib\miliesthere was no delay between referral and

joining the toy library. And lastly, ,most par~nts
(77%) made use of the service'-for bet*~en 2-4
years, probably s1nc~ they Were able to at.eord the

(l ,-)

o

time, fe~s and valued the service suftiently to do
so.

--------------~----------
4 (ii): THll"TOY LIBRARY CHILDREN:

'\_____________________ D _

(QueCh "a, cr e)

NQ~ber of children per family at the toy library:
I'

----------------- ..-- ....:;,.---7..-i.-~--.----""·\_;"------.::):'..::~;;~ ,;~
There existed almost. double the number; of faro.ilie.s·
(n = 62) with one child at -the tOY library as
opposed to families with two children (n = 32) as
members. Table 1 on page IT", (Appendix 3) indi.cates
the statistics.
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Fig:ure 4: 7
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Alr,eady :mentioned is the fact that it was' cH~ar
from the .toy library req,ords'that par-enns very

"often joined their first child and continued thei~
mel\\bershipfor their second child once the e>lder
sibling grew out, ,.jfthe toy library. Therefore itO
was seldom the case that a family joined the toy
lihrary for one child only but rath~r an instance
of only one child at a time.

1('

For those who had more than one child as members of
/i the. toy library simultaneously it was qften for

reasons of si.bling rivalry on feelings of neglect
by the Itnct~{~l"child. In Lns't.ancas where the
handicapped child ..'was largely t;,hefocus of
attention in ?: ,family, parents were ,encouraged to
take toys home for both children.

Types of disabilities found in toy library
children: (Ques.c)

---------------------------------------------------
rn th~ir parents opinion aJ)tlostan equal nUlnl:le,.rof
the toy library children (48%) had some kind of
problem (mild, moderat.e or severe) as opposed to no
problem (51%). This is indicated on Figure 4:'7.
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Disabilities amongst the children included a wide
rallge of problems. Amongst those mentioned were
congenital defects (e.g'. microcephaly) ( blindne.ss,
deafness, deVelopmental delay (perceptual, motor
and communication), neurOlogical problems I) (tremor f

poor CO"7ordJ.nation),metabolic disorders, seizures I

mental :reta:rdationi genetic disorders (e.g . Downs
}'\---.>--<':

Syndrome, :Marfal\'//Yndrome), autism, learning
• '-__ i

disability and emotional and behavipuralproblems.
o

To allow for the normalisation of the environment
and services for the'disabled child and the
integration of nOrmal and disabled children, the
toy library catered for familIes where the child

/.,
i/had no specific problem. ~his may have been' seen to

indicate a family with no problem. However ;ttwas
clear from patents I reasons for joining the toy
library, that it was often primarily,to meet their
own parenting needs that.they become membez s, toy
library membership was therefore as much for the
parents as fol'the child~en. It. geeme.d therefore
that the child's'abilitiEks or lack of abiliti~s was
not the only deciding factor when parents
considered membership at the to¥,library.
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Parents responses of the degree of disabilit.y 1.n
their child (ques.d) are found in Table 3 on page
176 (Appendix 3). Of the parents who stated tl.1at
their child had a problem, 20% described the
problem as moderate. 17% mentioned C!i. mild problem
and 10% a seveX'e problem. 51% of parents

"maintained theil.:'child had no problem •.There were
therefo;ee an almost equal number of able-bodied
children as there were disabled children at the 'toy

','j

library.
/!;_';')

Although able to desoribe their child'.s pl;Jblem in
terms of severity many parents were unable to name

I.)a,speoific di(i\gnosisfor their oilild's problem.
Although this may have been the result of not

vvactu,ally knowing the diagn.osis it could als'o have
(,i)

been that Some of the children in'the study had
lilultipleprCiblem$ and it was therefore difficult to
condense tbem down to one diagnosis. Another
possible factor could have been that parents
preferred to a.void.,labellingthe~.r.-children.

t: \:-_\\:" ,-I

AlthoucJh a recognised dLaqnos Ls :)la¥ have been
usefUl ,to a professional it wa:;;ofte,n meaningless
for the parents.
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Figure 4:8
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other community services used by toy library
children. .(Ques.e)

II

Table 5 on page 177 (Appendix 3) indicates the
frequency and percentage of responses to this
question. Most Qf the children in the sample. were

•. .. . .. . r:making use of other community serv~ces such as
playschool" nursery school, a special achco I or
therapy. The use of these services is illustrated
on Figure 4:~. Since the total on this graph was
greater than the total ;number in the sample there
were children who" lr.CI..deuse'of more t.hat!one of the
services mentioned. only 5 toy ~ibrary children

(}were not usingC!py of th"1other services mentioned
on the questionnaire.

The toy library therefore acted as a supplementary
'Iservice rather than one whic:t,l""as used exClusively.

It was;;thought that parents whose children were
involved with other'\community services 'would

\)

possibly visit 'the toy library less often that the
parent whose child only made use of the toy

i'\:,
library.

\',
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u "!However in a compa~ison of frequency,of occurrence
using the Chi-Squared test it was shown that there
was no significant difference between the frequency
of visits to the toy library and the use of the
abovemerrt Loned services. (Playschool p :::0.289;
Nursery School p == 0,387; Therapy p = 0,691;
Special School p = 0.754)

4 (iii) TOY LENDING: (Ques. 4,5,6,7,8,10,11(12)

Number of toys in toy library: (Ques. 5)

-------------------------------------_--
Table 14 on page 180 (Appendix 3) shows how

,parents responded to the question whether tp,ey felt
there 'Were enough toys in.the toy library. 70% of
toy library par-entis.answezed yes to this question.
30% of parents did not agree with this (answered
no) and would 'therefore have lik~d to have more
toys at their disposal •

.,_---\

'l'hequestion regardi.ng how often the child(s needs
wer~ met by the borrowed t'oY$ piroduced a 'Widespread

"~/.';-

response (Table 17 on page 181 of appendix 3). The
rna];bri ty Of responses (n == 69) fell into theII 0.

I

positive :r:angeof the visual anaLoque ,



Figure 4:9
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I/O '""",
This indicated that ..most children I s- needs were met "

I)

(Figure 4: 9) • However some lower ratings did
indicate that the type of toys at the library were
110t always suitable. Very severe disabi:l..ii;yas (;l

well as the dearth of specially adapted tbY$,
available was most likely to be the cause for these
ratingp..

'I {

The condition and quality Of toys: (Ques.?)

-----------------------~-------------------
An opinion on the c6ndition and quality of toys
indicated a mean of 69% as seen on Table 16 on page
180 (Appendix 3). Although not an out.right

\\ , " (I

negativ;f statement this waS taken as an indicator
:/that the upkeep and replacement of toys at the

toy library was not as good as it could have be~n.
This process of updatihg and :mending tlle toys was
an ongoing and very important aspect of the toy
l.:i.brary.Also important in the maintainance of the
toys were the measureS tak~m to ensure that the
toys were,.looked after by, the family to the best of
their ability. :),;nthe case of damaget parents were

'I

requestedt9 eith~r pay a fine or replace any
missing or damaged toys.
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Figure 4: 10 __
FEELINGS WHEt\] REPORTiNG BROKEN\LOST TOY
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Table 19 on page 181 (Appendix 3) shows that 97%
01: the sample considered tl'(js system used at the
toy lil::!rary,fair.

!]
DifficUlty 10okiF:J after toys.: (Ques.l1,12)
_____ .. _ ...w ..,.,.._~ ... --- ... --.- ..... _"_ __ ...

Although the systeml},waEJconsidered fair by 97% of
the sample it was recognised that the return of

\\ damaged toys could be dif.ficult for the paxerrc ;
-rni';, .'.100.S \\"confirmed when parents were "as~ed what and how they

n (\.

fel_~ when returning ttJ's that were :Broken or not
compllSte. These ~eeling,are indicate.d on Figure
4: 10.

As can be sef"P the most common response reported
\.J.

5~was a feeling of embamraasment; (n :::;t ,M:5') followed by
feelings of guilt and annoyance (n = 45). 22
parents were concerned about the cost of
replacement. This concern was seen to be founded
since some of the more sophisticated;/ toys in the

\ ':
-,' -'toy library were valued at Ft~OO each. " 11 parents

expressed feelings of anger towards their child
when the toys were lost or broken. 3 felt
resentful at being held respon~l.hle,r}forthe damage
or loss.
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However, judging by:t:ne$e responses ,it S~e1UaG? that

eve::,;with th~ hElst.:: i~'tqtn'l:lf9'i1$ parent~ coUl(j not

al~ay~ prev,[nY'loss \~hdbreak.age~ T:g.e :~~Y li~rary

respo:t1sibiJj;{~ .Ln this matter was f'i.rstl~~~\to
i,' \\ "

provide good qUc;tli ty and,durable toys 0,01., ~~nlsome
~///;r" ;:
'/ ,}

instances a' recommendat.iqnagain~t .\cer:i~n tdys ,~,for
certain children ma1have,,p$en advl.sabl.e~A\It Was

Il

also fair to inform parents" of the repl&cetnent ,post

of the mo:r'eexpensive tOl'tSif they w,ere taki:Qg
<~i5

these home. lU.so vital was the practise of empathy

and tact when dealing with parents where toys were

lost or damaged.

'the reasons .for p~rents difficulty ill looking after

toys ar,e depicted in. :p'ic;jure4:3.1. It WaSclearly
t.! ''F:::.;

easier for some parents than fo)::'others to take 0

care of the toys. A Significant difference in

aamage done ~o toys was fOU~itw)1~!l compa:rttoo'
/ .... ...•,.. :,',;:\1 . l

children wt:ghad a disability and those W&(O.:::ldid
Ii. ':;

hot (p := 0.002). It seemed t,Q.erefore tila~~\~\t.).arents
-, II

expexLenced gre(1~terdifficulty taking care jpf tOye::
~)'

when their child was handd.capped., Thei.r opirdion
- ~

seemed to dndicate that often a handicapped."child

does not have the co-ordination, know-howBr sense

of reLjunsil':)~lity to be. careful with toys.

\)
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It may also have been diffil.:mlt for some t'thildren

to unc.lerstand~'that toys we.r;'~'on loan as opposed to

being tlwnedand, that there 'Wouldbe consequences

for their parentE( if the~' 'VIere'tlamagedor lost.

F~·~:'
Table 20 on page 18~j (Appendix 3) tabulates ;~he.

reasons given by parents why looldng atter the

toys was difficult. Besides the poasLbLe rei;lsons
'I

listed on the cll)estionnaire an alte:t'native option

Of V'other'l was indicated by 41.parents. In the

space left for parents to qUalify thi1~'statement,

25 indicated tht~t they had not found ll?oking after

the toys difficult. The f.ollowing reasons were

given for their not finding this difficult. They

had used the taking care of· the toys as (,an exercise

in discipline for their children. Pickin~~up and

putting away all tho, piece'S at the end of '\.:hegame,

only using the toy at homeand not allowing

Visitors) access to tht~se toys were merrcf.onedas

aspects of the discipl:t.lle exercise.

Howeverfor those who did find ::.t difficult the

mo'st commonreason (n == 28) was a lack of time to
. ,. '.' ;:'\ .,superv~se the use of the toys.
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Figure 4:12
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Supervision, of play was a difficalt issue since the

tuy library philosophy was not tel "keep children

busy" but rather to encourage parent-¢hild
i P

int,eraction through the. use of toys" On the other
')

hand, the parent of a hanq,icappedchild was often

extremely pressurised and. in need of "time out". PL
:-;- ,_'

healthy balance between the two was advocated

taking into
\

and Ch\ld.

~

Size of 'Foy library: (Ques.,,6)

consideration the needs of both parent
\',

\ . ~------- ....~_.\r--- .....------Ir- .........,...--.......---
In terms o\'f the pl1!ysical size and area of the toy

library 60%\ of pa.ttents i11dicatedC;~thatthey would

like it t.o b~~big<;Jer (see Figure 4: 12) • Slightly

fewer (34%)w~\re~atisfied with its aiae and for it

to remai.n as it. was. A surprising 3%of l..\1.embers

stated. that they wouLd like the toy library to be

smaller. It is supposed that this request is for a
'j

more,intimate and personq.li~ed" service and :possibly
"

longet and.more individual tilne between

prOfessional and parent. It seemed unlikely t.hat a

smaller stock of toys and less spaCe for the pl~y

area Waswhat was meant.

I)
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---------------.-----------------
4 (iii) THE OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY SERVICE:

------------*-----------~-------~
(Ques.3,9f13,14,15,16,17,)

(:

Play:

Ques,tion 3 of t;hequestionnaire asked parent's why
they had joined the toy library. In their reasons
play was mentioned but it appeared that patent's
definition of pi"aywas varied.

Among these definitions were the important aspects
of relaxation and pleasure. A different emphasis

=«;

of play was identified by parent's concern for
"educational" play. Alt;hough the toy library

\)\

encouraged the developme.rttof true playas defined
by crowe ('1983)as that which arise~, from within

" \,children and se'r.vesto.help them deal wit~'l~)tress,
o.ther forms of play wet;;ealso used at the toy
library. By this was meant that certain games,
activities and playthings were used to elicit and
teinforce certain developmental skills. If in the
process one was able to tap the child's innate
driv\~to engage in the activity for it's own sake I

so much the better.
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The'occupational therapy servide:

-----~~----------~-~-~---------
Question 16 asked how important. parent.~ considered
the services of an occupational t~~rapist at the
~oy liprary service.. The results are in Table 2p

on page 184 (Appendix 3).77% responded that this
was 'an important aspect of the toy library service.

\:;,

Question 15 gave parent's the oppot'tunity to
/r

comment. of the ;different. aspects on the
occupational therapy servic@ at the toy library.
Their opinions are shown in Table 24 (Appendix 3).
The following opionions were highlighted. 85% of
parents felt that ·the aspects of toy l€mc1~':.ngsuch
as helping parents to choose appropriate toys ~e~e

( ?

important. In addit."ion80% felt that the advi~l . ~
offered on the usa of specific toys was also
important ~ An opt.ion of only sho-v;tlngtoys to
parents was included in the qUestionnaire. This
implied that anyone (not necessari~~{ ~.n
occupational therapist) familiar with the toys
could show the toys to the parents. In cont.rast
the option Of choosing appropriate toys for
differ.ent developmental levels was considered by
the writer to be more specialised knowledge and the
role of the toy library occupational therapists.

103
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!1

It was the:r.efore~imentioned as a separate cat:i~;;H~TorY!,

l'~t se&mshowever that parents answered
1\

question a.ccording to the general practice at the

toy libra~'Y where it was alwa.ys the occupational

th~:rapist .who sh~wedpanent.s-the toys as well as

helping them make the selection appropriat.;,e for

their child.'

There was the:cefor.e little discrimination between

the showili1gof toys as opposed to the choosing of

appropriate toys in the parents responses (Figure

4: 13) •

65%of par~~nts felt that the advice (~romthe

ccoupat.Lona 1 therapists 0),1 howto play with their

child was important. Whenasked how important

it was fot' the occupational therapist to assist

the social warleer run support groups only 45% of
'/ .... '

parents considered tl{'" ~\animportant fUnction f·or

the occupati?nal therapist. Althougb from the

parentl~' point of view the involvement of the

occupational therapi.st in the running of support
\~)

groups appeaz-sdrelatively unimportant, th~:s was
, .. \. '.

not the opinion of the staff accord.ing to toy

libr(;lry poLlcy.
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The occupational therapist waS considered to have
the knowledge. of disability (physical and. mental)
as well as an u.nderstanding of the normal /)

developmental process in children. This enah.led
her to make a specific contribution to groups when
pFl-rentsbecome child orientated in their
discussion. It seemed possible however, that the

\}

occupational therapists' input to support groups
should be at specific times for specific reasons
rather than a.. routine pres¢ence at every grou9.

o

The organisinQ) and runnin<;rof activity group~, was
tr~ditionally part of the occupational the:tapistfs
role at the toy library. 50% of parents considered
this an important function for·the .occupational
therapist.

~he writer considered this a fairly low percentage.
However, at the time of this study the toy
library records indicatd that approximately 6Q% of
children at the activity groups wel:"e."normal" in
the sense that they had no particular biological or

'.-,

environmental handicap. It was likely that they,}"
were toy library member-s because theiJ;".-'..parentshad

-_)

recognised in themselves a need for the kind of
service the toy library offer1ed.
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Figure 4: 14
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They therefore did not nece~isarilY need t~¥
sp~cialised input of an oycupational' th.erapist for
their cp,ild. The ,:wri·terfeel's that tne contribution
of the occupational therapist at,activity groups

~:,

"would certainly have been more important had .there
-;{\.

"\_,
been ~ore disabled children attending these groups.

,I

occupat.Lonaf, therapy assessment of ..fA child's
developmental and functional level was rated as
important by 73% of parents; (see Figure 4:14).
In question 17, parents W6re also asked to comment
on how often they would like their child assessed.
44% of parents wanted, 'h'p.isto be done twice a year
fOllowed by 36%,who wanted an assessment done once
a year. A small group of parents (only 19%). wanted
an assessment to be done only once while they were
members at the toy library. It was "not possi)?le to
know if parents regarded these aSSessments as a
formal testing situation or ~lhether an informal
evaluation was what they had in mind. It was often
the case that parents ~,terestressed by the thought
of a formal test yet did want to know 8n what
developmental level their child was functior1ing.
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An informal on~oing evaluation was at times
considered a goodmet~od of assessment by the
occupational therapist at the toy librC:\ry

" ,',"'A,

particularl~ when parents were stresseo1 by "a~more
(I

formal ,evaluation.

buring toy exchanges at tn.? toy li.brary it was
usual for the occupational therapists to help

\
"parents choose a~/propriat.e t.~~ysand therapeutJc

\ .

aids for their child. simultaneously they would
make recommendati()hs to the parents on the use of
the selected toys and equipment. Question 14
ask..ed parents to ri9.tethe usefullness of the help
recieved. '.tIne rati~i'Jsare found in Table 23 on page
(Appel'ld~x3) 0 79% (';If the parents who answered this

" - i/ _- -\"\guest.Lon had al'w:lYsfound 'these recommendations
11seful (Figure 4:15). Althpugh this may seem a
g'ood percentage only 68 of {'.he.94 sample member-s
answered this question.

It was not. possihle to know why the rest of the
sample did no~ indicate their opinion but it is
assumea that these members had not received the
instruction referrred to in question 13.
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However it seemed that when this information was
1~{'/. .pro\fided~ it wa.s f.oundto be helpful ang the

cccupa't.Loriaf therapists should therefore make a

').point of making recommendations' f,oreacn parenit/., ~
~ \
\~~

.~~
't\

':,nanotl1er question parents were' asked to rate the
~\, j

p';actidal advice they had received at the toy
\\\."::. . " ' ~~tlrary Ou the managemer.t of the1r child (Table
, ~\

27 ,~\on page 1.85; Appendix 3). 62% of those who
'~ "CI, . \answered found this slavicevery useful. In this

~-",sesf of th.e ~4 sample members answered !~his
I}

question.
" \
I \:1~:,:) \! ! ',,'

A si~nifidant difference (pd::O. 02) -,~as found when
" Kcomparing the \means

, '\\
h d . '-;,:J "\; _..._./a rece1ve:u aQ,Yl.ce-" . . ~.

equipment f0i;""t~eir
on the use .andadapta'Pion 0.1:

child and the value of advice
received at the toy library on the practical
handling of their child. It seemed that the,\

"practical management" of a child in the toy
library context implied ways in which parents could
help their child learn through play. This involved

\:~the use of toys and sOn}etimesth(3rapeu.ticequipment
(e.g. W(i~:~s and other posit·.i.oningai¢ls) in order)!
to promote play.



These toys and 0I:idsin conjunction with the
recommendations made by the ocdupational therapists
were therefore considered by parents to be of
practical value.

It appeared in general that the occupa+:ional
therapy service offered at the time of the:1

study was appropriate for ~he toy liprary parent
and childs' needs. The exception to this was the
running of activity groups. The activity group
popUlation as it Was at the ,time of this study
could probajq,lyhave been successfully run by any

person with a knowledge of child development and
creative activities. In the light of the overall
popu Lat.Lon at the toy library it seemed appropri.ate

,,,I.,however to start an activity group specifical'.L·~:\for
'\J '

tqe handicapped Ichild which vlouJ d be run by an

occupational therapist.

4(iv) THE SOCIAL WOlU<SERVICE AND PARENT SUPPORT:

(Ques. 2, 19, 20, 21, 22r 23, 24, 25)
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Figure 4: 16
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Welcome experienced on first visit to the tOY
library:

Parent support was cons.idered an important aspect
/----!~-.-~~

of the toy lj.brary service by
giving support varied, one of

/{; - '~I'the ~taff \'i ~lethods of
Ii 1\

the~le was \'by, theII , .

the toy library. Whenwelcome members were given at
asked in question 2 to consider.how· they
experienced their fi.rst re.ception at.the. toy
library the responses from parents were varied.
These responses are listed in Table 11 page 179
(Appendix 3).

Figure 4:16 indicated that 87% 6f par-errts in the
sample expez Lenced a warm welcome. Althpugh this
was encouraging anything b~low this indicated a
lack.in the toy library service.

7% of parents experienced a mediocre welcome and
what was worse was that 5% of parents felt

:~;/
unwelcome. A parerrt s ' fil::stvisit to the toy
library would oftell be a difficult one. 'l'hetoy
library staff need to take note of those who
indicated that they did not feel welcome. They need
to ensure that they are constantly welcoming
verbally as well as non verbally.
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Figo=re 4: 17
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PClrent suppoz t; fr.om staff. or fellow po:_-;:,ents:

---------------------~------------.-----.---
The first welcome often set, the tone for ~nbsequerrt

visits to the toy U.brary and the ')relationship
between parent ,and professional. (,It was also ,.the ,

'\ .'

beginning of informal support through continued
o

contact at the t,cy library. When aSked in question
:25 about. support at the toy library 89% .~f parents

y, '

agreed that this Came fr~?m staff member·s as opposed
to fellow parents (Figllre 4:~7 \'. Al though. the word

1\
1Isupporttlwas unqua.lified on the questionnaire it
was taken at the toy library to mean a listening 1.\

and empathetic attitude, encouragement as Well as
providing practical information. 13ecause parents
were often at the toy library individually .itwas
proposed that those Who attended weekI§' activity
groups would be more likely to be familiar wit.h and
experience support from fellow pnrents at the
groups. However a significant difference was noted
(p == 0.02) between the group of parents attending
activity groups weekly and the support thaYt
received from toy library staff as. opposed:~o
su~port received fro~. felloW - parents. It woul~
appear therefOre that support from staff outweighed ,':~'

'l "

that which was receive.d from fellow :edlrents.
';_I
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Cigure 4:18
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()

"

This was encouraging and fitting with the l?,~rceived

role of the toy library staff. HoWe1..Terthere seeined
o

to be room for facilitating 1O,oreinteraction

betweel"lparents (as occurred at the c\ctivity

groups/as this was knownto be of gJ1:eatbenefit

particularly to those whowere experiencing common

diffioulties.

~~" \)
\\Part of a suppor:t.:function was to al~.owparents th~,.,

<,
opportuj;}ity to talk about problems. At the toy

\:"
library these problems would"usuaily pertain to

theij~ child IS problems as well as t>arent~lng
fr' c;-::)

difficulties.

Whenasked in question 19 howoften how they were

able to do this 64%" of parents (figure 4:: 18)

indicated th?ot the numberof times they were able
c

"to do this was enough for them.

Although this was fairly PC!flitive there was"still

the remaining 36% not able ('0 do this. Awareness

and sensitivity on the part:'of the staff and

availability to offer the suppor-t,and tbue to

listen ahouLd be a.i.medfor at the toy library.

1\
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Figure 4: 19
SOC1AL WORKER'S FUt~CTIO[\.

Child contact n :::: 55

Enrollment n :::: 18

Support group n :::: 55

EXPRESSED AS ACTllAL NUMBEJ~



Role of the social worker:

-------------------------
Althou.gh the. Social Workers' primary role at the
toy library was one of support to parents, her role
~lso included a number of other functions. These
were listed. in question 20 and parent's opinions
on the differer.:tfunctions are found in table 2Cf-
...~ page 185 (Appendix 3). Figure 4:19 indicates
how parents perceived the role of the social
worker. !ndlvidtlal parent counselling was

\-) '\\,

recognised as the most important function of the
sOdia~ worker by 83% of the parents .

.::;)This high percentage waS surprising because of the
relatively small number of individual counselling
.,sessions actually held at the toy lil~rary. It
seemed there:fi'orethat the high rating for
individual counselling was the result of parents'
traditional view of the social workers role rather
than their actual experience.

The enrollment of new members was considered by
the parents as the least important function of the
social wozker ,
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In contrast, according to toy library policYr this
enrollment w~s con§;idered very important by the
staff as part of the initiql assessment of a ""
family. Rated almost equally in value by parents j

were the running of support groups (60%) and the
general statement of lIbeing involved ,,,ithyour
child" (58%). 'I'hislast mentioned opinion was
sought to confirm or negate the view that the
social worker was aVailable only for parent
counselling. Referral to other professionals (55%)
received the fourth highest rating.

In the opinion of the staff the most important.
fUnction of the social worker at the toy library
was the running of support groups. The number of
parents who rated this as importan't (n == 55)
seemed small in contrast.

However the support groups were usually fairly
specific (e.g for those parents with a child who
was severely and multiply handicapped), thereby
probably involving only those parents whose" child
had' a severe problem.
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Figure 4:20
RATE VALUE OF" SOCIAL WORKER
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According" t.;o the figures gained from question"

o

(0), ,Parents who had severely disabled
c:tl.ildrencomprised only 1'1% of toy library mombers
overall". Of the 94 sample members, 38 considered
the/question of support groups and provided
information. Many 6£ ,thes,i8 (65%) were of the

. Iiopinion that attending a i:;upportgroup to be of
~reat benefit. O:::'''i[No s'ignigicapt diffel7:ence (p = O. 6)
was found "between those parents whcr/na.da severely
handicapped child and the average benefit received
from attending a support group.

Parent's' were given the opportunity to rate the
\ .'

value of the role of the social worker in
question 21. Responses are given in Table
30 on page 186 (Appendix 3). Overall the role of
the social worker was highly rated as can be seen
on Figure 4:;'.0. Thos.e parents not in agreement
with this were those whose children were "normall!
and who also expressed the wish for the toy library
to be zun as a municipal book library' with no
professional services.
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Although 82% of .parents rated the services of a
'.,',~>

social worker to be essential at the toy library
onl3:;r6490 of the sample indicated that they had ever
met the social workElr. This discrepancy can
probably be ~x.plained by assuming that parents were
eX};)ressing their oP1n-ion on having a social worker
at the toy library :tt:.:a,therthan th.r.:!'lraO'~ual

I.
J/~~

e~perience.. The toy i.i,brarysocial worke.c was
ii .. .~~mployedon apart!itim'(l,.basis and it was possible

.';that these members, visrtted on a day the social
worker was not at the t:Oj.! library.

HOVl~ver this was seen as a deficiency in the
service since there were so many parents who had
never the sooial worker. (\Table 31 on page 186
(l\ppendix 3) indicates how parents had met,the
social 'Worker and shows 110\,1 18% of the members had
met the social worker purely by chance. This was
also not satisfactory from a toy library policY

"point of view;:(~It seemed therefore that. parents
\\

were con1:.entto k.now a social ttJ'orker..w'[~
available should they require her services~
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A signifi9ant difference (p = a.OO) ~las found in
\(

tH,~x46.tingsof, the value. of theO social worker
\'

\)be\hw;enthe group of memberswhohad met the socia.l

worker on request as opposed to those who had met

her by chance.

Whenasked fn l\Question 2~ when they WOlHdhave
\\
I,

liked the sacral worker to be acce.s::,;':i.bl.e{table 32 t'

page 187 Appendix 3} 56 parents ind~cated they
a"v!buld,prefer to meet her p-rl by"arranged

appointment. 21 parents indica.ted that her presence

at act.ivity groups would be welcome. Thereafter

spontaneous contadt was mentioned (n = 14) and

lastly, at every visit (n := 9).,

'l'he system of social service I as it was at the time

of the study, appeared to be satisfactory from thE~

memberspoint of view. HoweverfrollXa staff point

of view it was considered important. that every

membersee the social worker at least once as part.:

of the initial a~sessment of needs and therefore

the system was not Seen as satisfactory.
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4(vi) TOY LIBRARY SERVICE IN GENERAL:

--~--------------------~--------
(Ques. 26,27,28,.29,30,31)

Parent.s were given seven aspects of the toy library
service and aSked in question 28 to rank these in
order of importance for thenl,selves. These aspects
are given below. Number one was considered to be
the most important and number seven the least
important aspect of the service •

.::\

1. Toy l,ending
2. Formal parent support groups
~. Information on general child development
4. Activity groups
5. Fellow parent cbriltact
6. socialisation opportunity for their child
7. Participation in toy library function~ (such as

fundraising effol:'ts,meetings etc.)

Willingness on the part of parents to participate
in toy library functions would be determined by
many factors. As indicated this Was ranked the
least important.
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This was probably linkeQ,to the fact that the toy
library service, for }nany familiei~~ WaS

supplementary to other community services such"as
play, nursery andcs;pecial schools, as well as
therapv: .s:urtheir child. Parents were therefore
not available exclusively to the toy library tor
activities such as volunta.rywork or fundraising.
Because of other commitments to:t;the benefit of
their child (e.g. specific therapy" or a special

'c
\\sch091, numerous doctors appointments etc.) o~e

could not expect already overburdened parents to
provide unlimited time and means (fund rai~ing) to
make such a service viable. It may however, ]?e

o .,reasonable to expect most parents to make som~ sort
of cont.ribution to fund rais~rg efforts or the day
to day rUnning of the service.

(i

\\

Parents were also aSked to comment in question 30

on Whether the toy library service would mee~ their
needs if it were to be zun along th.elinea of a
municipal book libral:'Y.This would mean no
professional services and be purely a tOY lending
"self service" facj.lity. There was a 91.% ~espo;nse

'~, ()
\;-,that this kind of service would NOT n~l;,.!ettheir

needs and that the parents were not in favour of a
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i?

change in thl:f,existing service.

This is indicated on Fig-ure 1:21. It is important

to note th~t the 9%of parents who indicated that

they would be happ~ with a pure toy lendin9 service

were parents of normal children. For them the

value of the toy library seemedto lie in the Jj

practical question of a variety of toys for their
"

child at very littl(?; cost. It se~fuslpgical t.hat

such a service would be of great value to most

dOltm1Unities,however'the parents in the sample of

this study indicatfad that for them the Sunshine

centre ·toy library service needed to be broader

than only th.e loan: of .tcys.

Reasons for leaving the toy library: (Ques.31)

----------------------~------------
Whenquestioned on their reasons for leaving the

• . . • • ... .. /I ;<.<toy library parents were glNen S2X categorl.!~s and a

choice of "other". The responses are indicated in
.if) '.

Table j9 on page 189 (Appendix3).

The combinedpercentages of present and ex members

is given in Figure 4:22. 1<'orthe ex-membersthis

was a question of what adtually had happened, For

the present membersthey needed to pr(::>ject why they

would no longer use the toy library service some
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Figure 4:22
REASON FOR LEAVING TOY LIBRARY.

\' Ploygroup n ;::: 58

other children 11 = 2
Dissot;~fl~d n ;::: 6

11

Relocation [1 "" 1 (i

CQ.I]l~j!2edgraph for present & ex-members
\\

EXPRESSED. AS ACTUAL NU.~BER
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day.
Tp.'€X'ewere a numbez of parents past and present who

. {;..

gave more than one.reason for leaving the toy
library.

'i

'l'h'e following table giVes a breakdown in the numbe r
of parents who had left the toy library as oppoSed
to those who were projecting 'why they 'Would cease

Co"~ ;:;::;:;::~ ,.:'_using the service,,~;;r

Reason for. leaving lEX members I Members
--·------- .....---- ...- ..---...,.----------1-- ....------ ....1-...-----1
Child started playgroup\school I 28 I 30 I
Dissatisfaction with service 5

7

1
17TOyS no longer appropriate

sifficient stimulation at home 10 1

Unhappy to integl:'ated~ferent
",j

1 1

kinds of children. \
other 1 o

---------------------------------------------------
The above table indicates the number of members.
Some members provided more than one reason for
leaving the toy library he.ncethe total nUmber
above exceeded the number of the total sample.
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Ex Members:
" ----.-~.--".--
A child' starting to. attend a pl~ygr(?~.!lpor special
school was given as the moat; common reason by both
groups. It was interesting to not;e h.QW similar the

, .;"-'.-.,\

'\..; \

proj ected reasons were compared with t1?,'" l~dtual
/

oreasons gi\fen by ex members.

It
\, "

For ex-memb~rs the next most cqmIDon reason was
sufficient stimulation at horite.It was 'the writers
impression illre.trospect r tha.b this was a very

, . ~ .
similar reason to the first·since it was ;:becauseof
the extra stinmlati;on at the playgroup or achoo l,
that the need for stinrliriat~ionat home q,iminished 0

The\,third reason for no longer using the toy
library service was that toys were n() longer
appropriate. It was most !\likelythat this was
because the child had outgrowh the pre-school age
limit of the toy library toys.

Five members indicated that they had left because
of dissatisfaction with the service. Unfortunately
this dissatisfaction waS not specified. Asmall
number Of families had l§ft because of relo\;:ation
and therefore too great a distance to travel.
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The panent; wl~:9indicated she t.las unhappy to

\\ integrate di~ferent kinds of children qU~lified her
,\
\~tatement to meanrude, undisciplined children.

(I

{)Present '(Members

-~---~~----~-~--"

As alreadYrmentioned the most c'bmmonlyprojected

reason €.fivenfor leaving the toy library was a

child starting to attend a playgroup or school.

Reloca.t.ionwas also ment.ionedas a proj ected)'(reason'

o

i
for' :t';rpaving.Thereafter it woul.d be that. the toys

'j "

o

Ii

woulq,no longer be appropriate; Fourthly the

d:L~tance'to travel between homeand toy· .library
if () "

would be too far. single cases "then mentioned

dissatisfaction ,.,ri th the service and not ~van.ti~lgto
I)

int.egrate different kinds of children.

II ~

Interestingly nO present memberprojected that

SUfficient stimUlation at homewould be a reason
. l\"

for d~scol1tinuirtg the use of ·the toy libra~y

services despite this being the second most cow~on

reason for ex membershaving discontinued the use

of the service.
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Figure 4:23
EFFECT OF TOY LIBRARY ON FAMILY
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Overall effect of toy library on child and family:
~'\

(Ques.29) , '
....---------------~~ .........----~~O-,"--....---....-~-- ....-'....,--;---------

I,

o Finally the pare,nts were asked to rate the overall
e~fect the toy library service had had on their
family. These opinions are reflE~cted'on Figure 4 :23
a~id as can be seen the majority have indicated that
this was positive. No doubt the reasons for this
effect would vary fr.orn.family to family ..HoTtleVerit

(\
'.<,):Was likely that for many it would have been the

extra reSOllrce of toys and equipment, being
\'

provided wi~h a means 0f engaging in play with
their child (whethe~ they w~~e disabled or not)~
the support the mothers experienced' for: themselves
at the toy library, the feeling that they were
contributing pOsitivelY to their child's
devejopment and seeing 'the actual physical,

"intellectual, social and emotional growth. \

\
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Ch.apter 5

~~----~-~--~---~-~~--~~--~-~
DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS

----------------------------
5 (i).; TOY LIBRARY PlmENTS:

---~----~~~~--~-----
The typical parent at the Sunshine Centre toy
library seemed to be in contrast to the parents
described by ~~'Dearden (l979) and Slaughter (1983)

r- ....

when describiti\~the populations of their stu<;tieson
->., ....~,." .",./'-:)

ea.rly intervention and the toy library ¢on~~~!i'.n::f
(\ 'b

involving play as a means of intervention. 'l'he
fami.1.iesin the abovementioned studies were largely
uneducated and from 10'1;/ aocfo- ..economic straJca and
their children fell into the category of
environmental disability.

Although there was a ,cross section of the
population amongst parents uEling the S.C. toy
library, a trend waR for those using the service to
be from a middle socia-economic group in terms of
educational and occupational levels.

125



It F;eemedtrue therefore to say that the aspect of

the toy library se!5:.\.Ticedesqribed in this stu.dy was
(,

catering largely for a group of so called

9riyileged p);,.rents. Howeverthis fact did not,

n~gate the legitimacy Of the need,s of these'

pall:'ents. What it dtd imply was that. the toy library

service was not ,':Deingutilised to a large extent I'

/ l

for families who were environmentally disabled.

Biological impairment does not always adl1ere to

socia-economic boundaries 'and will probably

continue to affect families regardless of their

situation in life. It appeared that many tOlt

library parents from this study, whowere from the

average socd.o-eeconomdolevel, had children who fell

into the biologi.call;,.' '1andicapped group. One!had, .

oto be careful when considering which type of

families needs were the greatest in the face of a

biologically handicapped chilQ_. The temptation was

to assume that the better'the s6:cio-econornic level

th.~.'better the family cou.Id cope with -their

disabled child. The inlPact' of such a child on a.

family remains devastating regardless of the

family I s socio-economic level, crad it seemed unfair
I

to discrinurdnate on the basis of economics only 1

which familY.would be the more needy.
!
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The recggnition by many parenr.st :« at the toy library
II of their own \<t1eeds,led them towards using a

service whioh could help them in their striving to
be,the best parents they could be. This in i~self

(1

created a vury different service to that which
would be offered in order to educate parents and

~\

oare-gi ver-s o:!~the importance of early stimulation
for their children and the important role t.hey had
to play in order to achieve this. It would appear
tl'1atthose parerttrsaware of this make up a large
part of the to~( libtary population =nd that the

\\

many parents and care-givers (for instance from the
inner city areas) would need
enticement and motivation to
service. tn order to address

much more drawing inr
fu~~e"Use of,such a

'\"~~,

the needs of families
in the face of environmental as well as biological
i .' . 10':; ,',. ' ,d sabllJ.tyI l.t/",,;fl_Srecommended that the eXJ.sting

'f

referral system be 'modified at the toy library in
order to include a different population of parents
to lliakeuse of the toy library service.

since toy library parents came from all parts of
the W.i.twatersrandand from different di:t"ectionsit
seemed that location was not a determining factor
in terms of the toy library population.
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Howeverthe relatively small numberof parents from

inner city areas seemed indicative that the service

WaS not utilised by those geographically clc'Ise to

the toy library. This will be more fUlly discussed
i\

under the heading "locationll of the toy library

further on in this chapter. 'It was inferred from

the distances tr.ii'velled t4at manymembersneeded

their owntransport or access to reliable pUblic

transport in o~'tder.to makeuse of the toy library

service.

A positive factor of .the service at the tO~l libra~J'

was that a large section of the pauent.s who.,at the

time of this study ,\,>Tere,satisfied (with the service

and content for it to continue as it was, The

providers of the servi{~e could therefore be

satisfied that 'l.vhattlle t.oy li):>rat-ywas offering

was appropriate for the majority of parents already

using the set'vice. Howeverthey also needed to

realise that the population they were serving was

relatively privileged hi terms of the general

population ill south Africa.,. A<2fain,this did not

negate the needs of those parents whowere

benefitting :ErolUthe service, but it was seen as

deficient in not reaching the manyfamiliAs

experiencing environmental disability.
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It may have been true to say the reason.that many
environmentallY.handicapped families g,idn~t use

I', .'~;~'//

the t.oylibrary, vIasthey did not recognise the
importance of adult\child interaction which

\,stil}lulatedl~arn"ing thrpugb play. HoWeVer if this
had been so it would have served to increase rather
than decreas~> their neediness. It seemed therefore
that the to~ library should addresS the fact that
the service was not being fully utilised by
families for which it was very appropriate. J

5 (ii): TOY LIBAARY CHI~DREN;

cIn the world survey of toy libraries done by
Bjorck-Akesson et al (19.90) re:eerenae was made to
children who had $pecial needs (physical or merital)
as well as to ecoi'lo.cnicallydisadvantaged chjtldren.
The8e two group::;ot children were described
elsewhere in the literature on early inte~·vention
as biololgically or environmenta:J:lybnpair~d
children (Browder 19131; Denhoff 1.981; SlaugbteX'
1983; De: Dearden 1979; Bjorck-Akes;son at al 1990)"

The biologically impaired group were relatively
easily identified irt'Comparison tl')the

',:

environmentally' disabled,~
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This was also indicated in 1:his survey by the fact

that most parents were able to identify the

bioloJJical problems of their child. In contrast
;.;:/'

however, it seemed difficul1: f9r parents, to

recognise or to describe an environmental handicap .

.Asreferred to by De Dearc.lell(1972) t~ term

environmenbrl handicap; inclUded. ~t~~~.E::LJ~i~iJ.dr,~n'with
. " /' "",( -".-., ,"' li_k)

no acceas to ~C';rly st.imulat:Lol1.? ':':' ",j;:.!3 q.r the
, ( !"" '~"\

environment 01:1 more forma1il::e.&r ;;I:;Clt~b}i·'i;-(.\
<, " ;\, ,//' (( ..~.--.~,~

educat\,on. l!~:~was implie.d 'l:hat" environmental
il

handioap '¥.eferred to a low li:lo(.;io....aconomfc s~'i!tion

of .the popuj.at.Lcn, Slaughber (1.9H.:'\) ref€l1C'redto <",

group of inner city childre:n as "deprived" and

since. her Lrrcervent.Lon prog:t'ammes'Itere focussed on

intellectual stimulation it was assumed theSe

children were deprived of cognitive stimulat.ion and

learning opportunities in their envi.ronment;0 A lack

of adult input was implied in addition to few

material resources which would normally have

con.tr~..buted to the general stimulation of children.

Taken the overall early stimulation and educational

facilities in South Africa, environmental"

disability was:seelJ. as an area 6f handicap common

in South Africa.
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The children described in this survey as tb.ose with

de.velopmental delays in communication, pe.rceptual

and motor abilities could be placed into" this

categ·ory and it was noted that there were "ii
considerably fewer of t.hese than the bio199ic~\~lY

impaired children e The.S5~~':\\OYlibrary was S~lited

to and catered fOr a large variety of children

which included both the abovementioned categories.

A third group was also catered f.or and referred to

as "normal" or those whoWereable-bodied. This

implied that the parents of these children

considered them to have no problems .in t.e:cmsof
devel.opment;and. iearnil1.g. statistic'U showed tbat.

I

just more thal1 half the numberof toy. library

children fell into this category.

Therefore a positive aspect of the sel~vice was that

the type. of child catere.d for at the 1~oylibrary

ranged from those with biological impairments and

environmental deprivation through to those whowere

privilegred enough to be learninl]' from their care-

giVers amdwhoh(;(dthe benefit of a e(himulating

envdzonmerrtr, Although different kinds of chi.Ldz-eri

were cai::ered for at the toy library it seemed -Chat.

the population was slightly imbalanced; and the

majority of children were in the "norma.l" category.
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separating the number of biologically Impaired from
the environmentally handicapped was more difficult
since the questionnaire did not clearly allow for
this distinction. H(z\~\Teverit seemed that the
sm~llest group of children catered for at the toy
librar.y were the envriomnentally disabled group. It
was reccomemded therefore that this imbalance be

(t,1

addressed, particularly if the providers of the
'service aimed at meeting the needs of the overall
popUlation of' chD ..dren with problems in the
Johannesburg area. Continued membership for the
"normal" children was considered desirable in term.s
of teaching children to understand and be tolerant
of disahj,li1~y as welt as allowing dLsabLed children
co mix with able-bodied children.

Consideration was given by the writer to whether
the s.c. toy l~.brary service might be more
appropriate to only one section of the population
e.g. only the emvironmentally deprived or just the
hiolog.tcally inlpaired child. According to Bjorck-
Akesson et a1 (1990) countries with only a t'eW toy
libraries (e.g. Jordan, Korea and Zimbabwe) catered
almost exclusively for the biologically impa,ired
child.
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However the,re was a worldwide trend towards
generalisin:g toy Jibrary services and integrating
the more specialized service with the genel;0-c.This
m=4kture of Children with different abilities and
needS was a. reflection of the :many toy libraries-in
the world v/hich ca.tered for -different types of
children from the Same facility (Bjorck-Akesson et
al 1990). Despite di~rences such as physical or
mental abilities I there was an ~lement common .to.
all children at the toy library, in their need for
play. This universal/play element unites children
making toy libraries appzopr-Leit;e to. a very broad
spectrum of needs. The same 1:acility was used for
all children whether they had a disability or not.
A positive reflection of the toy library service
was that it adhered to this principle of
integration. The advantages of an integrated
service included the normalisation of the
environment and thE2refo.rethe services offered were
for the use of both disabled as well as normal
children (Guralnick 1977, Pryor 1977).

The normalisation reflected at the toy library
was not only inkeeping with world trends but
seemed generally acceptable tq those using the
service.
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The only objection made to integrating different
ki~ds of children was one comment in the survey

0~'0\voicingl<,})mobjaction to rude, undisoiplined
children. This statement was perceived by th~
'writer to have been applicable regardless' of
ohilCiren8s abilities or di.sabilities.

o

Not only did this process of integration at the toy
~::":::---,~ --.,.,,~

liora:r:yallow for all kinds.of chl.ldren to adapt to
one anotber but. it also allowed a more economical
use of resources. This was Particularly pertinent
when one considered that the S.C. toy library
serviced the "whole of the Johannesburg area and
that it was funded as a Charitable organisation by

-,public donat.Lons, Since funding would alway~;;be an
important aspect of the existence of the toy
library, economical use of its resources wason
advisable. Th~ process of normalisation 'also ~ade
sense in terms of expanding the concept of toy
libraries in South Africa and to establish them in
venues accessible to all children. In Paller's
study (1986)~ she referred to toy libraries which
were an E~xtension of municipal libraries.
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Since the t.oy library concept was so suited!! to so
:'1,

manychi1d:r;'enthe expansion of the number o~:toy!!

libraries e!. g. into municipal library- venue'~ilwas

considered very important by the writer .

.A concluding commenton the toy 'library chibLdren

was that the continued "mix" of children sh<;)uldbe

aimed for·. Howeveran improvementon the sii!~uation

would be a greater balance between the difi~~rent

groups with increas>e.dnumbers of disabled dhi1dre,

particularly envircmmentally disabled, as Ol?posed
I

to nozma.L. chi 1dren, ,I

---------~-----------------
5 (iii): LOCATION ()F' THE TOY LIBRARY:

Since the toy library was supposedly acCesSl~l::lle

to the inner city area it was eXPected that,q far

greater number of membersat the toy library would

have been .fami1ies from these areas. A posisib1e

reason for the fact that this was·not SO was that
\

the J.~in source of referral to the toy libr;~ry was
It

through friends by word of mouth. Toy 1i1:>1:'.;;1ry

memberstherefore continued to be drawn from ·the

same.strata of the population'as those whowere

membersat the time of this study.
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This needed to be addressed ifS,-:"11i9toy library
wanted to be an aporopriate service for those
families on, its doorstep .•

\~

Head and Barton clai:med (lSl8'7)that was important
to make a toy library service as acc~ssible .a$

possible and that there was value in running a toy
library from a venue where groups and families.
already met f()r some other purpose. The venue
which housed the s.c. toy library was the Transvaal
Memorial Institute (TMI). It was a lcfrge building
which had previously been a childrens hospital and
at the time of the study housed a number of day

..Clinics all related to the health arid wellbeing of
children. Also incl'qded were medical and
paramedical facilities, nursery schools and a
family mental health unit. On the surface therefore
it seemed to be an ideal place to have a toy
library. However this may only be true for t.he
biologically impaired child. since the nature of

,}

the services provided at the TMI were largely
geared towards the biologically disabled child. The
hospital appearance and atmosphere was still
evident in the building.
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tt was also possible that the gen~ral population
i/ ','

not connected with 'l'MIin any way, had maintained
ths attitude that it was for lIsick" children only.
This' probably had tar reaching implications for
drawing in the environmentally disabled children.
From this pod.nt;of view it could have been argued,
that the toy library venue should change.
However oth.er :factors needed to 'be considered
pefore recommending such a move ..

o

TRANSPORT: For many in the city areas the toy
library was within walking distance yet they were
not making use of its services. Although within
walking distance of the average adult, it was
probably not witnin walking distance for anyone
having to transp~rt a disabled child. Although the
toy library was on a bus route it was common
knowledge that the public transport system in
Johannesburg was not very ef:t}icien'bor,reliable.
In terms of transport the "tre:q.d,${ \if" library

'\-\ .. '. ", ,~\, \i'- , ,lmember's was to bave the u~e of tlleJ.:t,,;own '{transport.
~.

This was in contrast to toy libraries>in countries
such as Britain which have excellent pl.1.blic
transport, or ewen Australia where toy libraries
were often taken to the people:.in outlying areas by
meana of air transport. ((
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However this was not likely to happen in ,'South

'\Africa. and the transport issues would probably be
"applic(:lbleregardless" of the toy libraries'

location. A possible solution was that the to)!
I'

library' use the kombi at it's disposa:l to set up
ferry system between town)!and its verrue,

\\

Among other reasons for the lack of environ~entally
I)

deprived children using the service could have been "
the fact that children ~ere left with care-givers
who had the l:'eSponsibility of cQ.ring for a large
group of children without the necessary motivation,
time or education to realise the inlportance of
early stimulation. These care givers would also
have had no way of knowing that the facility (,
existed unless actually in or around. the building
in which the toy library was housed. The other
factor was how they would have known that .the
service was accessible to J=,hegeneral public and>:

( / ,l
how Ii

II

\",f.',",.

not just for sick children:' This linked with
the toy library service was publicised and how one
would have had to. build up an alternative referral
system.
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Once inside the buildiri~ Which housed the toy
libra.ry most parents in the sllrvey seemed happy
with the ac\\uCllphysical premiS,es of the toy

/>1\

,;library. r;rhes,ize was generaLly considered
"adequate for its purposes in the pp.rents' opinidh.
\~

All the abovementioned factot's Were ta.kem into
consideration when determining whether tlle present
situation of the s.c. toy library 'Was the most~~

ideal.

\\

,~s with most char itab:;•.·~~organisations the matter of,.
',/

finance weighed heavily in ;eavour of t.he situation
as it was, since along with it I·S other advanti:l,ges;l
the housing faciLity at TMI was rent free for the
>toy library. It seemed therefore that w1th some.~-;)

modifications to its pUblicity campaigns which
would serve to alert and inform more l(i)calp~.rents
and care.-glvers tha'i:.the serviGe was avai.lable to

~ ~\\. " .them, the location Qf\'"t£~toy library could
"--_;;;:;'.;

continue to .be used appropri~telY. In addition,
since the toy library had itls own kombi, a system

n -of tran:sport to anQifrom the city centre could have
been inVestigated.

\\
'I

')/; ()
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Jl:twas concluded therefore that·the toy library
(.i~ul!?continue to be appropriate to many by
remaining in it's location.

5 (iv)~ TOY LENDING SYSTEM:
t.

,:.,~~~~--~~--~-~----~-
01?ENn-"'"'";,-";HOURS: From a practical, point of view it

~:///"

seemed that opening times outside normal workingc;
hours would have made the service accessible to a
larger section of the population. However, Head
and Barton (1987) repor_;tedtbat there was no link
betWeen t:p.etimes that toy libraries were open and
the degree of SUCceSs in attracting and maintaining
their members. There was no comment found in the
IiteratUI:e on the relationship between opening
hours and appeal to differept sections of the

\\

population e.g. those families where both parents
were working. Therefore it waS assumed that the
opening hour-s at the toy library could remain as
they were. ()

The length of.loan time was acceptable to many
parents at the 3 weelc period. However i·t could
probably have been sUccessfully extended to a
morrch l.y toy exohanqa ,

()
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Regardless of the set loan period it remai:i''led
important for the toy library to remaine ;;.f.lexible
in terms of toy exchanges.•

TOY LENDING: The S.C. toy library survey identified
many aspects of the service which were. in common
with other toy libraries around the world. A
positive ~!;1;~~~57~'/'WaSthat most parents using the
S.C. toy library were satisfied with the practical
running and organisati(bn of the toy library and did
not suggest or request change. Obviously a good
stock of toys was considered an essential part of
any toy library as lnentJoned throughout the

/' 1.1

literature on toy libraries.

Generally parents at the S.C. toy library feLt that
there were enough, toys to make their membership at
the librar~ worthwhile. It seemed therefore that
the toy library could continue serving it's
population with the stook of toys it had providing
every effort continued to be made to updatie aria
replace 'coys on a regular basis in order to
maintain a fair S1:.andardfor its.members. The stock
of toys Wq.S central to the servioe and should
therefore a priority when budgeting.
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Since there was a greater lOss and breakage of toys
among disabled children it was recommended that:

speoailly adapted toys for these children be
acquired and added to the toy stock.

The ques't:ionwas considered whether there could
ever be enouqh toys in any toy library? I~ac·t,orsto
be considered in.the South A) ";:.i;.,:Ian.situation when

,I .,

examining the issue of toys .Jou.ldbe firstly; the
availabilj,.ty of good toys, and secondly; the cost
of such tt':'ys.Sanctions ( as well as the
prohibit.i,ve exchange rates were causing a lax'ge gap
in .the market fQr. good, durable toys. lUthough
toys wer€~ recognise9. purely as a means 1:0 an end
(Rosenau ,1973) and not the end in themselves they
were vital to any toy library and needed to be
given priority when budgeting. South Africa also
did not have the advantage of having large toy

/,

manufacturing companies who could dOl1ate flew.ranges
of toys to toy libraries as part~ of their market
research. The finanoial factor which limited t~e
growth and development of toy libr~r;i.es wa§
obviously a universal p:ro);>J.emanOrwas mel1tioned in
the world survey of toy'libraries ,,"oneby Bjorck-

e>Akesson et al (1990).
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!t seemed therefore, that under the oircumstances
the toy library seemed to be{ providing as good a
stoc~ of toys as could be expected.

The condition and maintenance of toys Was another
issue.mentioned in the literatllre on the procedure
and mechanics of toy lending. The system of dealing
with 10SEl and breakages described by Head & Barton
(1987) was practised at the S.c.toy library and
considered fair by the parents concerned. Hot-lever
~a.rents did express what seemed to be ::;t universal
;,problem of wanting single piece toys without· a

U. number of parts which would get lost (HE7ad& Barton
1987). Although not enti~,ely realistic this .shoUld
always be.kept in mind when purchasin9' toys for the
toy library.

!t was also recommended that tqy library staff
maintained an attitude of empachy for parents
reporting toy loss and breakages since it was an
issue many parents fC)1,lnddifti(~ult to deal with.

i\
\i
I,

':::., ,.

5 (v): PROFESS!ONAL Gr.PAFfSERVICES:

---------------------------
Th~ importance of supporting parents with a
h,'ndipapped child is a well dooumerrced concept.
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In the literature this parent support included
helping parents t6 facilii:.~e their child's
development (Kelly .198~). This practical guidance
and support in terms of ohild development was
provided at the toy library by the occmpational
therapists. Their assistance and recommendations on
activi ties and the use of equipment was highly <I

rated by thS!.~etoy library parents ,{iWhohad received
such help, and was a good example of how this type
of support was provided and should continue,to be
providlad at the S.c. toy library. These
recommendations were seen to be a unique
contribution of the toy library and one that should
be consistently provided with particularly
attention tC'each parent and their indivi.dual
child.

(II

contact with the prOfessionals, in an informal a~d
happy setting, who had the time to listen (,Moreland
1977) was another aspect of patent support
entrenched in the general running Of the toy
library. Parents expressed their appreciatiori of

Ii

having the support of the staff ..and many made
\(use of these opportunities to discuss problems

related to theil::'children.
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It was recommended that parent support continue to
be an important aspect of the toy library service
and it followed therefore that a social worker
always be accessible ~o parents on request. ~he
importance of a pleasant and happy atmosphere at
the toy library could :hot be over estimated. It
should. always be a plade Where children could play

r:"

with the freedom to learn and explore, while their
parents gained insight into their development and
how be~~:.to contribute to this. It was strongly
recommended that the at.titude and professio.nalism
of the staff continued to be conduciveoto allow1ng
this to happen.

The S.C. ,.,toylibrary staffing seemed to be fa.irly
unique. According to the literature most toy
libraries had eitber professional staff and cratered
for hanq.icapped children, or volunteers 'Itlil~ingto
learn '1;0 be IItoybraxiansll_ particular valUe was
see~i c.n the S ••c. staff ing struc~\ur~ which .was a\\ »
combination of the two. This was especially
tr,I,leif the integration of different children was
to continue and a normalisation of the Gservice was
aimed for.
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An important indicator of how parents valued the
professional services was their overall negative
response to the option of a toy lending service
without professional services. It was seen
therefore that the professionals provided an
enriched toy library service and shou.ld continue to
be included in the staffing structure of·the toy
library.

5 (vi): TOY LIBRARY SERVICE IN GENERAL:

Lastly, the S.C. toy library met a number of
Denhoff's (1.981) criteria for successful early
intervention services. Firstly amp Le provision was
made the involvement of parents in the intervention
procedures i.•e. stimulation of their children
'through play. Secondly parents 'lrleresupponbad in
their efforts to come to ,terms with, and .effect
positive change in their child Is clisability.
Professional staff members were ava'±lable to assist
parents in the management of their chd.Ld, ACtmulti-
discipl.inary approach was mad.rrt.ad.riedand every
medical, para-medical and community resource
available used to that end.
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The practical value of a toy library was obvious in
ii
v terms of toys lending-. The importance ·--of play was

not ,only one to Which parents could relate and
n

understand and was even in some caSes the "expert!!.
The wh~le child within the family unit was taken
into accourrc an~ i.nb~rvention was at the pace of
the parent. Th~ services at the toy library were
offered in a \velcoming;(attractive and non
threatening environment which were a.ppropriate for
path the handicapped and non handicapped children.
Overall the toy library was seen as a successful
metihod of intervention. Idea],lY it co-existed and
Was supplemeptary to existing medical and
educational provision for children.

In instances where there Mere no medical and
'-'

educational service~ the toy library could have
" - ' (i

been the first _ptep toward's meeting the communities
needs.
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Chapter 6

~,--------.,,-
CONCLUSION
~-...------ ...-

In conclusion it was necessary to once more
consider the ques,~r~on asked at the beginning of Ii
"'\

\this study nalttelyi

DOES THE SUNSHINE CENiI'RETOY LIBRARY PROVIDE'AND
APPROPRIATE TOY LENDING AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICE TO
PARENTS WITH CHILDREN WHO HAVE SPECIAL NEEDS?

The writer C011clude~,from this study that 'the
answer t."othe above question was yes. The overall
positive response from parents '::>11 most aspects of

,~\

the toy library service was indicative that their
needs were being met. Therefore, what the toy
library as it 'existed was offeringT could be
considered appropriate for parents of child!:en with
special needs. The special needs in this case
referred to biological as well as environmental
disabilities.
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TOy 'library population:

The disabling conditions of the toy library
chi1drftn were diverse, indicating the wide appeal
and application of the service. The fact that the

.0

service also catered for a group of "normal"
children was seen to be a positive factor in terms
of'..,the whole service. However a better balance
between the'~'number of disabled and able-bodied
children would pr6bablY indicate a petter
utilisatio~,of the serv~ce in terms of the
Johannesburg children. It woU.lylcertainly h~ye made
sense for the toy library to continue working
towards drawing families from the Johannesburg city
area, particularly with the influx of families"into
"flatland" and the dearth of pre-school facilit:i,.$sl\,

1/
-:,/)-.1/

in the "area 0 The toy library was fairly acce;:;~ible
i to, the area and with its .lvailability made more
widely known could service the families on\r~ts

\.dodrstep. i\\:

The integration of different children allowtd for a
process of normalisation for disabled children.
The service was provided in a setting which was
appropriate for and utilised by all kinds of
children.
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For these children the toy Iibrary'was playing al1
r:important role in their development thr\:;i(igi~the

promotion of the impoptance of playas we.ll as in
the provision of suitable playthings. A final
comment on the toy library pL-f)ulatidn, was that the
many di~ferent parents and, children who made use of
the toy library service indicat~d'ho'W relevant the
toy library was for a.ll children, regardless of
whether they were di~~ab1ed or not.

Professional serviqe~~:

A gratifying aspect':()fthe toy library service
Which emerged from chis study was the amount of
support parents received from staff members. For

','marly :l:hiswas in the form of practical support
("')

which occurred as a resuItl"of the occupational
fatherapist's guidance and recomrnendations during toy

e~changes. It seemed important to parents that the
selection of toys was made by someone with
knowledge of child development, disablin(~:
conditions and their implication, as well as the
importance and value of play. For others it was th.l~
emotional support:'derived from toy libraQy l:ytstYt'$.
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the toy library with much neeq,ed emotional support.
() IiThis remained an important part or. the toy library

\

the fact that a relatj,yely
1,.1

service notwi th~.tanding
~/)

r
. '\'small number; of Pf'-):lB\'1ts

~; \\
formal support groups.

were able to. attend these
Generally a g7'eater number

of parents seeme.d to receive more informal"
/--" IJ

emotional s.uppcirtfrom the staff than from fellow
par~nts Who were also toy :tibrnry membez a , More
irl.teraction between parents needed to be encOB-raged'
in order to .build up" a network of additional
support Which could be ga~ned from toy library
membership. The importance of the supportive role
played by toy library staff implied that ih
addition to the more obvious skills, staff should
be carefully selected for emotional openess and an
ability to be supportive to parents in need.

There was: an overwhelming response to the quest.ion
whether the toy libra.ry should be run as a
mUnicipal book library i.e. the loan of toys only
with no additional profess~onal services.
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This iJIdt:q~tedhow'import,ant the 7t1roi:'essional
, .. _ '_ _ - - r 'I: _' ___ II ,~,_:,-- __ • .v..':

serVl..ceswere t.? the parents wh,j) '8-sed. the servl-eli.
,V.., Ii U

~s. was seerf>in thl~'X litei\av.;;tre rdhew there we,"l;:'etoy
. I \'.01" .,

"'....-_./'

libraries that were rUl{,,'lfthaut professi,ona,l
6

services. Howeverwithout th<kprofessional serv~cei~
r,' .\ 0 •

pa~~titsI needs far support, practi9al as wel.]l"at:l

emotional, would have remained largely \lhmet at the

toy library" It was therefore considered important

by the writer that t~,,:,r'toy library continuea. to

o#,fer specialised services to parents of children

with, special needs. Si.nce it was an early

intervent.ion service FJ,ppropriatefor iQn.ildrenfrom

the age Ijf t.1::lreemonths the'Zstoylibrary was often

parents' first introduction to special services f'oJ::'
:!j

childX"en~ A ·,pr..ofessional, informed'ia?l',4
," \J .• -

r,
disabled

sens'itive approach was needed in this transition

Perioc18f coming-"to -termstvith their oh,ilcPS
\

disability and all that it implied for th'~·fa.n~ily.
e , >-.~.

The use of volunteer staff with experi.ence; of

related fields suoh as nursery school teaching,

could be included in the running of toy; library

activity groups. The success of this woUldhowever

depend of the levels of disability of children
\-,

attending the groupl:L
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J
Th(~ j~ore dl~~abled the child the ~Jre~ite~ t'9f need

for i~npu;t:.from ::=tnocd'Upational thet'~pist. t

f
j

Th(:1itoy lending a.speot of the service was rated as

l:..

tYciE'I most; valuable and important t.o .panerrcs, It waS

ea::sy to! imag'ine how a diverse supply of toys to

t.a;ke home on loan wottld.i,be of practical use to any

tmrent.. The toy library however'1 went one step

f'(lrthler in. providing assistance from occupational

t:hera,pist;s wit.h the select:i;.on of toys and

J:-ed~o!mmer"C!,ationson their uaa, The practical

,ast~e)otsof the toy lending sYli$temwere acceptable
\

to I'parents witb. some praci:.ices being viewed more

po::i'~t;i.velythan others. An goo,}, ongoinq supply of

toy$.\ rexllained essential to such a .service. It q s

l?:t'emises w/yJ:edeemed appropriate taking into

account; the recomni\~ndations made in chapter' 5.

G,enerally speaking 'howe,ver, parents expres.sed

Esatisfaction at t\l>.e'rllay the toy library system.

worked.
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In the light of the abovementioned conclusions it

would-make sense for the toy li.brary ser.Vice to

continue as it was with sometnlnor improveme11.tsas

discussed in chapter four. This. study has

confirmed that the toy library concept as perceived

by' those providinq- the. service was very similar to
('.
i,\ how i tl was perceived by those" parents whoused the
I.

\'\

toy library. It played a meaningful role in

assistln.g par entie to adapt to their child IS

disability and the effect a disabled child had on

'l~h~whole :&~mily.

one of the noteworthy"strenl~ths df the toy library

concept; was tha.t it. could easily be adapted to

individual and communityneeds. It seemed

important therefore, that within its stated

framework and aims, the toy library continued to

expand it IS sel::,vices to meet the needs of as many

parents w:Lthhi3.ndicappedchildren as possible. In

addd,tion 1~hetoy library needed to continue

prclpagating how im1;>ortantthe concept of play was

for pre-s<::thoolers.t whether they were normal,

biCllogica:LlyOr environmentally disa.bled.



1

For the growth of the toy library concept in
""gen~;ral it would have been prudent for the s.c.

Toy r,ibrary, as the largest in south Afrioa, to
initiate, a!federation of toy library's ip.th,is
country. This had prov~d to be of great benefit to
the expansion of the toy librarY movement in other
countries and would sure,iydo the same in south
Africa.

The pre-school years are vital and formative years
in which stimulation t.hrouqh play l1\Ci.kea <;tifference
to all children,
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APPENDIX la--.~-.....-------
(QUESTl:ONNAIRE)

Dear Member
n
Your participation in this survey is greatly

-0' appreciated ~
The aim of this questionnaire is to;~stablish what
kind of a service we are providing at the TOY
Lib:r:;ary.Your opinion$' will help to establish
~thich aspects of ,the service are
- used most
...are most beneficial •
...need changing in any way.
Plea~eanswer ALL the questions asfted.
~.'rhereare 3 types of answer S •

(;1,) TICK THE APPROPRIATE BOX e.g. -----... - ..._--
NO YES

"----- ---.--
(ii) WRITE IN tt'HE SPACE PROVIDED:

-------------------------------------------,',
\~\

, , \\
-.....,- .... .,.,.:- .... -- .... ._ ... ---'- ... - .....~-_,- ... -.6j. .. ---- ............ - .... ------- .... --,-

(iii) INDICATE ON)THE SCALE BELOW:
e.g. Does the sun shine" in summer?

-l-~--~--~--~.'(f----------_.,...--I-o
NEVER ALWAYS

Ex members:
\\

When you have completed this
qUestionnaire please either put
it .Ln the sealed box at the toy
library.
RetUrn it in the envelope
provided as soon as possible.

Present members

['hank you.
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TOY LIBRARY QUESTIONNAIRE
FOR OFFICE USE
[,01][02](03)

card no £ ]04
~D--------------------------------------------------+~~---------

Please tick the appropriate box.
Q(a): How many of your children are 'Coy library members?-~--~--~~-~-------~-- -~~--~~

1 2 43-........--- . ----.--- ....__ ..._--'

Q (b): Hmy long-have you been members of the Toy Libx'ary?
- ......... -------- - .... ------_ ... __ .-... ... ..... .:;.!......... -~- ....... --- -""""'---_._ ..... _.--
1 year 2 years 8 years +3 year~----------- --~---------- --~---------- --------_._

Q (c) Which of these describes the ~everity of your chilcP s
problem?------------ ------------- ------------ ---~~-~---mild moderate severe none------------ ------------- --~------~--"---------Diagnosis (if known) is?

____..._,.~-.....------- ....- ...-- .....-_......----------o:.----- .....~-- ....--- ....--,..."{

Q(d): How often do you 'Visit the Toy Library? Every------------1---------- ------------ ~~~---------~-~::~~---l..-:-~::~:--~~-~::~:~,-,----~-~::~:-.
Q(e): Which. of the following' does your child attend?

(can tick more than one)
Play school: [ ]
Nursery School [ ]
SPecial School; [ ]
Therapy: [ ]

Q(f): How many ears of SECONDARY education completed:-_ ....__ ....- --- ..---,---~-----------
std.?
std.7

Father

--'--_._'" ~.------

std.6 std. 8 std.9 std. 10 [~4J-,"'!'---- ....- -~--......... -' .~---.'"'---
std.8 std.9 std. 10 (15)----.--- --..- ........_- -- ........._---std. 6Mother
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Q (g): How many years of TERTIARY educatif.on complet:eq?

-----~----- ------------- -------------
------~--~--~~------~~-----~--.------5+ years3...5 years2 years

..... __ Moio, __ · ·__I' _. ,_ ... __ ....

Mother 2 years 3-5 years S+'years
Q(h):OCCUPATION: F'at'her: (__ ,__ ~~_---:<."" ~ J

Mathe'!;:":r Jo

j

IIQ(i): HoW far do you t-ravel to the Toy Library (orie
direction from home ?

Q(j): .,Inwhich' suburb do you live,?_~ -i..-... __
r: ,-.

[ 1~:J-
[17J

[1.8]

[19]

I J[ ][
20 21 .~

Q(k): Who referred you to the TOy Library?
... __ ..._~ ......... __ ..... _._- __ .... __ c.. ....... _ ...... ....... ..... __ ".; ...·,.:::;1· ..

media friend othertherapistdoctor
• ....--7;-- ...--~----,~,- -.---------------- -----------

Ql. Bow long after hearing about the Toy Library did
you become a me~er? (tick the appropriate box)1---............_------ .......---------- -------- ...-....- --------".---I-~~~:~~~::::--~:~-~~~:~:--::~-~~~:~:--~::~-~~~:~:

If there was a delay in joining please state reason:
o

Q2. l?lei;lSeind.icate on the scale below the reception
you experienced on your first. visit to the
Toy Library;

o VERY UNWELCOME MOST 'WELCOME

o
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,
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D

Q3 ..Why did you :join the TOy Library?
___ ..._ ...._ ....._ ....__ ....__ ~~,__ ~~ ....__ J:l...:_ ...._, .... ...,.;_~__ ...._, .........

Q4." Is having the toys __"athome
w::~:_:~~~_i~~~~~_:~:_your

-~-~~~----1---~~-----1How long would be ideal?

for a.'l"lpro~imately3
Child:""

Weeks.
[30]

[31]

Q5. Are there,~nough toys in the Toy Library?---~---- ~------
YES> NO-------- -----~-

Q6. Think 'Of the size of the To1.. ·~ary area.
Would you like it?
---~~~~~;------;;~~~;~-~J-~-$~;0S~~B---
-------~----- ----------~r--------------~ (33]

--~------'...(i·'I,0--.----.........,~~-----------~,-----------l~·---~,---
\;:\

Q7. The condit'ion and quality of the toys var Les ,
Indicate 6:d, the sca Le below if these are:

ALWAYS
POOR .l---~, ,....-----~----_-__l_

ALWAYS
GOOD

-",'

Q8. How often do the kind of toys at tl),e Iroy Library
meet your child's needs? G

NEVER +---- ----~-"'"'"-'--------LALWAYS [ ] [ 136 37

-----------------------------------~----~---------~'(rl-------------,
Q9. Please rat!..on the scale beiBw the assistance and

recommendations you receive when selecting toys.
NOT
HELPFUL J__-.-·-r-...,..,_. : ~,":--- ..,..,----'"

MoiST
.~~ -+ HELPFUL
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QI0. Is the sys'i.;emof replacing a broken\ lost toy or
paying a fine fair? .---------- ----------YES NO----~------~-~--~~--

Qll.Keeping the toys and equipment in good order is
difficu.lt for me because: (can tick more than 'one)
I DO NOT HAVE TIME TO SUPERVISE TllEIR"TJSE [ ]
TOYS USUALLY BREAK EA,.SItS [ ]
A HANDICAPpED CHILD IS ROUGH WITH TOYS [ J
OTHER: (specify)

()

[ ] 41
[ ] 42
[ ] 43
[ ] 44

Q12.When you'return a toy broken.or with pieces
) :missing wfiich of the follot,d.ngbest describes

your feelings -(can tick more than one)
EMBAREASSED
GUILTY at~dANNOYED WITH SELF
APpREHENSIVE OF STAE'F i S REACT:£ON
CONCERNED ABOUT COS'l' OF REPJ.-ACE:MENT
ANGRY AT YOUR CHILD
RESENTFUL T}LAT YOU ARE BEING HELD RESPONSIBLE

[ ] [ ] 45
[ ] [ ] 46
[ ] [ J 47
[ ] f:r [ j 48
[ ] [ ] 49
[ J [ ] 50

..._-
ri_

Q13.H~ve you received any instruction on how to use
Cl.ndadapt toys and equipment for '§bur child's
special needs? ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~:I

!

Q14 •Was the infoI'mation useful? Mark on scale below.

NEVER L,---_.,:....~----,-- +
\1
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Q15. Please rate on the scale bedow the impo:.t·tanoe(fDr
yourself) of the availbale OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY
functions.
o = Not at all important
100 = Most important
SHOWING YOU VARIOUS TOYS:
o

ASSESSING YOU CHILD'S LEVEL OF FUNCTION:
o

HELPING YOU CHOOSE APPROPRIATE TOYS:
o

OFFERING ADVICE ON THE USE OF TOYS:
a +---------------------------------~.~

RUNNING AC'I'IVITYGROUPS:
o

AQVISING ON HOW TO PLAY WITH yOUR CHILD:
o

HELPING SOCIAL WORKER RUN SUPPORT GROUPS:

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

[ JJ J54 55

[ ] [ ]56 57

[ ]( ]58 59

!,I

[ ][ J60 61

[ ][ ]62 63

[ ][ ]64 65

[ ]( J 66 67

Q16 •How important is it for you to have the serv±c~ls of
an occupational therapist at the Toy Librar~t?
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT MOST IMPORTANT

[ ][ ]68 69

Q17.How regularly would you lik.eyour child to be
formally assessed by an Occnpational.Therapist?

Every Year-------------- ------------------ --------------
---- ... ::;......._---_ ....._ ....- ....._-_ .._- .... -----_........ -------- ..... """" ............. -Every 6 monthsOnce Only
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Q18. PlC3ase rate the practical advice you have received
on the management of your chi.ld.

TOTALLY
USELESS -l--__--~--------~~-----j- VERy··..USEFUL

[ ] [ ]71 72

~"

Q19.$ome people find a Ptoblem easier to cope with if
they are able to ta]k about it. Haw often (at the
Toy Library) are you able to talk about what is
worrying you?

NEVER +- ~ ~_~ __~
OFT:EN
ENOUGH

[01][02][03]
card. no ( J 0

[ ] [ ].05 06

Q20.Which of the following do you see as the Social
Worker's ~unction at the toy library?
(Tick more than one if you like)
ENROLLING NEW MEMBERS [ ]
INDIVI.DUAL PARENT COUNSELLING [ ]
RUNNING SUPPORT GROUPS [ ]
REFERRAL OF MEMBERS TO OTHER Pl<OFESSIONALS [ ]
BEING lNVotVED WITH YOUR CHILD [ J
(Please also put a * next to the one most important
for you).

Q21.Please :rate on the scale below the valUe of having a
sooial Worker at the Toy Library.

UNNECESSARY ESSENTIAL
[ ';i J [ ] 12 13

)\-----------r~~------
IiQ22. When did you meet the Social worker at the TOy

Library? (Please t~Ck)---~------~-----~---~--~--~-------------- -------Visit 1 Visit 2 By chance On request Never--------- --------- ----------- ------------ -------
Q23. Please think about the accessibility of the Social

Worker. Would you like to have her available
(tick the appropriate box)
ROUTJ:NEIJ'YAT EVERY VISIT [ ]
BY ARRANGED A~POINTMENT (]
SPONTANEOUS CONTACT [ ]
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AT ACTIVITY GROUPS [ ]
Q2.4..If you have attended support groups whC1t benefit have

you had from attending support group meetings run by
the social t.vorkerand occupational Therap:\\t?

NO BENEFIT GREArn\ BENEFIT
',,::::;-;

Q25.F'rom whom have you experienced more support and
sharing of problems at the TQy Lihrary in general?~-~--------~---~------------~--

STAFF FELLOW PARENTS_._-- ....._- ......_-_......... _ ....-..............--_._-_ ..._ ...._._-
~--------~------------------~--~~,~----------------------r-------------~
Q26.How often have you attended artactivity group with

yoUr ohild? 'Ii--------- --------- --------J--- ---------"weekly Monthly Qm,,\:~~ter~ty Never--------- --------- -----~~-~------------

[ ] 18

[ rt ]19 20

---------,---,,", ----------,-----------t-----~----
Q27.If you at.tend the activity groups pl~a~le rank the

following aspects of the groups in orde:r of imporbmce
for yourself.

A} INTERACTIOl-l' BE'l'WEEN YOU AND YOUR CHILD
B) YOUR CHILD'S SOCIAL INTER.ACr.nON WITH PEERS
C) CREATIVE PARTICIPATIOH IN THE ACTIVITY
D) YOUR INTERACTION WITH OTHER PARENTS AT THE GROUP-_ ..._-- ------ ------ ------

1st 3rd 4th2nd
most ------ ------ ------ ------important

least
important---~-- ------ ~----~------

Q28.Please rate the follmV'ing in order of importance for
you.
A) TOY ,LENDING
B) ATTEND;t·NG FORMAL SUPPORT GROUPS
C) INFORMATION ON GENERAL CHII,D DEVELOPMENT
D) PARTICIPATING IN ACTIVITY GROUPS
E) FELI~OW PARENT CONTACT
F) SOCIALISING OPPORTUNITY. FOR YOUR CH:rLD
G) l?ARTICIPAT!ON IN TOY LIBRARY FUNCTI<:mS

1st
-.----- -.----.- ....-_._ .....- ------ -_ ..._-- ------
2nd 3rd 4th 5th 61::h 7th
------ -_ ..-'--- ... --- ....- ....".------ -.- ..,.~~- ---.---

1------ --- .....--
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Q29.Please rate the effect t.he toy library service has
had on your child and family .:: '
NEpAT!VE POSITIVE

[ it ].34 35

\

Q30"Would you prefer the\ Toy Library to ~?erun as a book
library Le. without ,q,uy professional .• services.-------- -------- ,

YES NO
I. ..'-------- --------

Q31. What was/would be your reason for leaving the :t;:~¥
library? (tick one Qr more)
CHILD, STARTEDPLAYGROUP/SCHOOL [ ]
DISSATISFACTIdN WITH SER':'ICE [ ]
TOYS NO T-IONGER APPROPRIATE [ ]
SUFFICIENT STIMULATIONAT HOME [ }
RELOCATICl'f [ ]
~lHAPPY TO INTEGRATEDIFFERENT KINDS OF CHILDREN [ ]
OTHERS (please specify)

[ ]37(f ]38
[ ]39
[ ]40
[ J41
[ ]42

[ ]43
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APPE~WIX 1b'J
v ,-----'''' ....-----.-

(VRAELYS)

Geagte Lid \
\-
'\

tI dee Lname in die opname word ui ters waar-daer , \
Die doel van hierdie vraelys is om vas te stel '\
watt.e:t' soort diens ons by die speelgoedbiblioteelc
lew~.t: .\

\
U mening sal, help om te bepaal watter aspekte van \
die r;diefi$ i,1 \

- die. me~ste geb:r;t1ikword
... die meeS nuttig en hulpvaardig is
- benodig eni9'e veranderi11g"

Antw':)ord asse~~lief ALLF.:vrae.

paar is 3 'soorte antwoord~,\~\.amlik;

(i) ME;~ D~~kTo~t:>~stIKE BLOKKIE:
"-......5 ."

1;' \" \';..- ... "",\'",:""
NEE '

',.
_ ... _. ....- ... i:'\' ~----- ....

JA

(ii) SKRYF IN DIE GEGEWESPAS!E:
c:___________________ 6 - _

(iii) DU! OP DIE ONDESRSTAANDE SI<AAL MN:

skyn die son in die somer?

~~~ -- --------------~NOOITALTYn

Lede: Nadat ~ di7 vr~e~ys voltooi het plaas dit
assebll.ef an dJ.e geseelde dons ~liat voorsien
is.

Oud Lede:
!:t~',c';;,:'::~ . • .' .'. . .'. . . 'j

Nadatr if dJ.e vrae.J;ys;,voltoca het, plaas
'dit asseblief in die gegewe koevert en
pos dit so SP()edig'J~bontli]c.

n,c;l,le ¢lank;i.e.
-i ',
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SPEELGOEDBIBLIOTEEK VRAELYS:
VIR KANTOOR GEEl
[O~] [02] [03 ]

kaart no. [ 10

Merk die tbepaslike blekkie:
V (a): Hoeveel van l~ kinders is Lede by die Speelgoed-
--..._._-- --...,~----------- ----....-- biblioteek?

1 Ji2 3 4------- ------ ------- -------------------~--------.----------~----~-----------------r_--~~------~
V (h); oe lank is u a.l, lede van die ,$peelgoedbi.bliotee]~?
I-~-;;:;~,;---~-j;~;--
~----------- --------- :2 jaat 3 jaar +3 jaa:r

-------- --------- ----------
Vee): Watter van die vOlgende beskryf die graad van u kind

se prebleem?
l-ii~9;;~;k"-~--;~tI9---------;;9-----·1---9~;~---
1------------ ------------- --------~---l----------Diagnose (ind~en bekend)? ~----~-- __--__--
.....--- ..........-...----- ..... "" .... ..., ....... - ...... --..-...----~.-------.....-........... ------------
V(d): Hoe dilcwels besoek U die spee1.goedbiblieteek? Ellce--_....._--........_--....,._....-....-~-..--I------- ....--- .....~·.------ .....-...;'--
--~-~:~:-----.-:-~:~:--!(--~..~:~:------~-~:~:--

Vee) watter van
Speelgroepie;
Kleuterskeol:
Spesiale Skool:
Terapie:

die volgende weon 1.1 kind by?
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

(Kan lneer as- .,;,entik)
[
[
[
[

L07]

[08]

V(f)~ Heeveel jaar SEKONDER~ onderrig het u veltooi?------- ------ ------- ------ -------Vader st.6 st.7 st.8 st.9 st.l0------- ------ ------- ------ -------Moeder st.6 st.7 st.8 st.9 st.l0~------------ ------- ---~---~-----
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V(g); Hoeveel jare TERSIERE onderrig het; u voltooi?--;-;;;;--- --;:~-j;;;---I--~;-j;;;----Vader ---------~---~-~--~---~~--------~--~-3-5 jaar 5+ jaar----~-----~---------~-~---
V(h): BEROEP: Vader.: [ ~_~~~ ]

l\foedfar.;.[ ]

[16J

[17]

[18]

(19]

V(i); Hoe ver rY u (in een rigting) na die
Speelgoedbihlioteek?

--·--------------k:m

V(j): In watter woonbuurt woon u?

V(k): Wie het u na die Speelgoedbiblioteek verwys?--------- ---------- -------- -------- --------vriend mediadokter terapeut anOE::.;:t--------- ---------- -------- -------- --------
V1. Hoe lank nadat u van die Speelgoedbiblioteek

reno or ~et, het u aanreSluit as lid?I=~;~~~~~~=~=~~~~~==~=~~~;~~:=~~=~~~~~~=:
Indien daar 'n ve;r.tragingwas gee die :rede hiervoor:

---------------------------------------------------

V2. Dink asseblief aan die aanv~nklike welkom wat u by
die Speelgoedblioteek ervaar het. Dui op die
onderstaande skaal aan hOe welkom u gevoel het.

UITERS ONWEIIKOM UITERS WELROM

J------------~----------_.J_
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\1'3. Hoekoem het u by die Speelggedbibli.oteek aangeslu±t?
"---- .... ---..;.;,.......---.....~ ............ ~ ..;..---.-------- ........ --- ....----- ............. -.... ----...,-,...---- ....

V4. !s drie weke lank genoeg vir u kind om q;(e)~)eelgoed
by., die hu,_iste he? -_..........._-...- -----4-- \~
-' JA N,E,li \\".--------- N----f--- .~Hoe lank sou ideaa.l wees? we 'e?

[30]

[31]

"V5. Is daar genoeg speelgoed in die Speelgoedbiblioteek?------_-----.-- -_._,,-_._ ....----
JA NEE----------- -----------

V6. Oink aan d,i,eg:t:oottevan die speelgoedhibJ.ioteek?
Verkies u 'n area •••_ ......._"""......_.........__ _ ...~....._·uoo____ ......,..,.. .....__ .... ._~_..__ ._ ...........

GROTER KLEINER DIESELFDE GROOTTE---------~ ----------- --------------------
V7. Die toestand en gehalte van die speelgoed tdssel.

Dui aseblief op die onderstaana.e skaal aan hoe u dit
ervaar het~

ALTYD
SWAK 1---------- --__---- -+

ALTYD
GOED

V8. Dui op die skaal aan hoedikwels die soort
speelgoed by die speelgoedbiblioteek aan u kind se
behoeftes voldoen.

NOOIT ~____ __ --~ __ ~ ALTYO [ _.][ ] 36 37

V9. Beoordeel assseblief op die onderstaande skaal die
hulp en aanbevelings wat u ontvang tyderis die
uitkies van speelgoed.

TOTAAL ONBEHULPSAAM UITERS BEHULPSAA-~
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V1.0. By die Speelgoedbiblioteek word· 'n stukkende
speelding of vervang of 'n boete word betaal.
Is die stelsel regverdig? ---- ....~.--------

.JA NEE

V11..Jm die speelgoed in 'n goeis toestand te hou is
moeilik vir my orodat •.. (k~n meer as een tik)
EK NIE DIETY)) HET ,OM DAAROOR. TOESIGTE HOU NIE
SFEELGOED BREEK..GEWOONLIK MAKLIK
GESTREMDE !<tNDE~S IS HARDHANDIG.MET SPEELGOED
ANDER (Spestfiseer).''--_---'- ._.__ --~~--

I! . . .. ... . ,.---------.--~--------------------------------

[ '":i'
[ ]
t: ]l

c;

[ J41
[ ]42
[ ]43
[ ]'1,4

V12.Gestel u handig speelgoed terug wat stukkend is of
waarvan stUkkies ,\'legis. Watter van die voLqende
beskryf hoe u veel? (Kan mear as ee,n tik) .
VERBOUEREERb
SKULDIG EN VIEa VIR USELF
13EVREEf'VIR DIE PERSONEEL SE REA'KSJ.E.
BEKOMMERD OOR DIE KOSTE VAN VERVANGING
KWAAD VIR U KIND ,,)
GEGRIEF OAT U VERANTWOORDELIKGEHOU WORD

[]
( ]
[]
[]
[]
( J

[
[
[
[
[
[

.V13.Het U enigo voorligting by die speelgoedbiblioteek
ontvang hoe om speelgoed en toerusting aan te pas
vir u kind se spesiale behoeftes? -....------ -_...-...--

JA NEE

V14.Was die inligting nuttig? (Oui aan op die akaa L)
NOOIT ~_~ ~ ~~ -+
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Vi5. Dui op die onder,staande skaa L aan hoe belangrik die
beskikbare ARBEIDSTERAPtE ,funksies is vir u.
o =
100 =

Van Geen 13elang
Uiters, Belangrik

OM U '1'1' VERSl<EIDENHEID SPEELGOED TE WYS:
o

U RIND SE VLAK VA~ ONTWIKKELING TE BEPAAL:
o

HELP U OM TOEPASLIKE SPEELGOED urr TE IUES:
o

RAADGEWING OOR DIE GEBRUIK VAN DIE '\kPEELGOED:
o

OM AKTIWITEITSGROEPE TE BEHARTIG:

o L'---- -------~-----,L
RAAOGEWING OOR HOE OM MET U KIND TE SPEEL:
o L----,---- -- ~ __~ ~

HELP DIE M.AATSK.Al?LIKEWERKSTER OM
ONDERSTEUNINGS-GROEPE TE BF,;HARTIG:
a

100

100

100

100

ioo

3,.00

V16.Hoe belangrik is dit vir u dat die d1enste van In
,ARBEIDSTERAPEUT by die speelgoedbibl.ioteek beskikbaar
is? 0
VAN GEEN BELANG UITERS BELANGRIK

V17.Hoe gereeld sou u verkies dat u kind formeel deur'n Arbeidsterapeut bepaal word?
-;~~-;~~;;;1~--~-;;;~~~lik~--I---;;:~ii~t--1
---.--~------- ---~-----------I-------------I

17'0,
i

;'{
'\
q
II
'I

[ ][ ]56 57

[ ] r ]58 59

[ ][ ]60 61

[ ][ ]6/ 63
I':;:

( ][ ]64 ~p o
<",::

J66 67[

I /1
jl

[ ][ ]68 69

[70]



v:VlS.Dui op die onderstaande skaal aan hoe waardevol waS
die raad wat U ontvang het oor die pra~tiese hantering
van u k,ind.

TOTAAL L,
NUTTELOOS

_~ __ ~~ ~ -+ UlTERS
WAARDEVOL

[ J[ ]71 72

'V19•Sommige mense vind in.pr'obLeem mi;l.kli~erom te
hanteer Lndi.enhuLl.e daaroor Jean praat. Hoe dikvlels
kan u by die speelgoedbiblioteek praat oor dinge wat
u hinder.?

NOOIT
DIKWELS

+-__------~ __.------ ----------i GENOEG

[01][02](03]
kaart nr. [04J

V20.Watter van die volgende is volgens u die MAATSKAPLIKE
WERKSTER se fu:nksie by die speelgoedbibliat:eek?
(Ti~ meez- as een as u wil)
AANSLUITING VAN NUWE LEDE
IND'tVIDUELE OUER RAADGEWING
ONDERS'I'EUNINGS-GROEPE LEI
VERWYSING VAN LEDE NA ANDER
BETROKKE WEBS BY U RIND
(Merk ook asseblief In * by
is vil: u) .

[]
[ ]
[]

PROFESSlONELE []
[ Jdie een wat belangrikste

V21. skat op die onderstaande skaal die waarde van 'n
Maatskaplike We:r:ksterby die speelgoedbibli.oteel{.
ONNODIG NOODSAAKLIK

L------~--------- ~_~ __~

[
[
[
[
[

[ ] [ ) 12 13

V22. Wanneer het u die Maatskaplike Werkster ontmoet
by die Speelgoedbiblioteek?

.------------ Nooit-------- ---------- ------------ ----------- -------Besoek 1 Besoek 2 Op versoek Toevallig..-------- ---------- ------------
V23. Dink asse.blief aan d,i..e bekombaar'he Ld van die

M.aatskaplike Werkster. Sou.u verkies dat. sy
beskilcbaar is ... (.tnerkdie t.oepas l.fke blokkie)

,\
TypENS ELKE aESOEK
P:LR ,AFSPRAAI<i
DEUR SPONTAN'E KONTAK
BY DIE AKTITEITSGROEPE

[]
(]
r ]
[]
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V24.Watter voordeel het u getrek deur die ondersteunings-
groepbyeenkomste by te 'Woonwat deur die':Maatskaplie
Werkster hehartig is? ()

GEEN VOORDEEL ':, BAlE VOORDEEL

0:.-,

I [ J [ ]19 20

V25.Van wie, by die speelgoedbiblioteek, het U die meesteO~~;~~~;;~~~~~I~;;~;:~~;!~~~::meo~tvang?
--------------- ---------------v, f

(21)

V26.Hoe d.ikwels het u In aktiwiteitsgroep bygewoon met u
kind?

--.:..--::."------.--
WEEKLIKS MAANDELIKS [22]

V27.Rangskik die bela.ngrikheid van die vol.qende a#)pekte
van die aktiwiteitsgroep vir u:
,A) INTERAKSIE TUSSEN U EN U KIND
B) U KIND SE SOSIALE IN'TERAKSIE MET SY POP.TUURGROEP
C) SKEr>PENDE DEELNAME IN DIE AKTIWITEIT ,
D) U INTERAKSIE MET MEDE OUERS BY DIE GROEP

lste 2de 3de 4de
mees ------ ------ ------ ------ minstebelangrik helang-rik

[
[
[
(

. 23 ('}
]24
1 ".'25
]26
]

"V2S.Rangskik die volgende in orde van helangrikheid vir u:
A) UITI,EEN Vl'.N SPEELGOED
B) FORMELE ONDERSTEUNINGSGROEPE ,
C) INFORMl\SIE OOR ALGEMENE KINDERONTWIEl<ELXNG
D) DE:E:(JNAMEIN AKTlWITEITSGr~OEPE
E) MEDI!-OUER KONTAK
F) SOSIALISERINGS··GELEENTHEDE VIR U lUND
G) DEELNAME IN S]?EELGOED ...BIBLIOTEEK FUNKSIES

c:_ ............. _-_ ..------ ..------ ---_._- ---._-_-. .-.-_ ....._- -_ ...---
lste 2de 3de 4de 5de ,) 6de-_._._-- .---_._-, ------ ---_ ....- -_._-' .....- -~---- 7de

17;2
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V29.Dui assebl.J.ef die e:ffek van die "spee1.goedbibliotee)%
se diens op u kind enu familie aan:

NEGA'1'IEF J?OSITIEF
[ ] [ ]34 35l-__--__----~~- ~ ~--l

--------~-------~--------------------_r----~~~;--~-I
V30. Sou u verkies dat die, speelgoedbiblioteek soos if

f n gewone biblioteek ;\;';onderenige professionele I
dhmste wees? . _......_J2.. __ --------... i

, JA NEE [36] ij'l
f

~~~---~- -----~~- »__________________.--------__------~-~__~----------~--------~1r:v::n .Wat.T,vas/souu red.e wees am die speelgoedbiblioteek
te yerlaatl'~(kan meer as een tik)
KIND BEGIN SPEELGROEI>\KLEUTERSKOOL [ J
ONTBVREDENHEID MET DIE D!ENS [ ]
SPEELGOED NIB ME FoR TOEPASLIK VIR U KIND NIE [ ]
GENOEGSAME STIMULASIE mrrs [ J
VEllliUISING [ ]
ONTEVREDE OM.VERSKILLENDE TtPE KINDERS TE [ ]
tMTEGREER ';\
ANDER (spesifise~r asb.) [ ]

[ ]37
[ ]38
[ ]39
[ ]40
[ ]41
[ ]42

[ ]43

--------------------------~---------------------
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APPENPIX 2a

Information given when,infOrming prospective sample
membersof the toy library research project.

"1. A survey is to be undertaken at the toy
library.

2. The aim of the project is to gain LnrormatIon
from those: people whouse the service and make
changes 'to the service on the basis of this

C' information.

3• A.numberof membersI past and present, are
being asked to complet.etlle questionnaire.

4. The,qu,esibionnairewill take approximately
25 minuti~sto complete.

l

5~ The information will be treated confidentially
and [->;0 one will be required to put their name
on"the questj onnad.re,

6. Qtlestionl)aires can be
toy'library or will be
and stamped envelope
return.

"

completed While at the
posted with an addressed
to be used for it's

8.

participation is c'<:>mpletelyvoluntary.

will you complete a questionnaire?

7.

,)
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APPENDIX2):)

Infonnasie verskaf aan ouers van n moontlike
mon::;ter om hulle in te 1ig oor die proj ek by die
speelgoedbihlioteek.

1. n Opnamegaap uitgevoer word by die
speelgoedbiblioteek.

2. Die doeI van die projek is om inligting in te
samel, van die persone wat gebruik maak van die
diens en om die diens te verander volgens die
inligting wat verkry is. '

3. Lade wat die diens tans gebruik en voorbeen
gebruik het, word gevra omn vraelys in te vuL

4. Die v:r;aelys sal omtrent 25 minute neem om in te
wI.

5. AIle inligting sal as vertroulik beskou vlord en
niemand sal verwa~ word om hulle name op die
vraelys in te vul nie.

6. Die vraelyste kan by die speelgoedbiblioteek
vol tooi word of sal aan '1,1. gepos word met n
geadreseerde koevezt; ingeslui t sodat u di t kan
ter\lgstuur.

7. tleelname is heeltemal vrywillig.

8. Is u hereid omso n vrae.lys in te wI? "

175



n

APPE~DIX 3

,TABLES OF ALL DES(:!R:tP':[lIVE.,pTATISTICS ()
------ ...- ...----,- ....._....---,..;.-~·-- ......c-...-- ...--- ....----

"Question (a): THE NtlMBER OF CHILDREN AT THE .TOY LIBRARY:

yes:
no

--:::~~:~~:--I-:::::~~--
62 66.0
32 34.0

62
94

Response cum.frequency-~--.~..\......,.:; ......-
t . .. 0__ .-. , ~:"-t ..... .__ ..->_._. ........ .... ._._ .........__ ...... _

/I

TABLE 2:

QUestion (b): THE LENGTH OF MEMBERSHIP:

22
31
17
24

'I

Cum.Frequen\~y-----.------.-- ..-~.--
1
2
3
4

2:3.4
33.0
18.1
25.5

22
53
70
94

No. of years Frequency PerCent------------- ----------- ----~--~~

---~---------------------------------------------~--il
i
'I

.\

TABLE 3:

Question (0): SEVERITY OF CHILDS~ PROBLEM:
Response Frequency percent Cum.Frequencl~,I
mild
moderate
severe
none

16 17.4 16
19 iO.6 35
10 10.9 45
47 51.1 92

---------~- -----~--- -------------~--

------------------------------------------------No response: n = 2
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TABLE 4:
/j

Question (d) 1 FREQUENCYOF VISITS TO TOY LIBR1.ffiY:

cum, FrequencyWeeks Frequency Percent

14.9
60.6
21..,3
3.2

14
71
91.
94--------~----------------~-~----~------------

2, 14
3' 57
'4 20
6 3

TABLE 5:

Question (e): OTHERSERVICESUSEDBY TOY"LIBRARY CHILDREN:

Playschool

Ntl,rsary
School

Special
.School

Therapy

!

i
I

I
~

30.3
69.7

Response Frequency Percent Cum.Frequency--------- ----------- --------- ---------------yes 27
no Ii 62--------~ -----------

No respdhse: n = 5

yes
no

32
56

__ ' ..... _. __ 'J._ _.- .__ __ ..... .___ _ ..... .__ . _

36.4
63.6

27
89

-------~~----------- -~----~---~~------~-----
No response: n = 6

yes
no

19
69--------- ----------- --------- ---------------

21. 6
7a..4

32
88

--------- ----------- --------- ---------------

/1
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88
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No.of years Frequency Percent Cum.Frequency""""_._----'--:._--- --_.__ ...__ .... _..... .....-_ .....,--,-_... ---_.,------------

TABLE 6:
QUesti5n (f): SECONDARY EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF PARENTS:
Father: Standard' Frequency

o
3.4
4.5
5.6
86.5

Percent Cum.Frequency--------- ---~------- - ....--_._--_._--'---
o
3
7
12
89

6 0
7 ·3
8 4
,9 5
10 77-_ ..._-,------_ ....-,."'-----_ .. ,-----_ ...__ .... _" .----_ ....._------

No response: n = 5--------------~-----------------.--------------Mother: 6 1 1rl 1,
7 ,'1 1.1 2

if" 4.48 4 6
9 5 5.6 11
10 '7 87.~ 90

No respons~': fir. = 4
/,"

TABLE 7:

Question (g): TERTIARY .\ROtJCATIONALLEVELS OF PARENTS:

Father: 2
/"~ - 5

i," ('>5
'~"'"-.'~ .

8
44
68

11.8
52.9
35.3

8
36
24---------------------------------------------------

~~-:::~~~~::, ~-:-:,~----- ~-----,---I---------------
2 10 15.4 10
3 - 5 36 55.4, 46
>5 19 29.2 I 65

Mother:

No response~ n = 29
-----------------------------_._-------------------

TABLE 8:
Question (j): DIRECTION FORM walCH PARENTS TRAVELLED:
Suburb direct.1.dtl

-----------------I~----------No response: n ~ 1

Frequency Percent cum.Frequency----- -_ ......_ ....._,_._-_._
North
South
West
East
Central

22 23.7
2:1! 2.3.7
14 15.1
24 25.8
11 11.8

22
44
58
82
93



No.of years Frequency Percent Cum. Frequency
........ _ .....-.........._._-_'-- --_ .._-- ........,.,..-- _ .. '-----_ ....- -.... --.- ..--- .....---.--~~~

'rABLE 6:
QUestion (f): SECONDARY EDUCATIONAl, LEVELS OF PAR.ENTS:

II
Father: ~tandard----;.u-- ...-

o
3
4
5
77

-._ .........-...._--_ ....
o
3
7
12
89

Percent Cum. FrequencyFrequency
o
3.4
4.5
5.6
86.5

6
7
s
9
10-----------------~----------------------------No response: n::::::5

- .....---- ....-:.f-.,;- .. ,--- ....~--- ,__ ..... ....... _

Mother: 6 1 1.1 1
7 1 1.1. 2
8 4 4.4 6
9 5 5.6 11
10 77 87.8 90.....,-_._ ..., ...._--_ .._-----_ ....._---- ....-_._------_._---_._._---

No response: n ::::::4

TABLE 7:

Question (g): TERTIARY EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF PARENTS:

Father: 8
36
24

11.8
52.9
35.3

8
44
68

2
3 - 5
>5

No response: n ::::::26---------------------------------------------------
---------~-- ~---------- ---~----- -.----~----~----

I>1other:
2
3 .. 5
>5

10
205
19

10
45
65

15.4
55.\'4
29.2

No response: n = 29

1
TABLE 8:.

Question (j): DIRECTION FORM WIUCH pARENTS TRAVELLED:
S,uburr-direction PercentFrequency Cum.Frequency----------------- ----------- --------- --------------~North 22 23.7

south 22 23.7
West 14 15.1

---~;;~:~~"-"--"----~~~-----l--~~:;---No response~ n = 1

22
44
58
82
93---~---------~--~
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TABLE 9:
Que/stiDn (k): REFERRAL SOURCE:

Doctor
I]~herapist
lJ[edia
Friend
other

J.3 14.1
17 J.8.5
J.O 10.9
32 34.8
20 21. 7

CUm. FrequenCY I---~-......~---..---- ...--
13
20
40
72
92

Referral Sourde Frequency Percent---------------- -...-----~-...- ~~-----~-
·_ ......... _· .... ~_ ....... _ .... A __ ·_ .... __ .... ......... --- --·--· ....... :__ ... ..... __ .. _

No respone: n = 2

~ABLE 10;
(Question 1) TIME BETWEEN REFFER..~LAND JOINING:

25,8
8.6
4.3

Cum. Frequency I-_ ...._._-- .......... _--- ....._ ..

57
81
89
93

no delay
o - 3 months
3 - 6 months
6 - 12 months

57
24
8
~

- ..,',.-------\,

'61.3

Delay in Joining Frequency J?ercent
..... ·_i ........ __

-_._----., ..._.-.._- ..... --_._--------"',_,---------...,.--_ ...__ ....--- ....--- ......---.-
No response: n;:::1

(Ques'tion 2.) RESPONSE TO WELCOME RECEIVED ON JOINING:

o - 33% 5
34 - 66% 7
67 - 99% 82

N ;::: 94Mean ;::: 83.2
S.D. ;::: 21.7

Percentages No.of responses

---------_---------------------
TABLE l~l:

(Question 4a) RESPONSE TO LOAN PERiOD:

Yes
No

-:::~~:~::--::~::~~-I-:~~::::~~:~::-
16 81.7 I 7617 18.3 93

Response

----------~-------------------------------------No response. n = 1
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TABLE 13:
(Question 4b) PARENT I S IDEAIJ LOAN PERIOD:

3
9
4
2

16.7
50.2
22.2
11.1

3
12
16
18

2
4
6
8

Frequengy l' Percen;t Cum.FrequencyNo.of Weeks----~--~~----------~---~------~---~~---~~~~--~--
_-,..,,- ....._a.. .... ........'"""",....... ..... ..... ...._

::; _
No response: n ~ 76

TABLE 1.4t

(Question 5) NUMBER OF TOYS IN L!BRARY:,-,

.Frequency Percent
66 ".::'
94

Response---,.-----yes
no

70.2
29.8

66
28

Cum~Frequency_ ......_--_ ....__ ..- -----_ ..._- ....----_. _
v

--~---------------------------------------.-----
'rABLE 15:

(Question 6) SIZE OF TOY LIBRARY: 11

Bigger
Smaller
Same

56
3

34

',I?ercentI cum. Frequen?y I--~-~----~-------------~--60.2 66
_3.2 94
36.6

si~e of T.L. Frequency
.....- .....~---.;;----

---------------------------~------------------------No response: n ~ 1

~
I

':!:lABLE 16

(Question 7) OPINION ON QaALITY' AND CONDITION OF ~IOYS:

Percentages No.of responses N = 93.
Mean -. 69.8
S.D. = 17.4------------ -----------------o - 33% 2

34 - 66% 35
67 - 99% 54----------------~--------------
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TABLE 17: so
Sl

(Question 8) CnILD~:-S NEEDSMEit B¥ TOYS?

Perc~ntages-_ ..... _...;.:::;;,_. __ .....__ ..... -----------------2 \ \

23
69

No.of respol1ses
o ~. 33%

34 - 66%
67 ... 99~._.....-..._-. .........'_~-....-.....-----------.._t-_~~

TABLE 18:

N
Mean .-
S.D.

== 94
76.6

= 16.6

Percentages No.ol'responses
(Question 9) t<ATING OF AGSIS'FANCE RECIEVED:

-_._--, ....._-_ ...._- -------------~--- C'

o - 33%
34 - 66%
67 - 9~%

1
1

92--~----.-----~-----------------
'l!ABLE 19!

N -- 94
Mean = 89.6
S.D. = 12.3

(Question 10) RESPONSE TO FINE SYSTEM:

--------- ----------~ Percent Cum.frequencyResponse Frequency
yes 91
no 3

---~------~-~~~-----~--~96.8 91
3.2 94___________ .... ......... .,,_.... ...;... ~l ..............__ ........ ,.;,,;,.... _
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T~BLE 20,::Jii,,"""~~~
II(QuestioIl 11) :RESPONSES TO MAtN'TAINING TOYS IN ORDER:

Response
Time to
supervise

Frequency Percent Cum.Frequ~ncy--------- ----~~--~----------- -~~-------~----yes 28 34.1 28
no 54 65.9 82--------- ------~------------------------------No response: n = 12

........--~._---- ------------- --.....------- ......_---_ .... """--_--- ........
Toys break
easily

yes
no____- ..., ....,...._~_.....',~-----"-i-....----- .....---- .......-

9
73

No response: n = 12

11.0
89.0

9
82

yes 11 1~.4 11
no 71 86.6 82

Handicapped
child is
rough

Response---------------------_.------------------------CUIl\.Frequency-----_._ .._- _,--'._--_ ....._ ...,;- ----.---._.__ _._----,-_.--.-_._--Frequency Percent

------------------------------------------------No response: n = 12------------------------------------------------

!;
f!

2.4
61.0
36.6

1
26
41

Other responses Frequency Percent Cum.Frequency-_._---_._----_._._ ..- --- ..-----.--- --...._ ....._--_. ._---_.__ .__ .__ ....,----
2
3
4

1
25
15

No response: n = 53--------------------------t----------------------------

TABL!L_21:

(Question 12) REACTIONS TO 'I'0Y'8 LOST\BROKEN:

Embarassed
Response Frequency Percent cum.Frequency

yes
no

--------- ----------- --------- ---------------52
40

56.5
43.5

52
92------------------------------------------------No response: n = 2

Guilty &
annoyed
with self

yes
no

---------- ----------- --------- ---------------45
47

48.9
51.2-----------------------------------------------~~ -.\_:

45
92

No response: n = 2

15
92

Apprehensive
of staff's
rea.r;tion

yes
no

-~---~~----------~--- --------~ ---~-------~~~-15
77

16.3
83.7-------------------------------------------------No response: n = 2
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Ta.ble 21 continued .•.
concerned
abou.t re -
plaoement
cost

yes I' 22 23.9 27 Ino l 70 76.1 9i~...... _ .......... /i.._ ... .;;;. ..... 'oOOt .... .................... __ "!"!"_ ... __j;.;..~~-...;----
1/ • . IiNo response: n == 2 \1---------- ----------- --------- ~-----~--------,,0

Angry at
your child no

11
81

12.0
88.,0

;\11

~----------------------~-------~-----------------No res~onse: n == 2_______ ~ 1 ------------- __
~~ 0 fResentful at yes 3 I 3.3 3

being b.eld no 83 96.7 91.
responsible -----...--....-------- ...-------....--....------...-....-~--------

'1'-' '\
:; ~, ',(TABLE ~,..._j

(Question 13) INSTRUCTION RECEIVED BY PARENTS;

yes
no

-:::~~~~~~,,-I-:::~:~:--:~~::::~~:~~:~
68 . 78.2 68
19 I 2~.8 87

Respol1SSe
- ...------ .....

--------------------------~---------------------No response : n == 7

TABLE 23:

(Question 14) VALUE OF INSTRUCTION RECIEVEO:

1
I

o - 33%
34 - 66%
67 ...99%

2
9

54

N = 68
Mean = 79.8
S.D. = 19.7

Percentages No.of responses-~-~----~----------~-~---~---
-~--------~~~~--------~~----~-~
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TABLE ~:4:

(Ques1£idh 15) RATI.NG OF O.T.FUNCTION8:

Showing ··'varLous
toys

Percentages No.of responses---~~.--~~~--~~-~------------o - 33% 5
34 ...66% 10
67 - 99% 74-------------------------------

N = 89
Mean·'= 81.0s.b. = 20~6

AssesSlnent of 0 - 33% 7 N = 90
child's level 34 - 66% 14 Mean = 75.8
of function 67 - 99% 69 S.D. = 25.7

--~~-~---~-~---~-------------~-Helping choose
appropriate
toys
Offering a.dvice
on use of toys

o - 33%
::311 66%
67 99%

3
10
77

o - 33%
34 - 66%
67 - 99%

6
13
71

Running activity
groups

o - 33%
34 - 66%
67 ...9996

16
18
47-------------------------------Advising on hoW

to play With
child

o - 33%
34 66%
67 99%

17
15
58-------~~-~-------~----~-----~-Helping social 0 - 33% I

worker run support 34 - 66% \
groups 67 - 99% .I. \

23
21
36-----------~-------------------

N = 90
Mean = 83.7
S.D. = 18.6
N ::; 90
Mean = '79.9
S.D. = 23.3
N = at
Mean - 64.9
S.D. :=:. 32.7
N = 901
Mean ::::: 1581·4S.D. = 32{.1
N = SQ
Mean 5$.1
S.D • .- 36.3

'TABLE 25:
(Question 16) IMPORTANCE OF O.T.SERVICE AT TOY LIBRARY:
:Percentages No.of reSponses------------ ~-~--~----------~o - 33% 10

33 - 66% 10
66 - 99% 73--------~...-------------------~-

N = 93
Mean = 77.8
S.D. = 26.3
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(Question. 17) FREQUENCY OF O.T. f\SSESSMENq:'S:
Response Frequency----------------_-- -----------once only 17

every 6 months 39
every year 32

Percent Cum.Frequency
------Tf;;-

19.'3[( ,
44.3
36~4

17
56
88 1.(

No response: n ,;::6
____________-- ,_-__~~~------------M--_

TABLE 27:
\\

llrcE all PRACTICAL MANAGJlMENT(Question 18)
Percentages

6
I' 24

50

No.of responses---...... :,.....---- ....-- -----------------o ... 33%
34 - 66%
67 - 99%------------~----~~~----------

OF CHILD:
N = 80 I'

Mean = 72.5
S.D. = 23.7

TABLE 28:

(Question 19) OPPORTUNITIES FOR PARENTS TO TALK:
percenta'ges No.of responses----------_._ ._._- .....-..----------_ ...._-

o ...33% 12
34 - 66% 20
67 - 99% 56-----------------~~---~~----~.-

N
Mean
S.D.

= 88
== 70.3
=; 29.1

TABLE 29:
(Question 20) OPINIONS OF SOCIAL WORKER'S FUNCTIONS:

Response Fl::'equenqy--------- -----------Bnrolling
new members

yes 18
no 74

Percent I:Cum.Frequency-----_ .....-- _._------_ ....._----
1.9.6
80.4

18
92---------------------~-----------~--------------

Individual
parent
counselling

No response: n = 2 ,----- ...--- ......._..._--...' -- ...- ---------1--...;·'-··· -----------. r i ....•• ....yes 76 82 •6 . 76
no 16 17.4 I 92

No response: n == 2----------------------~------------------------~
----------------------------------------------.-
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Table 29 continued .•.

Response Erequency percent Cum .1<"'requency
yes 550 59.8 55
no 31 40~2 '0. 92

•. 1

Runri::\ng
suppr')rt
g:r;:r:.dpS

---- ...---_.... ----------- --------- ..:;~-~--.~---.-.....-..,-.-

-------_.- .......... _----- ..... -.;... ......._---_._ ......._ ......_-----,._;-_ ...-..... -_ ...._-_ ....._.-
" No response: n == 2~~:~~~:t1F~~~~~~;~~;;;~~;~~~~~~_~~~~;I~-:~:~~~E~~~~~:~-

Involvement. - ..------- ----------- ---------' ....- ..------------
with the' yes 55 59.8 55
children no 37 40.2 92

_,,-- .......... --------- ..... ---,,_- ..... ---- .... -- ... - I.;;. ............. - ..... --,~- ... ---

No response:. n = 2

TABLE 3)O~

(Question 21); Vl\LUE OF SOCIAL WORK SERVICE:

if ,
percerd:ages No.of :r"esponses N .: 91

Mean = 80.8
S.D. = 21.12o - 33%

34 - 66%
67 - 99%

-"-~~~-_ ..._----_-.,_-.--_-
4

13
74

TABLE 31:

(Question 22): WHEN PARENTS l<IETSOCIAL WORKER:

! ------...,..:.-_-- ------;----------
Visit 1
Visit 2By chance
On request
Never

21 23.6
11 12.4
16 18.0
9 10.1

32 36.0

21
32
48
57
89

Response Frequency Percent Cum.Frequency

---------~-----~--~-~~~~------~----~--~~--~--~----

186



TABLE 32:

(Questio'h \~<~) OPINIONS ON ACCESSIBILITY OF f?OCIAL WORKER:

Response
9

89

PercentFrequency cum, Frequency
Avaliable a.t
every visit --------- ----------- --------- ---------------<, 9

C) 80
10.0

_.89.9
" 1__ ,-_ ...-_ ...._-------:-----,...; .. ',,;.:. .:-- .... --.- ...------- ..........~---.....------.- ,

,_ ..,-'No response: n = 5:"

yes
no

:ay arranged
apppintment

56
88

--------- ----------- --------- ---------------63.6
36.4

yes
nc

56
32----------------------------------~-------------NO response: n == 6

15.9
84.1

--------- ----------- --------- ---------------spontaneous
contact

14
74

yes
no-----------------------------------------------'No re$ponse: n = 6

At activity c: ---;~~--- ----;~-----I---;j~9-------?~--...-----
groups no 67 I 76.1 88-------------------------------------~----------No response: n == 6

TABLE 33:

(Question 24) BENEFIT FROM A'rTENDING SUPPORT GROUPS:
Percentages No.of responses N = 38

Mean = 74.P
S.D. = 27.3--~----~------------------~~~o - 33% 3

34 - 66% 8
67 - 99% 27~-----~~-------------------~--~

!!,ABLE 34:
(Question 25) SUPPORT AT TOY LIBRARY:

PrecentRespon::;e Frequency Cum. Frequency
support
froIn;

---_ ....._-------- .....

Staff
FellOW parents

76
9

89.4
10.6

76
85-----------------------------------------------------No response: n = 9
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TABLE 35:
(QJ~stion 26) ATTE1\'D.ANCEAT ACTIVITY GROUPS:

Response
19
31
47
94

Percep,:i;.cum.Freq.Frequency---------- --------~-- ---------'20.2
12.8
17.0
50.0

19 ./12 /
16
47

Attendance
at activity
groups

weekly
monthly ,
quarterly I':never .---~----~~~~~~-------------~---~-------------

TABL!L?,.g:
(Question 27) ~~ED OEDER OF IMPORTANCE. OF THE DIFFERENT

ASPECTS OF l\FTIVITY GROUPS:
Most important ranked no..l
Least import~ht ranked no.4
nOel
no.2
no.3
no.4

TABLE 37

creativepa:rticipation in the activity
- Interaction betw,een parent and child
- Childrens's social interaction with their peers
- Interaction between different parents at the group.

(Question 28) RANKED ORDER OF THE DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF THE
SERVICE OFFERED AT THE TOY LBRARY:

Most Lmpor-t ant;ranked np. 1.
Least important ranked nG.2
no.l
no.2
no.3
no.4
no.5
no.6
no~7

- rroyLending
- Attending formal support groups
- Information on general child development

Part.icipating in activity groups
- Fellow parent contact
- Socialising opportunity for your child
- Pa:.ct.icipationin Toy Library functions

TABLE 39
(Question 29) EFFECT OF TOY LIBRARY OF FAMILY:
Percentages No.of responses------------ ----------------- N = 90

Mean = 88.1
S.D. = 10.8o - 33% 0

34 - 66% 4
67 - 99% 86-----------------~----~-~------
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TABLE 39: )i
if

(Question 30) TOY LIBRARY WITHOUT PROFESSIONAL SER.VICES:

Response Frequency Percent Cum.Frequency--------- ----------- --------- ---------------yes 8 8.8 8
no 83 91.2 91

No response: n ~ 3

'l'ABLE.40:
(Question 31) REASONS FOR LEAVING TOY LIBRARY,:

Response Frequency Percent Cum.!~requency------.-- ----------- --------- ------~--------Child started
school or
playgro\lp

58
32----------------------------------~ r:«

1.,1, "',,t,...... ~.;.._~.;.~_'J. _. __
No response: n = 4

D.issatisfac -
tion with the
service

6
84-----------------------------------------------

64.4
35.6

58'
QPI
/-.-.----',~:.,...._________ _ .w_

yes
no

No response: n = 4
Toys no longer yes
approPriate no

24
66

67.3
93.3

6
'gO

24
90

-------- ---------- ---------- ---------------
No response: n = 4

sufficient
stimulation at
home

11
79--.----.------\~---.--....'--...--'...-'-~..----..."'-- .......... --------.-,

26.7
73.3

11
90

----'_,--- ---------- _ ......__ ...... -.- .......--_ _.-:,------_._--_.------
yes
no

No response: n = 4

Relocation
yes
no

17
73

-------- ---------- ---------- ---------------

12.2
87.8

17
90

18.9
81.9-----------------------------------------------No response: n = .4---------_ ---------- ---------._ -_ .....---------- .... _-...

Unhappy to yes 2 2.3 2
integrate no 84 9'7.7 86
different kinds ---------------------------.-----------------

::h::ildren -~i~;:~r::~-~-:-l~-i~~:~------~--~i-~-----
Ii
;1
i,i

II

No response: n,= 93---------~--~------------~---------~---------
....---,'!>-- .......-- ......---~.,:........------.;~~....-~--- .........------,-- ...-- ...-

\"\
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