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ABSTRACT

Selecting high-quality apps can be challenging for caregivers and
educators. We here develop tools evaluating educational potential
of apps for preschool children. In Study 1, we developed two
complementary evaluation tools tailored to different audiences.
We grounded them in developmental theory and linked them to
research on children’s experience with digital media. In Study 2 we
applied these tools to a wide sample of apps in order to illustrate
their use and to address the role of cost in quality of educational
apps. There are concerns that a social disadvantage may lead to
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a digital disadvantage, an “app gap”. We thus applied our tools to
the most popular free (N = 19) and paid (N = 24) apps targeting
preschoolers. We found that the “app gap” associated with cost is
only related to some aesthetic features of apps rather than any
observable educational advantage proffered by paid apps. Our
study adds a novel contribution to the research on children’s apps
by developing tools to be used across a wide range of audiences,
providing the first description of the quantity of app design features
during app use and evaluating the educational potential of free and
paid apps.

Introduction

Touchscreen devices are increasingly popular among children under the age of 5 (e.g.,
Chen & Adler, 2019). An estimated 80,000 apps claim to be “educational” (Healthy
Children, 2018) within the context of an unregulated market. Yet, there is a consensus
among researchers that the majority of children’s apps advertised as “educational” lack
educational value and any foundation in research (Olafsson, Livingstone, & Haddon,
2013). This means that informed decisions about which apps are high quality can be
challenging for parents and educators (Livingstone, Blum-Ross, Pavlick, & Olafsson, 2018)
who could potentially benefit from an app evaluation tool based on early years learning
theory. An app evaluation tool could also benefit app developers who want to ensure that
the products they create include high-quality features.

CONTACT Joanna Kolak @ j-kolak@salford.ac.uk @ Department of Psychology, School of Health and Society,
University of Salford, Salford M5 4WT

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed here.
© 2020 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group.
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly
cited.


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0716-2558
https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2020.1844776
http://www.tandfonline.com
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/17482798.2020.1844776&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-12-09

2 (&) J. KOLAKETAL.

To date, a number of authors have proposed evaluation tools' to assess educational
potential and design of apps for children (Callaghan & Reich, 2018; Chau, 2014; Department
for Education, 2019; Highfield & Goodwin, 2013; Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015; Lee & Kim, 2015;
Lee & Sloan Cherner, 2015; McManis & Parks, 2011; Papadakis & Kalogiannakis, 2017;
Papadakis, Kalogiannakis, & Zaranis, 2018; Shoukry, Sturm, & Galal-Edeen, 2015; Walker,
2010). We summarise the most recent (2015-2020) evaluation tools in Table 1.

As can be seen in Table 1, there are a number of limitations with the existing tools,
some of which were identified by the authors themselves. Specifically, almost all the tools
have a long list of criteria (18-70+ items) which makes app evaluation time consuming
and not practical. The majority of the tools lack examples from children’s apps that could
allow an in-depth understanding of the descriptors. The descriptors of the items are often
not specific enough; they include ambiguous or unclear terminology. Some of the tools
also lack theoretical underpinning; they do not draw clear links to developmental theory.
Only two of the tools had the content validity assessed, and none of the content validity
assessments involved caregivers as participants.

Importantly, only three out of eight tools were aimed at caregivers. Given that pre-
school-aged children use touchscreen devices frequently (e.g., according to Ofcom (2019),
children aged 3-4 years living in the UK spend 48 minutes per weekday playing games on
a touchscreen device), it is crucial to help parents select good quality apps for their
children. The majority of the tools have not been applied to a wide range of apps in order
to demonstrate their use. However, the tools that were applied to a sample of apps did
not allow for quantifying the app features during app use and were applied to math and
literacy apps only. Moreover, some of the tools include subjective criteria, which is difficult
to objectively measure by an adult. Therefore, there is a need for a new improved tool that
could address those limitations.

The aim of this paper was to create two complementary evaluation tools (adapted to
the needs of different audiences) assessing the educational potential of apps for pre-
schoolers:

(1) A thorough and user-friendly tool accessible by a wide audience: app developers,
researchers, caregivers and educators;

(2) A tool for researchers that could be used for a more in-depth evaluation by
allowing to quantify app features during app use.

Based on the previous literature on app evaluation tools, we propose a set of principles
that should guide the development of such tools:

(a) Be informed by the developmental theory and research on children’s learning in the
context of digital media;

(b) Draw clear links to previously developed tools;

(c) Be brief, have a simple set of clearly described criteria and clear directions on the
scoring system;

(d) Focus solely on the objectively measurable factors;

(e) Be applied to a wide variety of apps to demonstrate their use;

(f) Be validated by conducting content validity and inter-rater reliability.

In building the content of our tools, we relied in particular on the British (Department
for Education, 2017) and American (Early Childhood Learning and Knowledge Centre,



JOURNAL OF CHILDREN AND MEDIA (&) 3

(panup3uo))

*(,¢9dualpne pajabie) sy 0}
Jeadde Ajay| Juajuod s,dde
Y1 |IM, “B°3) uonsanb e
ybnouyy Juswkofus

S,pIIY> sainsealy abpajmouy|
40 yidaq s,999M

‘63 ‘syiomawely dydads
1noge abpajmouy| saiinbal
pue abenbuej [es1uyday
sas() ~A10bajed awes ayy
uiyum sdde o1 £|peoiq atow
sdde jo suosuedwod syl
yoiym ‘buires ayy aiogaq
asod.ind J13y1 uo paseq

pauisse]d aq 01 aney sddy

's1asn Aq Ajaandafqo
painseaw ag jouued ydIym
‘ ianjeulbew| pue bundxe
‘bunsasaiul pue Auuny dde

ue s|, "6 ‘ea1d aAd3[gns
QWOS SIPN|DU| “SdINIRDY
dde ay3 Ay1nuenb 0y moje
10u s30( ‘uole|ndod 1ab1e)
9Y} Ul dAIIAYD 3 0} |00}

3y} J0j papaaU due syudWISNlpy

's1asn Aq Ajaandafqo
painseaw 3 Jouued YdIym
‘ InJnowiny ‘uny ‘aAloeIe,

'3 ‘euaILd AAIA(gns
aWos sapnuj ‘siasn 1abiey
10y 19K padojanap A|ny
10U S| |00} BY] (,S9W02INO

buuies|
uo dINJeI)
awos ‘sasodind

|euonednpa
1oy salbojouyday
bunenjeas

paisal sdde oN uo 2InjeId

ainjesdy| bujuies)

pai1sa) sdde oN pue |edibobepag

e|paw [e:

p

‘papiroad

21025 ed

01 s101dLdsap

*Apn1s Aupijea Jl01ed1pUl
1U9IUOD pue Dk} 9135 -1

bunpnpuod Aq ‘ssp  uo paies suoisuswiq

‘siskjeue
10108} f101RI0|dXD *suolsanb ay3 0}
buisn ‘sap  ou 4o sak buuamsuy
“WdsAs
buies s|qe|ieae ue
ojul pajesodiodul
“omawely 3q 0}

‘suoisuswip ¥z
uawabebuy
‘ubisaq
‘uondNIISU|
Ssulewop ulew aaiy|

‘suonsanb
papua-asop €7
$31y18 B Awouod3
‘ABojouyda)
‘ubisap
uaaIds ‘buluies)
R Buiyoes]
:seaje ulew Ino4

‘saliobajed €7
‘syuswalInbal

Aupgow pue
gesn ‘Bujules)

sdde jeuononaisul

siadojansp Jo [enuajod
dde ‘siaydieasal Jeuonesnpa (S102) JouBYD
‘si01eanp3 ay) bunenjeaz Ueo|S pue 337
sdde jo |enuajod
|euonie>npa
si01edonp3 bunenjery  (5107) Wiy pue 93]

s19j0oydsaud

104 saweb
|euonesnpa
3jiqow bunenjeas

s1npoid asedwod

uleIIDUN 3WOS sIdYQ, H9) 40 35N s,UdIp|IY> [e2133103Y] B Se 19pI0 Ul pasiAap ‘Aejd Buiuiquiod oym s1asn - (5102)
1e3ppun aJe sauldpInb awos paisal sdde oN U0 2INJEJDYIT  PIpUIIUI SEM )l ‘ON  249M SaLI063ed By J0J SINISLNBY JO 1S Y siadojansp ddy  ylomawely eng-aid ‘e 33 A»ynoys
suoneywI] sbuipuy pue ‘jooy ayy buisn Bujuuidiapun ipalepljea joo] uolen|eas Jo uolen|end s1abuey |00} 1001 3y} Jo Wiy sioyiny

paisal sdde jo adA) pue ‘oN |ednal0ay |

spoya

Jo seale £ay|

ay1 1eyy dnoub urepy

“uaJp[iy> BunoA Joj sdde Jo anjea |euoeINPS SSISSE 0} d|ge|IeAR S|00} UOLIBN[BAD Jo Alewwns | 3|qe]



4 (&) J.KOLAKETAL.

(panuiuod)

sdde

uoljes|wolsnd aweb pue yooga

papiroid suou ‘ajA1s ad1deid Jeuonesnpa

-pue-||up paAul sdde 39319 Aejd 3]6009

sdde 15O\ "widisAs bunes aysgam ploIpuUY U0 M3IASI

931) ploJpuy uo AjdAISNPXd
PasNd0} M3IADY “(sainjeay
dde Buijnuenb oy
MOJ|e 10U S30p) 3iNnea) e Jo
dUdsqe 0 dudsald ay) uo
A|uo paseq sem uonenjeAs ay|
*aAIR(qo
bulaq ueyy Jayies (,pjiyd
3y} $3)1%d Ajjeuonows,
“69) JUaWIIXD
|euonows/auswabebus
5,J9SN 2INSEAW BLID)LID SWOS
‘sdde Jo Jua1u0d |euonednps
ays 01 paxuy Apdanp
1191143 33 JO J|eY uey) ssa]
‘Kem dnewaisAs e
U1 95N 03 3NdUYIP 3 SYEW
Ya1ym s101d1dsap pue swal
9ARY 10U S0P NIoMawel)
3y "burules) jo adudIdS
3y Jo buipuelsiapun yidsp
-ul ue saJinbal asn [edndely

3y} pue $3103s dgn.
ay1 usamiaq Auedansig
'21035 dLqni abesane
ay1 ueyy Jaybly pasods
sdde g AjuQ "pajenjers
sdde £>esam) pue ylew of

pa1sa) sdde oN

‘sdde
924y} UO pajelsuowap asn ay|

(£100)
siyeuuelboley|
pue spjepedeq 335

elpaw [e:

p

YUM suolldelaqul

sualpiiyd
uo ainjelai

(6661

“|e 19 piojsuelg)

Yiomawely
bujuiea
40 UG

ay1 Aq papino

(£107)
sijeuuelbojey|
pue spyepedeq 335

(£107)
siyeuuelboley|
pue spyepedeq 335

*Apn1s Aupijea ‘papinoud
1uabianuod 21025 ed

pue Adua)sisuod 0} si01dLdsap
Jeusaqul l101e21pUl
‘AupijeA Juajuod 9eds p—-| e

Buionpuod Aq ‘sap uo pales eLRD
‘|eob Buiuies)
9y} uo pue
‘sie[jid unoy ayy
Jo yoea uo ybuy,
10/, winipaw, ‘Mo,
oN se dde ue buney

dAIDRIAUI A|

(£100)
siyeuuelboley|
pue spjepedeq 235

*sa11sUYRIRYD
|ed1uyda |
‘Ayjeuonduny
‘ubisaQ uaiu0d
Jeuoieanp3

:se3Je Ulew Jno4

‘butuies|
120s

pue ‘|njbujuesw

‘pabebua

‘andY :Buluies)
Jo siefid uno4

dde 1dnpuod 0y

(OV3IAY) (£10D)
sijeuuelboley|

pue spjepedeq

Aq padojanap [001

si01edonp3

sdde jo [enuajod
|euonesnpa
Bunenjens 1oy

5101e2NP3  JUGNY = 00} DYIATY

s1anbaied

‘siaubisap sdde jo [enuajod
‘s101e2Np3 Jeuonednpa
‘s19ydIeasay ay1 bunenjeay

uonen|ead ue buisn

(8107)
e 19 spyepeded

(£100)
siyeuuelboley
pue spjepedeq

(5102)
|e 19 %ased-YsiiH

suoneyw

sbuipuy pue ‘|ooy ay) buisn
paisal sdde jo adAy pue ‘oN

bujuuidiapun
|e2132109Yy |

uonen|eas Jo
spoyiapy

ipatepijen 0o]

uonen|eAs
Jo seale £y

s1ab.e) |00}
ay3 1eyy dnoib urepy

1001 31 Jo Wiy

sioyiny

“(panunuod) 'L ajqel



JOURNAL OF CHILDREN AND MEDIA (&) 5

,/suondesaul
Bunidxs ‘yuswAhofus
‘uny sajowoud, ‘69 ‘euan1d
9A113(gNs dwos sapnpau|
‘(,PI1Y> 3y1 sbebus 01 Ay
ddy, “63) ybnoua syads
10U 3Je s101d1dsap Ay
40 dwos “(uaap|iyd> bunoA jo
Juswdojanap ay3 ul didesd
9A1123Y3 pue djeudoidde
A||eruswdojansp
*6'9) Juswdojansp
pI1Yy> Inoge sbpajmouy
Jyads aunbai sway
Qwos "s1anIbaed “B°3 ‘siasn
196.e) ||e U0} D1eudoidde Jou
s| 1ey3 abenbue| [ed1UYd3] s3SN

‘sdde

Aoesa1l| pue yiew uo Ajuo

PasNd0j MIIASY ‘2inles) e

Jo @duasqe Jo aduasaid ay)
uo Ajuo paseq uolen|eAs ay|

pa1sa) sdde oN
(sdde aauy

uey} uayo asow abuajieyd

Ul pasealdap/paseanul
pue spiemal se sazud

pasn ‘suonanuisul pajeadas

sdde pied) sdde pred

SA 931) UDDMIDQ SIDUBIBYIP

M3} ‘(}Deqpad) Pap|oyeds

papinoud Ajases sdde

*6'9) duepinb sjendoidde

Ajjeyuswdojansp

papinoid sdde

M34 ‘pash|eue pue papod
sdde £>eiay| pue yrew /|

suomawiely
abeys uonepuno4

sieaj AJe3 ysnug

sansunay [eubip
Uo ainjesa)
‘ainjesdy
bujules|

pue |eyuswdolprsg

21025 ed
0} si01dLdsap
l101e21pU
‘9eds y—| e

oN Uo pajel eUAD

‘siskjeue

1U1U0d pardRIIP

pue [BUOIIUSAUOD

1>Npuod

0} Japio ul

Aujigeras sainjesy dde apod
191eJ-19)UI ‘SO

0} s3p02 3y} buisn

‘elRd 8T
*Ayijeuonduny
Jubisap
“uawabebus
‘uondessul
“uawdojanap
pue buuies)
1oy poddns
dde-u; quajuod
Jeuoieonp3

:s3110631ed ujew aAl4

'$9p0d 0/ 19AQ
‘suondesa)Ul
paseqg-dde sjiqopy
‘abuajjeyd jo
2IN1dNIS ‘SpIemMal
pue oeqpasy
‘sjeob jo Aep
pue Apiduwis
:Seale ulew 4

$101e5Np3
‘s1an1baled
‘ssnuoyine

|ed0] ‘siadojanap ddy

siadojansp dde
‘s1anba1ed ‘si03ednp3

sieak Ajiea

Joy sdde Aoesay|

pue abenbue|

‘uolesuNWWod
bunenjeay

(6107) (puejbu3)
uoneonp3
10y Juawyedsg

sdde proipuy

sA 9|ddy pue

‘sdde pied sA 331y

9y} bupedwod

‘sdde jooydsaid

10 U0
buisA|eue pue buipo)

(8107) Y12y
pue ueybejed

suone;

sbuipuy pue ‘jooy ayy buisn
pa1sa) sdde jo adA) pue ‘oN

Bujuuidiapun
|ednaloay |

enjeas Jo
spoyay

ipaiepijea |00

enjens
Jo seae A9y

s19b.ey |00}
ay1 1eyy dnoub urepy

100} 3y} Jo Wiy sioyiny

‘(penunuod) °| 3qe]



6 () J. KOLAKETAL.

2015), early years frameworks, which state that preschool children’s development should
be supported in the areas of cognitive, academic, social-emotional and physical skills.

In the following section, we identify key areas that an evaluation tool ought to include
based on previous literature on app evaluation tools, developmental research and theory,
and evidence of children’s learning from digital media. We also outline a further set of
quantity of app features indicators.

Key areas contributing to the educational value of apps

Learning
Learning within an app should be guided by a specific learning goal targeting early skills
development relevant to each age and stage (Callaghan & Reich, 2018; Hirsh-Pasek et al.,
2015). Educational apps should promote meaningful and authentic learning rather than
rote learning, and teach skills transferrable to real life (e.g., Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015;
Papadakis & Kalogiannakis, 2017). Learning should also be cognitively active and involve
problem-solving, i.e., reasoning, thinking and using creative skills (Aladé, Lauricella,
Beaudoin-Ryan, & Wartella, 2016; Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015).

Not all of the previous app evaluation tools included the criteria related to meaningful
learning and solving problems. We believe that these features are critical to the learning
being deeper, authentic and transferable to real life.

Feedback

Feedback plays a critical role in supporting educational performance (e.g.,, Mulliner &
Tucker, 2017; Schwartz, Tsang, & Blair, 2016). Specific, meaningful, timely and structured
feedback drives child’s engagement in the activity (e.g., Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015; Walker,
2010). Moreover, feedback should reinforce the learning goal and scaffold users’ under-
standing of how to improve (see, e.g., Callaghan & Reich, 2018). All the previous app
evaluation tools pointed to the significance of feedback. However, not all of them
described explicitly how feedback should be presented by providing relevant examples
from the apps.

Social interactions
Social interactions support learning from the very early stages of development (see Hirsh-
Pasek et al, 2015, for a summary). Social demonstrations enhanced learning in
a touchscreen puzzle task in a group of 2.5- and 3-year-olds (Zimmermann, Moser, Lee,
Gerhardstein, & Barr, 2017). Apps can involve “parasocial” interactions with animated
characters present onscreen, which offer symbolic experiences that can be beneficial for
children’s social and cognitive development (e.g., Calvert, 2015).

Only some of the previous app evaluation tools recommended the presence of high-
quality parasocial interactions in the apps. In our tool we specify how the parasocial
character should be interacting with the child in order to support learning.

Activity structure

Apps which give the opportunity for exploratory use alongside structured activities, might
increase children’s intrinsic motivation and engagement. Child autonomy and the sense
of agency when using interactive media is crucial for the learning process (e.g., Kirkorian,
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2018; Papadakis & Kalogiannakis, 2017). Pre-schoolers who could select their learning
experience in a tablet game outperformed those who had no control over the order of
presentation of the material (Partridge, McGovern, Yung, & Kidd, 2015).

Importantly, almost none of the previous evaluation tools allowed assessing whether
apps promote exploratory use

Narrative
Media content that is embedded in an entertaining narrative integrated at the heart of the
story can benefit children’s learning (e.g., Dingwall & Aldridge, 2006). Content directly
linked to a narrative of a television program is recalled better than content which is
irrelevant to the storyline (Fisch, 2004).

Although the role of narrative for children’s learning has been established by previous
research, almost none of the evaluation tools included the presence of narrative in
assessment criteria.

Language
Appropriately designed digital media can be a valuable source of language input for
young children. The presence of good quality language is crucial for educational potential
(Rowe, 2012). Studies using lab-designed apps have shown that children aged 2-4 are
able to learn labels for novel objects (Kirkorian, 2018; Russo-Johnson, Troseth, Duncan, &
Mesghina, 2017) or for real-world objects (Dore et al., 2019)

While two of the previous evaluation tools mentioned language as part of some other
criteria, none of them focussed on assessing the quality of language directly. We fill in this
gap in our tool.

Adjustable content
To ensure effective learning, the difficulty level of an app should be automatically
adjusted to users’ performance (e.g., Callaghan & Reich, 2018). Specifically, each level of
an activity should build on the knowledge gained in earlier levels, and increase hints and
feedback if a user makes repeated errors (e.g., Revelle, 2013).

The majority of the previous tools included adjustable content in their evaluation criteria,
and following the theoretical motivation outlined above, we also include it in our tool.

App design
As highlighted in the previous evaluation tools (e.g., Lee & Kim, 2015), app’s design should
be simple and consistent, style of letters and pictures should be clear, and the arrange-
ment of operating buttons should be appropriate. Unnecessary advertisement, additional
in-app purchases and slowly loading content may impede learning. App should also be
easy to use and always responsive to touch interactions.

All the previous app evaluation tools included app design in their criteria. We also
acknowledged its importance for enhancing children’s learning experience.

Quantity of app features indicators

The following section presents the indicators for the quantity of app features. For certain
features, it is crucial to estimate how often a given feature occurs during app use, in order
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to determine whether children’s learning environment is age appropriate and not overly
complex. None of the previous evaluation tools enabled measuring the proportion or
frequency of different app features during app use. Thus, the way we measure app
features in our quantitative tool is novel.

Touch gestures

The direct manipulation interaction facilitates pre-schoolers’ learning from touchscreen
media, yet most educational apps only support tap (99% of apps) and drag (56% of apps;
Nacher, Jaen, Navarro, Catala, & Gonzalez, 2015). Nacher et al. (2015) found that infants
aged 2-3 perform one-finger rotation and two-finger scale up and down successfully, but
find double tap, long press and two-finger rotation challenging. Russo-Johnson et al.
(2017) reported that 2-4-year-old children from low SES families learned more novel
object labels when dragging objects versus tapping them, perhaps because tapping is
a response that does not require active attention.

Active learning

High-quality apps should provide opportunities for active cognition, e.g. making cogni-
tively challenging decisions, and solving problems (e.g., Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015).
Cognitive activities in contrast to stimulus-reaction activities during app use encourage
active cognition, while variability across learning encounters has a potential to facilitate
learning (e.g., Thiessen, 2011). Thus, a variety of activity goals might contribute to the app
being more cognitively active.

Complexity of the learning environment

Background visual, background sound and other app interactions available on the screen
contribute to the complexity of learning environment. Cognitive Theory of Multimedia
Learning (Mayer, 2005, 2014) envisions that the child’s learning might be unsuccessful if
the software includes too much extraneous material. Sound effects and animation inter-
fered with story comprehension and event sequencing in children aged 3-6, when
compared with paper books (see Reich, Yau, & Warschauer, 2016, for a review).
Additional interactions present on the screen alongside the main task can decrease child’s
engagement in the app (Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015).

Feedback

In addition to looking at feedback qualitatively and evaluating its meaningfulness, we can
also look at it quantitatively and assess its occurrence in the app, its delivery method
(audio, onscreen) and its content (ostensive feedback vs other feedback). Interactive
media may enhance learning if they promote contingent responses or guide visual
attention to relevant information on the screen (Kirkorian, 2018).

App design sophistication

Elements on the screen during app use can either be static, move in a static way, be fully
animated or be partly static and partly animated. When learning challenging or novel
information, pre-schoolers might benefit more from observing noninteractive video
demonstrations than from using interactive media (e.g., Aladé et al.,, 2016). Furthermore,
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sound effects and animation in ebooks can interfere with story comprehension in children
aged 3-6 years, when compared with paper books (see Reich et al., 2016, for a review).

The present studies

The present paper presents two studies. Study 1 focuses on designing and validating evalua-
tion tools for apps aimed at pre-schoolers (children aged 2-5 years). In order to illustrate the
use of our tools, in Study 2 we apply them to apps distinguished in terms of their cost.

Study 1: designing and validating the evaluation tools
Developing the questionnaire for evaluating the educational potential of apps

First stage: creating a list of items and developing a rating scale

Following the literature reviewed in the introduction we defined 12 concepts (items) to be
measured in the questionnaire. We included three indicator descriptors to each item
(together with a few examples from the apps to each indicator), such that the app could
score between 0 and 2 points for each item. The 12 initially constructed items were:
Learning goal, Going beyond rote learning, Solving problems, Feedback, Social interac-
tions, Open-ended, Plotline/narration, Appropriateness of language, Customising,
Adjustable content, Suitability of design, Usability.

Second stage: conducting a content validity study with experts
Once the first version of our questionnaire was designed, we conducted a content validity
study. The study was approved by ethical review board at the University of Salford. We
followed the procedure outlined by McGartland Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee, and Rauch
(2003). We recruited three professional design experts (app developers) and three user
experts (early years professionals) who shared their feedback on the items’ representa-
tiveness, clarity and importance in an online survey. The raters were given the following
instruction:

“You will be presented with each of the 12 items included in our coding scheme. Please
rate each item as follows:

® Please rate the representativeness on a scale of 0-4, with 4 being the most repre-
sentative. Representativeness is the extent to which each item measures the educa-
tional potential of children’s apps. Space is provided for you to comment on the item
or to suggest revisions.

¢ Please indicate the level of clarity for each item (how clearly the item is worded), also
on a four-point scale. Again, please make comments in the space provided.

e On a scale of 1-10 please rate the importance of each item for measuring educa-
tional potential, with 10 being the most important.

Finally, please evaluate the comprehensiveness of the entire coding scheme by indicating
items that should be deleted or added.”

We calculated the Content Validity Index (CVI) for each item and for the whole scale
(based on its representativeness), following the guidelines described in McGartland Rubio
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et al. (2003). The CVI for each item was computed by counting the number of experts who
rated the item as 3 or 4 and dividing it by the total number of experts. The CVI for the
whole questionnaire was obtained by calculating the average CVI across the items. A CVI
of at least 0.8 is recommended for new measures. All items in our questionnaire scored
either 0.8 or 1, and the CVI for the whole questionnaire was 0.88 (see Table 2).

The raters did not suggest removing any items. They also rated all items high with
regards to the items’ importance. Consequently, based on the experts’ suggestions, we
made modifications to the questionnaire. We merged two pairs of items, i.e. Customising
and Adjustable content became Adjustable content; Suitability of design and Usability
became App design (according to the raters, the descriptions of these two pairs of items
overlapped in terms of content). We also added additional examples from the apps to
improve the clarity of the grade descriptors and we reduced the use of technical language
in the questionnaire (including rewording some of the items’ names, see Table 2).

Third stage: content validity study with caregivers

After introducing the changes to the questionnaire, we determined whether the tool
was comprehensible to caregivers. We recruited six caregivers of children aged
2-5 years to rate the representativeness and clarity of each item and provide further
comments. The caregivers were given the same instruction as the experts in the first
content validity study. The CVI for the whole tool based on caregivers’ ratings was high,
0.75 (see Table 2).

Based on the caregivers’ comments, we made further modifications to the question-
naire. Most importantly, the participants from both content validity studies pointed out
that while social interactions are important for learning, the development of skills for
independent learning is also important and social interactions are not congruent with the
reasons caregivers might choose apps (see Broekman, Piotrowski, Beentjes, & Valkenburg,
2016 for a similar argument). To accommodate this, in our tool we focused on the high-
quality parasocial interactions in the apps rather than interactions with adults during app
use. Our evaluation questionnaire is presented in Table A1 in Supplemental materials.

Table 2. Content validity index (CVI) for each item and for the whole questionnaire based on the
ratings of representativeness by (a) app developers and early years professionals’ and (b)
caregivers.

App developers and early years professionals Caregivers

Item vl Item Qv
Learning goal 1 Learning goal 0.66
Beyond rote learning 0.8 Meaningful learning 1
Solving problems 0.8 Solving problems 0.83
Feedback 1 Feedback 1
Social interactions 0.8 Social interactions 033
Open-ended 1 Opportunities for exploration 0.5
Plotline/narration 0.8 Storyline 0.5
Appropriateness of language 1 Quality of language 1
Customizing 0.8 Adjustable content 0.83
Adjustable content 1

Suitability of design 0.8 App design 0.83
Usability 0.8

Overall CVI: 0.88 Overall CVI 0.75
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Developing the coding criteria for quantifying the app features

In addition to the questionnaire that can be easily used by caregivers and educators, we
also aimed to develop a tool allowing researchers a more in-depth, quantitative assess-
ment of apps’ features.

For the coding criteria, following the literature review outlined in the introduction, we
grouped the app features into five broader areas. Each of these areas contains between 1
and 3 coding criteria:

(1) Touch gestures
(2) Active learning
(a) Activity goal
(b) Activity type
(3) Complexity of the learning environment
(a) Screen elements
(b) Background visual
(c) Background sound
(d) Other app interactions
(4) Feedback
(a) Proportion of feedback
(b) Feedback delivery method
(c) Feedback content
(5) App design sophistication.

For a detailed information on coding instructions and scoring, see Appendix B in
Supplemental materials.

Study 2: applying the evaluation tools to illustrate their use and to measure
the app gap

In Study 2, we applied the evaluation tools to a sample of paid and free apps in order to
illustrate their use and to assess the role of cost on app quality. Digital media is now
embedded in family life (Livingstone et al., 2018) and as a result there are concerns that
social disadvantage could extend to a digital disadvantage (Vaala, Ly, & Levine, 2015;
Zhang & Livingstone, 2019), the so-called “app gap” (Common Sense Media, 2013). The
app gap can be observed, for example, in the availability of devices to go online in the
household, caregivers’ digital skills and cost of devices (Zhang & Livingstone, 2019).
Furthermore, lower socio-economic status parents might not be able to spend substantial
quality time with their children (Department for Education, 2020).

It is important to understand whether there are differences between apps that might
justify differences in cost. In the present study we focus on a broad distinction between
apps that are free at the point of initial access versus apps for which payment at initial
access is required. Parents might not be aware of the variety of factors contributing to the
app cost (e.g., business decisions that influence app developers’ app pricing strategies,
including the size of the market, funding opportunities, app’s unique selling point) and
they might link the higher cost to higher quality of app.
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According to the Department for Education research report (2020), children aged
0-5 years living in lower-income households in the UK use educational apps more often
than their affluent peers. However, parents in higher-income households are more likely
to pay for an educational app. It is therefore crucial to establish whether children from less
affluent families are disadvantaged with respect to the quality of educational apps that
they use.

To the best of our knowledge, to date only one study (Callaghan & Reich, 2018)
investigated the differences between educational math and literacy free and paid apps.
However, Callaghan and Reich (2018) did not investigate the frequency of app features
during app use but limited their analysis solely to identifying whether or not a given
feature is present in the app.

Data collection

App selection

We coded 44 of the most popular apps in Google, Amazon and Apple app stores. To be
included in this study, apps had to target children aged 2-5 years and feature in the top
10 lists for free and paid apps in each app store. Apps were identified on 7 June 2018. Of
these 60 apps, 10 were removed as duplicates and 6 were excluded (5 video-based, which
only allowed passive use, 1 unresponsive after installation). The remaining 44 apps were
included in the study.

App use
Each app was downloaded and a screen recording was taken while the first author used
the app for 5 minutes with a systematic approach to exploring all the features. The
5-minute sample was motivated by practical constraints in terms of the intensity of
encoding of the detailed app features in ELAN (described in the coding section), as well
as being more practical for caregivers and educators in appraising an app in an efficient
amount of time, based on our evaluation questionnaire.

To maintain parity in approach to data capture across apps, the systematic approach
by the first author was to follow all the activities in an order suggested by the app design
and to use all the available features on each screen only once.

Coding

Questionnaire for evaluating the educational potential

Each app could score between 0-20 points on the educational potential index (between
0-2 points for each of the 10 items, see Table A1 in Supplemental material). 5-minute app
screen recordings were assessed individually by the first and last author using the scheme.
The discrepancies were discussed and resolved between the coders. Inter-rater reliability
was high (k =.889, p < .001). Internal consistency of the tool was Cronbach'’s alpha = 0.81,
which indicates good internal consistency, further validating the tool.

Coding criteria for quantifying app features
To enable coding for quantifying app features, screen recordings of the app use were
coded in ELAN 5.2, software that enables adding annotations to audio and/or video
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streams. The coder (first author) coded each screen during the app use for the 11 coding
categories (see Appendix B in Supplemental material for the details on the coding and
scoring). Inter-rater reliability was determined by comparing the coding of the primary
coder with the coding of a trained double coder who coded data from 5 apps indepen-
dently. Inter-rater reliability was k = 0.917, p< .0001. The small number of discrepancies
were resolved by the first coder.

Additionally, in order to determine whether the majority of app features could be
captured in 5 minutes of app use (regardless of the person using the app and their style of
app use), we calculated inter-user reliability. This was determined by comparing coded
app use data for 5 apps that were also used by a second independent user. Crucially,
the second user did not receive any instruction on using the apps. Overall, inter-user
reliability was k = 0.872, p < .001, which shows that the same app features can be captured
during 5 minutes of app use, regardless of the user.

Results

To illustrate the use of the tools in practice, we report differences between free and paid
apps. This also enables us to determine whether there is an app gap in quality that is
reflected in cost, which could contribute to a digital disadvantage. The final sample
included 19 free and 24 paid apps (one app was excluded because it was duplicated
between two app stores and was listed as free in one store but required payment in the
other).

We first report the results from the analysis of the questionnaire for evaluating the
educational potential, and then the analyses of coding criteria for quantifying the app
features.

Evaluating the educational potential

To test whether there is a difference in educational potential between free and paid apps,
a Mann Whitney U-test was performed. The results show that free apps (M = 7.16,
SD = 3.70) did not differ from paid apps (M = 6.75, SD = 4.60) on the educational potential
index (U= 211, Z= —0.405, p= 0.685, r = —0.06).

Figure 1 presents cumulative scores for each of the items in the evaluation question-
naire for the whole app sample (0-2 points for each item, 43 apps in the sample;
maximum score was 86). Suitability of design and quality of language received the highest
scores (58 and 54, respectively), while adjustable content and social interactions appear
among those with the lowest scores (8 and 13, respectively).

Quantifying app features: analyses comparing free and paid apps

First, we present the descriptive statistics for app features coded in the study (see Table 3).

The analyses comparing free and paid apps are presented in Table 4. Overall, the free
and paid apps differed significantly only on two features: (1) the mean number of screen
elements, with paid apps having on average more screen elements than free apps; and (2)
on object property, with free apps having higher frequency of animation than paid apps,
but no differences in other object properties between free and paid apps.
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Learning goal

Meaningful learning

Solving problems

Feedback

g Social interactions
= Opportunities for exploration
Storyline

Quality of language
Adjustable content

App design

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Cumulative score for the whole app sample

Figure 1. Cumulative scores® for all items in the evaluation questionnaire for the whole sample
(N = 43).

Discussion

The primary aim of this paper was to report the design and development of two
novel, transparent and comprehensive tools for evaluating the educational potential
of apps aimed at 2-5-year-old children. Specifically, a questionnaire aimed at a wide
audience, and coding criteria for measuring the quantity of app features aimed at
researchers.

The tools were developed specifically for evaluating apps targeting pre-schoolers; they
were guided by the early years foundation frameworks and informed by the develop-
mental theory and research on children’s learning from digital media. The development of
the tools was preceded by a careful analysis of the previously designed evaluation tools.
We identified several limitations in the previous tools, such as a long list of criteria which
are not specific enough, no direction to quantify app features, and inclusion of technical
language. We designed our tools with the aim to address those limitations. We also
demonstrated the use of our tools on a wide range of most popular children’s apps. We
added a novel contribution to the research on children’s apps by evaluating both the
educational potential of apps and by providing the first description of the quantity of app
design features during app use.

Our tool is the first to have had content validity assessed by caregivers as well as
experts. We made further amendments following comments from caregivers to ensure
that our tool did not include technical language. The use of examples from existing apps
in our tools means that users do not require any existing knowledge of early years
education frameworks which was a common limitation of previous tools (Department
for Education, 2019; Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2015; Lee & Sloan Cherner, 2015). The next step in
validating the tools will be to determine how preschool children interact with the apps
and evaluate, rather than predict, the educational potential of the children’s interactions.
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A further point for future investigation is also how the various features in apps interact
with one another. This is ongoing work in our lab.

Our tool development resulted in a measurement of apps in terms of an educational
potential index, which was shown to be high in content validity, internal consistency and
in inter-rater reliability. The comparison between free and paid apps on this index did not
reveal any difference between apps. It is worth noting that the mean scores on the
educational potential index for both groups were rather low (on average less than 10
out of 20). This suggests that the free and paid apps appeared to be equally low in terms
of their educational potential, which is consistent with other studies underlining the
disparity between the number of self-proclaimed educational apps in the markets and
their poor educational value (Chau, 2014; Goodwin & Highfield, 2012; Hirsh-Pasek et al.,
2015; Papadakis et al., 2018; Vaala et al., 2015).

The whole app sample showed strength as far as suitability of design and language were
concerned (see Figure 1). High scores on suitability of design suggest that the apps were well
prepared from the technical perspective. However, the apps showed weakness in terms of the
more educational evaluation criteria, such as meaningful learning, offering users problems to
solve or having a learning goal, which suggests that they do not offer a meaningful and
cognitively active learning experience (in line with Papadakis et al., 2018). The apps in our
sample also scored low on social interactions; they rarely encouraged high-quality interactions
with characters onscreen (in line with Papadakis et al,, 2018; Vaala et al., 2015).

Additionally, the apps in our sample scored particularly low on adjustable content. This
means that they lacked flexibility in changing the settings and did not tailor content to
users’ performance. Apps should adjust the content to the user’s needs if they intend to
increase user’'s motivation and allow for gradual progress in learning (e.g., Callaghan &
Reich, 2018; Papadakis & Kalogiannakis, 2017). This finding is again in line with the
previous studies, which found that less than 20% (Callaghan & Reich, 2018; Vaala et al.,
2015) or none of the reviewed apps (Papadakis et al., 2018) included adjustable content.
Overall, our findings highlight the need for developmental psychologists to work with
app developers to advance the educational potential of touchscreen apps.

As a secondary aim, we compared the free and paid apps on the coding criteria for
quantifying app features in order to assess the “app gap” associated with app cost. The free
and paid apps differed only on two features: (1) the number of screen elements, with paid
apps having on average more elements on the screen than free apps; and (2) the frequency
of animation, with free apps having more animations than paid apps. Considering that only
two differences were observed, it can be concluded that free and paid apps did not differ
substantially either in their educational potential or in their features and design. This is
partially in line with the content analysis of Callaghan and Reich (2018) who also did not
find many differences between free and paid apps with respect to their educational
features. Our results suggest that paid apps might not necessarily guarantee a better
app quality than free apps, at least based on our app sample.

This study also gives an insight into the educational quality and design features of apps
targeting pre-schoolers. Crucially, none of the previous app evaluation reviews quantified
the apps features during app use within the evaluated app sample. Thus, our descriptive
statistics (see Table 3) are the first ones to present the frequency of various app features
during app use, based on a wide sample of apps. In our sample, all apps had higher
frequency of cognitive activities than stimulus-reaction activities. Complex sound (two or
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more sounds playing simultaneously) was more frequent across all the apps than simple
sound, which might add to the young children’s cognitive processing load while using apps
(e.g., Mayer, 2014). The apps had on average 5 screen elements on each screen, and 18
different activity goals during the 5-minute use. On each screen, apart from the target
interaction, there were on average 2 additional interactions available. Apps in our sample
offered a high proportion of feedback to users’ responses (78%), as compared to no feed-
back during app use (see Callaghan & Reich, 2018, for similar results), and a high proportion
of that feedback was ostensive (74%), i.e. referential cues to indicate what is to be learnt.
Those characteristics can serve as a reference point for other studies on app features.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we have presented comprehensive evaluation tools based on theories of
learning and cognitive development and have shown how they can be implemented in
the analyses of apps available to children. We found that the app gap associated with cost
was not an issue in terms of the educational potential for most popular apps currently
available. The app gap is instead related to aesthetic features of apps rather than any
observable cognitive advantage proffered by paid apps.

Notes

1. We use the term “evaluation tool” to refer to rubrics, frameworks and schemes for consistency
throughout the paper.

2. The cumulative scores were not presented separately for the two groups due to the differ-
ences in sample size between the groups. We also did not present mean scores for each item
for the two groups because each item was measured only on a scale 0-2.
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