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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PLAYFULNESS,
ENVIRONMENT AND SOCIAL SKILLS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

Sicim Sevim, Berna
Ph.D., Department of Elementary Education

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Feyza Tantekin Erden

August 2017, 161 pages

The purpose of this study is to investigate the associations between
playfulness and social skills of preschool children and preschools’ environment
supportiveness for playfulness. The participants of the study were 212 5-year-old
preschool children (94 boys, 118 girls). The data were collected in 16 private (n=6)
and public (n=10) preschools. After grouping preschool settings into low, moderate
and high levels of environmental supports for play by using The Test of
Environmental Supportiveness, the Test of Playfulness provided scores on children’s
playfulness. Then the Social Skills Rating System Scale, preschool version which
was completed by the children’s preschool teachers (n=30), gave information about
children’s social skills and behavioral problems. The results of the study
demonstrated that the playfulness level of children in Turkey was relatively high. By
using Rasch analysis, it was found that children have difficulty manifesting the

constraints of reality in their free play interactions when compared to other subscales
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of playfulness. ANOVA and Correlation analyses revealed that there was a
significant difference between levels of environmental support for children’s
playfulness and significant correlation between children’s playfulness and their
social skills. The findings of this study may help to understand what is supporting or

hindering children’s playfulness.

Keywords: Playfulness, Social skills, Environmental supportiveness for playfulness,
early childhood education, Rasch analysis
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OKUL ONCESI DONEMI COCUKLARININ OYUN SEVERLIKLERININ
CEVRE VE SOSYAL BECERILERI ILE ILISKILERININ ARASTIRILMASI

Sicim Sevim, Berna
Doktora, {lkogretim Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Feyza Tantekin Erden

Agustos 2017, 161 sayfa

Bu c¢alismanin amact okul 6ncesi kurumlarinda 6grenim goren cocuklarin
oyun severlik ve sosyal becerileri ve c¢evrenin oyun severlige destegi arasindaki
iligkiyi aragtirmaktir. Calismanin katilimcilar1 okul oncesi kurumlarinda 5 yas
grubunda 6grenim goren 212 ¢ocuktan (94 erkek, 118 kiz) olusmaktadir. Toplamda
16 6zel (n=6) ve resmi (n=10) okul oncesi kurumundan veri toplanmistir. Okul
oncesi kurumlar1 Cevrenin Destegi testi kullanilarak yiiksek, ortalama ve diisiik
diizeyli ¢evreye sahip okullar olarak siniflandirildiktan sonra Oyun severlik testi
kullanilarak ¢ocuklarin oyun severlik degerlerini ol¢tilmistiir. Cocuklarin sosyal
beceri ve problem davraniglar1 hakkinda bilgi veren Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme
Olcegi, okul oOncesi versiyonu c¢ocuklarin Ogretmenleri (n=30) tarafindan
doldurulmustur. Calismanin sonucunda Tiirkiyedeki cocuklarin oyun severlik
diizeyleri goreceli olarak yiiksek bulunmustur. Rasch analizi sonuglarina gore

cocuklarin gercekligin disima ¢ikma 6zgiirliigii alt boyutu becerilerinde diger oyun
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severlik alt boyutlara gore daha ¢ok zorlandiklart bulunmustur. ANOVA ve
Korelasyon analizleri sonuglarinda ¢evrenin destegi diizeyleri ile ¢ocuklarin oyun
severlikleri arasinda anlamli farkliliklar ve cocuklarin oyun severlikleri ile sosyal
becerileri arasinda anlamli iliski oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu c¢alisma bulgulari
cocuklarin oyun severliklerini nelerin destekleyip, kisitladigin1 anlagilmasinda

yardimei olabilecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Oyun severlik, Sosyal beceriler, Cevrenin oyun severlige
destegi, okul dncesi egitimi, Rasch analizi
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To Memories of my playful dog, REX
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Play refers to what children prefer to do independently without extrinsic
motivation, product orientation or rewards (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983;
Bundy, 1997). Play has an important role in children’s lives. it is well known that
children’s cognitive, physical, social, emotional and language development are
promoted through play (e.g. Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, Fisher. 1992). Therefore,
play is the essential activity for children. While defining play operationally, five
aspects have been considered by recent researchers: approach to play (playfulness),
play preferences, player's skills, player's origins of motivation and environment
support for play (Bundy, 2005). Playfulness is regarded as one of the key factors
among these aspects of play (Bundy, 2005, 2012). Research has demonstrated that
children’s playfulness can be seen as a window into their mind (Neuman, 1971;
Frost, Wortham & Reifel, 2012; Bjorklund & Pellegrini, 2000).

According to Bundy (1993) “without playfulness, all activities become work”
(p. 217). Playfulness is considered more than just a behavior but rather a reflection of
disposition, cognitive skills and psychological well-being (Lieberman, 1965, 1966,
1977; Barnett & Kleiber, 1982). Previous researchers have studied playfulness with
the broad goal of investigating associations between several personality attributes
such as adaptive behaviors and coping skills. Barnett (1991b) studied preschool
children in order to find the linkage to individual characteristics. She reported that
playfulness is correlated with certain personality characteristics: confidence,
imagination, mischievousness, intensity, cheerfulness, curiosity, activeness, and
impulsiveness. According to her studies, absence of playfulness makes children
dependent, disobedient, less expressive, and less spontaneous. Overall, Barnett’s
works shed light on understanding the effects of playfulness on children’s problem-

solving abilities and capabilities to overcome stress. In addition, several researchers
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found that children’s playfulness increased the extent of emotional regulations, self-
reliance and receptive vocabulary development (Fantuzzo, Sekino & Cohen, 2004;
Zeman, Shipman, & Suveg, 2002; Cole, et al., 1994).

One of the dimensions of playfulness is humor; the development of humor
can help children handle negative situations by creating fun and games (Christian,
2012). The development of playfulness is regarded as having an important role in
fostering these behaviors. Therefore, in their practice, educators have a responsibility
to take notice of playfulness as a disposition (Katz, 1993). Though it is not possible
to “teach” a disposition, one of the ways that children learn is by observation of their
teacher (Katz, 1993). Lives of children can be enhanced by observing adults’
playfulness since playfulness could be determinative for their view of life (Erikson,
1972 as cited in Taylor & Rogers, 2001)). The level of playfulness needs to be
measured to ensure quality of children's life, therefore, researchers have created
several assessments to measure children’s play in terms of play skills (i.e., Knox
Preschool Play Scale; Knox, 1997), experiences (i.e., Play History; Takata, 1974),
peer interactive play and play types (i.e., Peer Play Scale; Howes, 1980). However, it
has been difficult to find reliable and valid measures for assessing playfulness.

Studies on play have revealed that children’s social interactions occur mostly
through play experiences (Saracho & Spodek, 1998; Singer, Golinkoff & Hirsh-
Pasek, 2006). The relationships are not explicitly one-directional or causative, but
instead the development of play behaviors and of social skills occurs concurrently
throughout childhood (Fisher, 1992; Rogers & Ziviani, 2006; Renthozu, 2012,
2014). Gresham and Elliot (1987) divided social competence into the interrelated
dimensions of social skills and adaptive behaviors. Social skills fall into the
categories of “interpersonal, self-related, academic related, communication,
assentation and peer acceptance” and adaptive behaviors included “independent
functioning, physical development, self-direction, personal responsibility, economic-
vocational activity and functional academic skills.” Social skills are described as
“socially acceptable learned behaviors that enable a person to interact effectively

with others and to avoid socially unacceptable responses” (Gresham & Elliot, 1990,
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p. 1). These skills consist of responses that are both verbal and non-verbal; these
affect other people’s impressions and reactions throughout social interactions.
Adjusting non-verbal responses, which can include eye-contact, gestures, attitude
and social distance, is highly important for successfully possessing these skills
(Spence, 2003). Spence (2003) suggested that young people face many social tasks,
from the micro to macro level: requesting/suggesting help, answering “no,” asking
for information, starting conversations or waiting for an appropriate time to start
communication. Developing these skills is one of the most crucial accomplishments
for sustaining interaction with others; when a child does not possess these skills, an
acquisition deficit can occur. In addition, other factors—cognitive, emotional or
environmental—could interfere with a child’s ability to show these skills (Gresham,
1997; Spence, 2003; Rogers & Ziviani, 2006). These factors lead to variations of
these skills among children in terms of different settings, people or cultures. Hence,
it is crucial that information regarding the social skills of children be obtained in
different settings and connect different variables. After five years of research on
children’s social skills and problem behaviors, Gresham and Elliot (1990) developed
The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) for assessing children’s social behaviors by
expanding the “Teacher Ratings of Social Skills” instrument, which was developed
in 1984. After completing standardization studies with 1027 parents, 259 teachers
and 4180 children, the SSRS was found to be useful in providing information on
children’s levels of social skills and problem behaviors (according to teachers and
parents reports). The SSRS has been used widely for children aged 3 to 18. Over the
years, the SSRS has been utilized, revised and adapted by researchers to identify and
classify social problems in children, and to guidie researchers, teachers and parents
in how to take precautions to avoid social deficits in children. Some of these studies
focused on preschool children’s demographic characteristics, such as gender,
socioeconomic status, special needs and parenting styles, and their relation to social
skills and problem behaviors (e.g. Elliott, Barnard, & Gresham, 1989; Powless &
Elliot, 1993; Oprea, 1998; Cessna, 2000).



Theorists Piaget (1951) and Vygotsky (1976) indicated that play is not only
tied to development, it is an important factor in children’s social and emotional
development; much of the research in the field also supported this connection
between play and growth (as cited in Mclnnes, 2010). For instance, children’s
cooperation, self-control and assertiveness of social skills are connected with their
pretend play skills (Li, Hestenes &Wang, 2014); children become aware of social
roles and develop emphatic interpersonal skills by means of make-believe play and
taking someone else’s perspective during play (Fisher, 1992). Children’s social roles,
skills and safe and proper interactions are formed by way of play and their
environment. While playing they use a script and show interactive behaviors like
pretending to take on different roles in the community or their environment, for
example as a cook feeding a toy or as fire fighters. Within these playful activities,
they have the opportunity to discover new behaviors or meanings (Rogers & Ziviani,
2006).

The level to which playfulness can change has been a topic of contention in
modern research. O’Brien, Shirley and Josselson (2001) investigated children’s
playfulness by using the Test of Playfulness in different time periods. They found
that children’s playfulness did not change significantly after four years. However, in
studies using playfulness as a state model, playfulness is adaptable to changes over
time; some studies have suggested that playfulness can be changed over time by
intervention. Indeed, Reed, Dunbar and Bundy (1999) found that children’s
playfulness scores increased after one year of enrollment in a Head Start program.
Further, Saunders, Sayer and Goodale (1998) administered the Test of Playfulness
(TOP) to 19 randomly selected preschool children. The TOP results demonstrated
that girls’ ratings were higher than boys’, and older children’s playfulness ratings
were higher than those of the younger children. The “personality trait of playfulness”
school of thought hypothesized that different environments\activities would not
change the state of playfulness. On the contrary, Bundy’s proposal indicated that
people’s level of playfulness is affected by interactions between inherent personality

traits and environment. Modifying an environment is easier than changing a person.
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According to Letts et. al (1994), assessing people and their environments is helpful
in developing positive, harmonious relationships between that person and
environment. If a person is exposed to an inadequate reaction from the environment,
physical and sensory development can be affected negatively; in turn, caregivers or
parents cannot build interaction successfully (Jennings & MacTurk, 1995). Like the
effects of individual factors on play, the environment’s role needs to be explored
(Bundy, 1999).

In interventions in particular environment becomes key. Changes in an
environment are expected to make a person more playful by supporting caregivers,
teachers or playmates’ understanding of their cues (Jennings & MacTurk, 1995).
Branson and Bundy (2001) and Bundy (1999) emphasizes that motivation can be
influenced by environment. Therefore, environment can affect children’s
participation in play. Children’s social environment (their playmates and caregivers),
physical environment accessibility and usefulness of their environment’s features
and materials could encourage or limit their participation (Rigby & Gaik, 2007).
Social environmental influences on children’s play experiences and social
development were found to be significant. Further, preschool children who have
good relationships with their peers showed better engagement in play and higher
social-emotional development (Gagnon & Nagle, 2001). Adults can influence
children’s play by facilitating the environment, but it is more important that the
caregiver can play along with participating children (Fisher et al., 2011; Lilard et al.,
2013). Regarding physical environment, Barbour’s (1999) study showed that
children’s play types varied according to features of the environment and the level of
challenges. Indeed, children’s engagement in sensory, social or dramatic play is
influenced by the opportunities available from the environment. To date, many
assessment tools have been designed for ensuring quality of environment and
exploring the relationship between other variables. For instance, Knox (2008)
developed an assessment based on the “whole child” within a natural environment.
For assessing the quality of a child’s environment, the Early Childhood Environment

Rating Scale (Third Version) was developed (Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2015).

5



Focused on assessing environment specifically for children’s playfulness, Bundy
(1997) designed the Test of Environmental Supportiveness with regards to children’s
playfulness and a focus on evaluating whether environment—in terms of caregivers,
playmates, objects and space— hinders or supports play in children. Moreover,
related studies revealed that there are significant relationships between playfulness
and a supportive environment (Boyer, 1997; Branson & Bundy, 2001; Rigby &
Gaik, 2007).

There has been a recent increase in the rate of studies related to playfulness.
Playfulness which is defined playfulness as traits has been studied for investigating
relation between personal characteristics such as gender, creativity and divergent
thinking (e.g Taylor & Rogers, 2001; Trevlas, Matsouka & Zachopolou, 2003;
Zachopoulou, Trevlas, & Tsikriki, 2004), However, in terms of children's
environment and playfulness, studies by Bundy and colleagues (Bundy, 1997, 1999,
Bronson & Bundy, 2001; Bundy, Waugh & Brentnall, 2009, Skard & Bundy, 2008)
were a major inspiration for the current study. In the light of these studies” findings,
environment could be a distinct factor in limiting or supporting children’s
playfulness. Therefore, more research is needed on the effects of environment factors
on preschool children’s playfulness. Previous studies were concerned with children
with special needs and investigated the relationships between a child’'s home,
hospital, laboratory and\or school outdoor environments. Because of the lack of
studies related to typically developing 5-years old children in their regular preschool
classroom environment, the current study could provide new and important
information connecting these children's level of playfulness with preschool
environment's level of supportiveness. In addition, findings from studies by Bundy
et al., (2008) suggested that typically developing children with high or low level
social skills can be evaluated for their level of playfulness. In particular, Bundy et
al., (2008), posit that typically developing social, creative and resilient children
between 5 to 7 years of age could be assisted by increasing their playfulness via a
playful environment. The current study might give evidence to prove this association

in order so that teachers could plan, schedule activities and organize the environment
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taking account of these variables’ importance in children’s lives. With respect to this
study’s findings, children’s social and problem behaviors can be represented and
understood by their playfulness. By understanding the importance of playfulness,
schools, communities and parents could avoid restricting children’s play and limiting
their environment to manipulated play materials, limited space and un-playful or

interfering adults.

1.1 The Purpose of the Study

Play has been recognized as the most valuable way to enhance children’s
cognitive, social, emotional, and physical development (e.g Hughes, 2010;
Bredekamp & Copple, 1997; Fisher, 1992). However, an important question remains
unknown; ‘which aspects of play affect children's developmental skills® and “what
makes them more crucial? * (Bundy et.al., 2008). To answer these questions and
understand children’s playfulness, researchers use two important models which are
playfulness as a state and playfulness as a trait. While the definition of playfulness in
a disposition sense (e.g., Lieberman,1965; Barnett, 1990) is based on physical and
social skills, cognitive spontaneity, manifest joy and sense of humor. Bundy (1993)
and Skard and Bundy (2008) suggested that playfulness could be defined as
children’s approach to play is comprised of intrinsic motivation, internal control,
freedom to suspend reality and framing (i.e. the ability to give and read cues
successfully). This model was based on studying various activities engaged in by
children. In the present study, the researcher used Bundy’s (1997) playfulness as a
state model. There are several arguments for the applicability of this model. First of
all, in the light of studies using the ‘playfulness as state model’, interventions have a
significant on children’s playfulness (e.g., Bundy, 2008, 2011, 2016; Rigby & Gaik,
2007) and children’s social and emotional, coping skills might also be correlated.
One way of increasing children’s playfulness could be found by investigating
relations with their social skills. With respect to this study, this dimension might be

taken into account for developing interventions for lack of playfulness. In the present
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study, similar to previous studies, the researcher intended to investigate children’s
playfulness within different preschool classrooms in Turkey. Bundy’s model
suggested two observational tools (Test of Playfulness and Test of Environmental
Supportiveness). These instruments have yielded valid and reliable findings for
children (e.g., Bundy, Nelson, Metzger & Bingaman, 2001). Finally, all components
of playfulness were addressed in this study, since children’s playfulness could be
better expressed by the findings of multiple components. The researcher tried to fill
the gap in the literature enable researchers, teacher and parents to develop strategies
to better support children’s playfulness considering key elements of playfulness that
were well documented within the “playfulness as a state model".

Gathering information about children’s playfulness profiles helps researchers
find out children’s needs and deficiencies, particularly in the preschool context. For
this reason, there is a need to investigate children’s playfulness, specifically their
engagement in play. In this study, the researcher used three tools to obtain the data:
The Social Skills Rating System preschool teacher form (SRSS), the Test of
Playfulness (TOP) and the Test of Environment Supportiveness (TOES). These
instruments allowed the researcher to assess children’s playfulness and social skills
within the preschool environment. The researcher observed children during their free
play sessions to evaluate their playfulness and environment by using TOP and
TOES. In the current study, the intended contextual model of playfulness is based on
Cooper’s (2000) theory that play environment and children’s social environment
could be indicators for playfulness— the concept that play environment (preschool
classroom environment) and social skills could play crucial role in children’s

transtions through play activities (Figure 1.1).



Playfulness

Play environment
(Preschool Social skills

classroom
environment)

Figure 1.1 Contextual Model of The Current Study

The goal of the present study is to clarify the association between playfulness,
environment and social skills, and to examine potential moderators of the
relationship between social skills and playfulness and environment by conducting a
quantitative study considering the preschool environment’s supportiveness for

playfulness.

The main research questions of this study are as follows:

1) What are the preschool children’s levels of playfulness, social skills and
environmental support?

2) Is there a difference between preschool children’s playfulness within
different levels of environmental support for play in their preschool settings?

3) Is there a correlation between preschool children’s playfulness and social

skills?



1.2 Significance of the Study

In the current study, playfulness is defined as a state that is affected by
individual differences stemming from genetic background and various environmental
experiences; however, playfulness is determined by one’s personal interaction with
these variations (Taylor, Rogers, & Kaiser, 1999). Interconnections with the
environment and cultural and familiar variations can restrict or allow children’s
playfulness (Bundy, 1999). For this reason, this study aims to explore the expression
of playfulness in children and their environment, which includes their teachers,
playmates, objects and space. The present study also examined teacher ratings of
children’s social skills from the observation of their behaviors within the preschool
setting. In order to find out children’s states of playfulness, the researcher completed
the Test of Playfulness and the Test of Environmental Supportiveness Observation
Environment Scale (TOES) and by direct observation. These ratings were expected
todemonstrate children’s activeness and play forms. Throughout observation,
children’s continuum process of three primary elements (which are intrinsic
motivation, internal control, the freedom of suspended reality and framing) was
measured, further, children’s player profiles—how they have interactions with peers
in cooperative or competitive games—were determined within this research.
Regarding their environment, children’s exploration and manipulation of materials
helps us to understand the role of their environment in developing playfulness
(Bundy, Waugh, & Brentnall, 2009; Boyer, 1997).

Measuring children’s playfulness can be useful for increasing quality of play
behavior within their environment and various contexts (Barnett, 1990). Playfulness
is regarded as having traits such as “cheerful, joyous, humorous and playful attitude,
witty, energetic, being good natured, laughing readily, liking to participate with other
people, imaginativeness, emotional expressiveness, curiosity, openness, novelty
seeking and communicativeness” (Barnett, 1998, p. 99). Playfulness of environment
includes the play materials and the equipment available, the environmental

arrangements and the social elements of the environment. Consequently, children’s
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play and their interactions with each other can be influenced (Cooper, 2000;
Saunders, Sayer, & Goodale, 1999; Wolery, 2005). Based on measures from current
research, it is possible to determine the level of children’s playfulness, their social
skills and problem behaviors in their preschool environment. By examining these
dimensions, caregivers can intervene when they encounter a lack of playfulness
ability and/or social competencies stemming from learning barriers, which could
come from their caregivers, playmates, materials or space. Therefore, there is a need
to have knowledge about each of these factors in order to organize the environment
of the classroom.

These parameters could provide information about how this playfulness trait
is demonstrated in Turkish preschool classes. The Test of Playfulness and Test of
Environmental Supportiveness were administered for the first time in Turkish
children. In addition, children’s playfulness affects the classroom environment, and
thus the creative potential of young children offers the groundwork for teachers’ self-
examination and consideration. Therefore, there is a pedagogical need to explore the
inner dispositions of children to play. Reliable and valid evaluations of children’s
playfulness are highly important for comprehending child behaviors and
investigating the sources of expected behaviors. Engaging free play activities make
children’s play transformative, so that they can learn novel concepts and gain
emotional and self-regulation skills. For that reason, studying playfulness traits
(intrinsic motivation, internal control and freedom to suspend reality) helps in
understanding how they affect transformative play for children. Using the proposed
measures of playfulness would allow future researchers to investigate the
relationship between the extent to children’s internal motivation and self control and
positive social skills outcomes. It will be crucial to find ways to support children’s
playfulness across multiple settings. To understand children’s hidden motivations
and extent of play, evaluations of playfulness must consider cultural backgrounds
and environments that affect children’s play; however, there is a lack of studies
evaluating children’s playfulness in Turkey. Lastly, among the reviewed literature,

there has been a scarcity of studies related to playfulness in children who are
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developing typically, particularly related to their social skills and their environmental
support for playfulness. Therefore, there is a need to explore these dimensions with
different sources and multiple contexts used at the same time.

Therefore, in the current study, evaluating playfulness also helped to discover
how physical and social environment initiate children’s playfulness in Turkey
specifically. This study also tested the nature of the playfulness quality by exploring
the relationship between children’s social development and playfulness, by means of
comparing multiple sources (direct observation of free play, teacher reports and
evaluation of environment).

In order to provide accurate and reliable results for fulfilling the aim of the
current study, the Rasch Analysis was used as the primary means of analysis. The
Test of Playfulness and Test of Environmental Supportiveness were developed by
utilizing the Rasch analysis, which is grounded in item response theory (Wright &
Stone, 1979). The Rasch Analysis also finds differences in the social skills of
children with perceptive to small changes through the Social Skills Rating System
scale. Rasch analysis has been used for assessment of knowledge test data in many
studies, such as the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)
(Teksoz, Boone, Yilmaz-Tiiziin, Oztekin, 2013). The Rasch model has also been
used for personality, affect and behavior assessments. It enables a researcher to
calculate the person’s level of ability and the difficulty of the items. As Bond and
Fox (2001, p.7) stated, it “is the only one that provides the necessary objectivity for
the construction of a scale that is separable from the distribution of the attribute in
the persons it measures.” The reason behind utilizing Rasch analysis in the current
study is that it transforms ordinal-level raw data to interval-level data or “measures”
based on difficulties and level of playfulness and social skills of children. These
measure scores allow us to calculate descriptive and inferential statistics. All item
and person measures are located on the same hierarchy (Bond & Fox, 2001; Linacre,
2005). For this study, Rasch analysis also helps to illuminate the processes of certain
items or why persons behave in a singular manner. Furthermore, another benefit of

the Rasch model is that raters or respondents can choose not to respond to an item;
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they can leave it blank because Rasch analysis can accommodate missing data (Bond

& Fox, 2001).

1.3 Definitions of Important Terms

The operationally definitions of following terms could serve as a guide for
better understanding of the present study;

Playfulness: Bundy (1997) described playfulness as “within any transaction
by evaluating for the presence of three elements: intrinsic motivation, internal
control, and the freedom to suspend reality” (p.53).

Intrinsic motivation: It refers to player’s involvement in play without any
external rewards, social demands or reinforcements, process of play is more
significant than product or outcome (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983: Bundy,
1991;1997).

Internal control: it refers to players decide their actions independently while
they initiate an activity, set rules, choose materials, direct and end the activity
(Neumann, 1971: Bundy, 2012).

Freedom to suspend reality: It refers to the player decide to being close to
objective reality. The activity is expected to be free from to unnecessary constraints
of reality (Bundy, 2012). In other words, while transactions occur, the player is able
to pretend somebody or somethings and make or use objects by unusual ways
(Connor, Williamson & Seipp, 1978: Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983: Bundy,
1991;1997).

Framing: It refers to how players give or receive cues according to how they
intend to act (Bateson, 1971)

Environment: It refers to preschool teachers, peer playmates, objects and
play spaces.

Environment supportiveness for playfulness: “The extent to which
elements of a particular environment support a player’s motivations for play” (Skard

& Bundy, 2008)
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Social skills: Gresham & Elliot (1990) described as “socially acceptable
learned behaviors that enable a person to interact effectively with others and to avoid

socially unacceptable responses” (p. 1).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a review of the definition of play and playfulness as
well as a description of playfulness, which has been composed of four main
components in this study based on the model of playfulness as a state. In light of the
literature review, children’s playfulness and associations between their social
development and underlying social and physical environment will be presented.

Lastly, a summary of evidence is provided.

2.1 Play and Playfulness

The term “play” has been used in various areas: using a musical instrument, a
theater play, playing a CD, or in terms of visual-auditory senses like shadow-play.
Understanding what play is can be very difficult; however, people assume that when
they see it, they know it (Kuhaneck, Spitzer & Miller, 2010). Froebel (1895) defined
play as the work of the child (as cited in Neuman, 1971). Other theorists, such as
Dewey, Montessori, and Rogers, used Frobel’s ideas about play as base. The modern
definition of play used in studying child behavior is an activity that is enjoyable,
enthusiastic and chosen (Burghard, 2005). Kuhaneck, Spitzer and Miller (2010)
defined play as having fun at one’s appropriate level of challenge. Play is also
defined for children as “almost anything enjoyable” (Scarlett et al., 2005, p. 4).
Lieberman’s (1977) research showed that important elements of play can be
determined and measured by age level to study progressive creativity. She then
focused on the personality trait in young children for play after having observed
preschoolers in nurseries, preschools and day-care centers for two years. In fact, she
used the example of one of her participant’s way of acting in play to categorize play

into stages, which are a child’s physical, social and cognitive motilities and their
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teasing, joyfulness and fun. These components of the quality and style of play were
specified as “playfulness” for the first time by Lieberman (1976). Many other
researchers also studied describing and measuring playfulness (Barnett, 1990;
Rogers, 1998). Play is seen as an integral part of the experience, not just a way to
develop other skills. Diverging from Piaget’s (1951) categorization of play (practice
play, symbolic play and games with rules), Neuman (1971) was interested in the
criteria and stated continuum for play. Neuman (1971) defines play as a transaction
between the child and environment characterized by intrinsic motivation, internal
control and freedom to suspend reality. Extrinsic motivation, external reality and
external locus of control are the descriptions for non-play. She indicated that if child
is not free, play cannot occur. Bateson (1972) indicated that framing is also required
(as cited in Bundy, 2004). In order to measure a child’s skills for playing, new
models of playfulness emerged. Based on these ideas, one of the new definitions was
proposed by Bundy (1997). She suggested that focusing on what a child can do or
may intend to do while playing is more important than measuring play types,
categories or developmental play age. Playfulness was described as a style or
approach to play that is a continuum of skills and transcends activity and
environment (Bundy, 1992; Bundy, 1997). This model sees playfulness as a state;
therefore, it not only focuses on enhancing play and play environment, but also
helping make individuals more playful. Instead of concerning herself with the traits
of playfulness, she used these criteria for measuring the abilities of individuals. The
criteria of play proposed by Neuman (1971) could be considered a continuum since
it is impossible for a child to have full intrinsic motivation or internal control. This
continuum from non-playfulness to playfulness is labeled as the “zone of concern”
(Bundy, 2010, p. 1). Morrison, Bundy and Fisher (1991) illustrated elements of a
playfulness model that represented the basis of their playfulness evaluations (see

Figure 2.1).
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2.2 Models of Playfulness

Playfulness as a personality trait comprises humor, divergent thinking ability
and creativity, which are known as higher-order process skills (Lieberman, 1965).
This paradigm is the first requirement of playfulness with respect to personality.
Therefore, playfulness can be defined as the manifest instinctive capacity for play,
regardless of environmental effects (Barnett, 1990, 1991). Playfulness is both a
psychological construct (Rubin et al., 1983 as cited in Mclnnes, 2010) and an
observable trait.

Lieberman (1965) was the first researcher to indicate young children’s
playfulness as a trait. She defined playfulness as a player characteristic. She claimed
that playfulness appeared when a player gets used to other players and has fun with
objects instead of examining them. According to Lieberman (1965, 1966, and 1977),
playfulness has five dimensions: cognitive, social and physical spontaneity, sense of
humor and manifest joy. Each dimension is described as a personality trait.
Lieberman (1965, 1966, and 1977) built her playfulness dimensions after asking
teachers about children’s classroom behaviors. In detail, physical spontaneity
includes children’s coordination and level of physical activity while playing. Social
spontaneity is related to children’s social behaviors and interactions with each other
and their ability to take things upon themselves. For cognitive spontaneity, she
included children’s imagination, creativity in taking roles, organization of games and
manipulation of unusual toys during play. Manifest joy is concerned with children
displaying the quality of play in terms of their enjoyment, interest or freedom during
play. At last, sense of humor is identified as joking, kidding or having fun. Using this
definition, playfulness can be assessed based on cognitive levels of creativity,
imagination and divergent thinking, and factors of intellectual flow, adaptability and

imaginativeness.

Studies by Singer and Rummo (1973) and Singer and Singer (1980) also
demonstrated that playfulness as a trait exists, in this case by studying four-year-old

children. The researchers used three dimensions: joy, interest and positive affect.
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They analyzed kindergarten children’s classroom behaviors and found that the
characteristic of playfulness included “imagination, humor, emotion expression,
taking the initiative exploring new things, curiosity, and openness and
communicating ability,” which are in accordance with Lieberman’s dimensions.
However, more recent research has worked to adjust the measures Lieberman
created. Lieberman constructed a questionnaire including 10 main questions and two
sub-questions for measuring playfulness. Owing to the fact that questions are
limited, raters faced problems linking two or more behaviors into one question. For
that reason, Barnett (1990) attempted to revise the playfulness scale. In order to
enhance the content and face validity of the measure, she worked with 26 experts in
the area of child development and seven child development researchers. In her 1990
study, two teachers rated 388 preschool children over different time periods for
reliability. As a result, Barnett (1992) developed the Children Playfulness Scale
(CPS), which includes 23 items. Other studies support the validity and reliability of
the CPS. For instance, Zachopoulou (2002) used the CPS with Greek preschool
children. After exploratory factor analysis was applied, five factors were confirmed
and high correlations between them were found. In addition, Trevlas, Tsigilis, and
Zachopoulou (2003) evaluated the CPS validity and reliability by administering it to
323 children from 4 to 6 years old. According to the researchers, because their
findings supported the scale’s validity and reliability, they indicated that the scale
can be applied for assessing preschool/kindergarten children’s playfulness. Several
researchers used the CPS for understanding children’s playfulness and exploring
intervention effects on children. For example, Boyer (1997) administered the CPS as
a pre— and post-test to 105 preschool children to investigate the effects of an
intervention program. According to Boyer (1997), children’s playfulness was
positively affected after intervention related to sensory stimulation. In addition, a
study by Trevlas, Matsouka, and Zachopoulou (2003) found a relationship between
motor creativity and playfulness. Tegono (1990) found that creativity and
playfulness carried on into adolescence and adulthood; she worked with early

childhood teachers and explored the creativity and playfulness correlations. Though
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playfulness and the CPS are relevant across a wide range of ages, some studies have
shown that certain items do not work for children with physical disabilities or are not
culturally appropriate (e.g. Bundy & Clifton, 1998). Lastly, Rogers et al., (1998)
developed the Child Behaviors Inventory of Playfulness scale. It is based on the
definition by Rubin et al. (1983) and Krasnor and Pepler (1980). However, it does
not distinguish between play and playfulness. In fact, the same items are used for
both playfulness and the disposition of play. Another weakness is the absence of
theoretical background. Furthermore, validity and reliability have not yet been
sufficiently proven (Bundy, 2005).

Another alternative to the “playfulness as a trait” theory, Neuman’s (1971)
study laid the groundwork for the development of Bundy’s (1993, 1997) model of
playfulness. Bundy has studied playfulness from the perspective of occupational
therapy. Occupational therapy practices deal with supporting children’s and adults’
play; they consider play a serious occupation. Bundy (1993) stated that “playfulness
is intimately related to play as a transaction and as a medium for intervention” (p.
217). She indicates that when playfulness has no place in activities, these are defined
as work (Bundy, 1993,1997). Bundy (1993; 1997) described the meaning of
playfulness as a style of approaching problems in flexible ways so that problems can
be solved easily and feasibly. The approach to the activity is much more significant
than the choice of play or leisure activity. In fact, just playing a game, such as
basketball or computer games, is less important than having a playful manner in
one’s whole life (Bundy, 1993). This model consists of three main factors: intrinsic
motivation, internal locus of control and suspension of reality. According to Bundy
(1997), these components can be directly related to play but these are also traits: the
ability to be “intrinsic motivation,” to be “internal control” and to “suspension of
reality.” (p.55) She defines that the continuum of each component could be exist, this
continuum can demonstarate the existence of component during distinct transactions
of play. Bundy (1997) developed the fourth factor, “framing,” based on the study of
Bateson (1972). A playful player gives and receives verbal and non-verbal cues that

indicate how the players need to play in a determined frame. As opposed to the
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personality trait approach, this model deals with supporting play and helping the
individual to be more playful while considering the environmental effect. From this
approach, the Test of Playfulness or TOP (Bundy, 1997) was developed with
dimensions of intrinsic motivation, internal locus of control and suspension of
reality, plus Bateson’s (1972) notion of framing. In the test, 24 observable behaviors
are assessed according to three factors: the extent to which the behavior occurs, the
intensity with which it occurs and the skill involved. Four-point scales are used for
each dimension; however, not every statement can be assessed with all dimensions.
This assessment was tested by the Children’s Playfulness Scale and found to have a
correlation with the Children’s Playfulness Scale and to be methodologically strong
(Reed, Dunbar & Bundy, 2000; Harkness & Bundy, 2001; Bundy, Nelson, Metzger,
& Bingaman, 2001; Hamm, 2006; Muys, Rodger, & Bundy, 2006).

According to Bundy, playfulness can be operationally defined and measured
based on these elements. The elements are not narrowed, so they constitute a uni-
dimensional construct with elements that are interrelated with each other. Her studies
on the development of measurements for play started with observing play, then
interviewing children and caregivers about play elements. These initial questions
formed the basis of the instrument which is called the Test of Playfulness

(Bundy,1993). These elements will be discussed in detail in the following sections.

2.2.1 Perception of control

Perception of control, also known as internal control has been defined as
follows: “players are largely in charge of their actions and at least some aspects of
the activity’s outcome” (Skard & Bundy, 2008, p. 72). That means players need to be
self-determined in the process of the play. However, Parten (1933) points out that
“cooperative control,” sharing control with other players or adults, is required for
play to occur (as cited in Neuman, 1971). Internal control is the feature of play

comprising players’ choices about what to play, whom to play with and when to start

20



or end play. This actually deals with players feeling free to engage in activities just

as they choose.

2.2.2 Intrinsic Motivation

Intrinsic motivation to play, according to the theory of process, is more a
crucial factor rather than a product (Rubin, Fein & Vanderberg, 1983). According to
Gross (1916), the player is self-motivated to take part in an activity and focuses on
the process and aims innate in the game Conversely, if a player is playing for
external reasons, this is not strictly playing. So intrinsic motivation must happen
during play; even if a player enjoys winning a game, the player’s major purpose is
not winning (as cited in Neuman, 1971). Actually, not knowing the winner before
the game enhances the motivation and fun, whereas knowing the winner in advance
hinders the motivation (Skard & Buny, 2008). As an example, children’s motivation
could decrease in games such as running or memory games if they play with very
skilled players. However, in games where the chance plays a significant role, their
motivation could increase. The wellspring of the inspiration—the reasons a specific
action is characteristically inspiring—shift broadly; this can be explained by the
existence of individual inspirations. Some children are propelled by exercises giving
them the opportunity for social collaboration, but others look for sensation or

superiority (Skard & Buny, 2008).

2.2.3 Freedom to Suspend Reality

Schiller (1954) wrote that with the freedom to suspend reality a player
decides the rules, process and structure of his or her play according to his or her
wishes. If a child plays for a requirement and sticks to the rules, this cannot be called
play. Children’s egocentric and logical thinking skills are associated with the internal
reality of play. Children can alter realty, demonstrate their wishes or shape their

wishes. Early or excessive (then expected) exposure to objective reality constrains
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children’s fantasy play (as cited in Neuman, 1971). According to Skard and Bundy
(2008), the means of freedom to suspend reality is affected by the players’
preference of how close to objective reality they want to play. The player is free to
pretend to do or be things they are not, or even to be someone or objects that do not
exist. When they are pretending, even if it seems real, the verbal or physical cues
expressed by them are unreal. Suspending reality is also seen in making up game
rules or joking. For example, a child can pretend to be a bossy teacher. However, a

child is not allowed to behave like this in real life, outside of playing.

2.2.4 Framing

The three elements of playfulness discussed above and a fourth element, “skills
of framing” are needed for evaluating playfulness. Bateson (1971,1972) used
framing in the scope of play. He used two metaphors, the frame and the map. Apart
from its surroundings, the material can be perceived within its frame. The frame
metaphor refers to how players give or receive cues according to how they intend to
act. It is challenging to construct a play frame, receiving and giving social cues in
spite of necessary breaks for communication or needs. To be a good player, giving
and receiving social cues are equally required. Bretherton (1984), however, argued
that exaggerated pretend play could turn out to be more “real,” so a player may feel
forced to be outside the play frame or denied to enter it (p. 23).

These four elements of playfulness stem from the player interactions during
play. In addition to these, environmental supportiveness is an important element for

play. It will also be discussed in depth in this chapter.
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Figure 2.1 Balance Between The Elements Of Playfulness (Bundy, 2010, p.2)

2.3 Assessment of Playfulness

In the reviewed literature there are two accepted definitions for measuring
playfulness—one that it is a personality trait of the individual (Barnett & Kleiber,
1982, 1984; Lieberman, 1965, 1966, 1977; Singer & Rummo, 1973; Singer &
Singer, 1980; Barnett 1990,1991a,1991b) and the other that it is a style or approach
to an activity (Neumann, 1971; Bundy, 1991, 1993, 1997; Morrison, Bundy &
Fisher, 1991; Skard & Bundy, 2008). Two well-known measures of children’s
playfulness based on these approaches and published and tested by several
researchers over the years are the Test of Playfulness (TOP), investigating
playfulness as a state (Bundy, 1997, 2001, 2006) and the Children Playfulness Scale
(CPS) (Barnett, 1990; 1991), investigating playfulness as a personality trait.

23



2.3.1 The Test of Playfulness (TOP) and the Children Playfulness Scale (CPS)

There are many differences between TOP and CPS with respect to format and
respondents; however, they are correlated because they assess parallel parameters.
There are many studies comparing the TOP and the CPS for evaluating playfulness.
Porter and Bundy (2000) compared these two tests and evaluated 47 African-
American children on their playfulness level. The authors found that a relationship
between the two tests does not exist, with TOP scores and parents’ response of CPS
(r=-.01). Moreover, Bundy et al. (2001) studied 89 children (9 with special needs, 80
with no developmental concerns). TOP was rated by an occupational therapist and
CPS was completed by a parent, a teacher, or a daycare provider. Although they
found a significant correlation between them, the magnitude of correlation was not
high as assumed (r = .46; p <.0001). Furthermore, Muys, Rodger and Bundy (2006)
evaluated the playfulness of children with autism using both CPS and TOP
instruments. In addition, they compared these tools in both structured and
unstructured play environments for the children. After analyzing the results, they
pointed to a strong correlation between them, despite the previous studies. As
aforementioned, the TOP is a therapist-rated assessment whereas CPS is an
observation-based teacher-rated assessment. For that reason, CPS often produced
higher scores than TOP results for the same child, because that child is assessed by
parent and therapist during unstructured play session. Therefore, both assessments
are appropriate for studying autistic children, but the TOP produces more valid and
reliable results. On the one hand, Muys, Rodger and Bundy (2006) assumed that the
difference comes from a discrepancy between the therapist, teacher and parent; on
the other hand, both assessments rate playfulness in different ways. Furthermore,
these assessments are utilized for different purposes, whereas Test of Playfulness
was developed by Bundy (1997) for guiding therapists, teachers or parents

developing goals for approach and attitude toward play.
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2.4 Children’s Playfulness, Social Skills and Environment Support Factors

It has been widely accepted that initial and instinctive activity is regarded as
play. The framework of play includes internal control, intrinsic motivation, freedom
to suspend reality and primary developmental skills (social, play and developmental
skills). Consecutively, a child’s physical and social factors have important effects on
these components (Rodger & Ziviani, 1999). To date, there has been plenty of
research related to the factors that impact children’s play and developmental skills.
In essence this review attempts to investigate these elements and how they are

interrelated.

2.4.1 The Role of Social Skills in Children’s Playfulness

Several researchers have emphasized that play promotes social skills, social
competence and social relationships (Singer, Golinkoff,& Hirsh-Pasek, 2006;
Fisher, 1992; Creasey, Jarvis & Berk; Rubin & Coplan, 1998). Parten (1932)
studied relations between children’s sociability and play for more than 50 years
(Rubin & Coplan, 1992). Theoretically, Parten (1932) categorized six modes of
social participation during children’s activities: parallel play, unoccupied behavior,
solitary play, onlooker behavior, cooperative play and associative play. Parten
(1933) found that children were more social while playing “house” than during
parallel play or constructive play. Parten (1932) indicated that there is a linear
continuity from solitary play to social play. However, it can be seen that children at
different ages can show all types of play (Barnes, 1981). Additionally, studies show
rough-and-tumble play effects children’s primary social skills, even in very early
years of their lives (Gordon, 2014).

Furthermore, to understand with the relationship between play type and social
participation, Rubin (2001) investigated children’s free-play behaviors, which were
evaluated using the Play Observation Scale (POS). That study found that social

participation categories (solitary, cooperative or parallel) were enclosed with their
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play types (dramatic, constructive, etc.) (as cited in Rubin, Bukowski & Parker,
2007). In addition, Aureli and Colecchia (1996) studied three-year-old children’s
play behaviors and found that attending daycare centers and playing with infant
peers at an early age affects children’s type, level and interaction of play activities
positively. Moreover, a study by Newton and Jenvey (2011) demonstrated that
children’s social interactive play is highly related to their social competence. The
meta-analytic study of play’s role on whole child development reviewed 46 studies
from 1974 to 1992. The recognizable evidences found that children’s pro-social
development or behavioral problems can be either diminished or promoted during
play (Fisher, 1992). In particular, the importance of perspective-taking, which plays
a role in socially competent behaviors (such as cooperation, socialization), is
indicated by Fisher (1992). In turn, starting social play at the beginning of life helps
to develop explanatory play in adulthood (Gordon, 2014). While social play is
recognized for its development of social competent behavior, pretend play is also
seen as a significant experience for developing social competence. The key point
here is that social skills, including cooperation, adaptation and sharing, are required
for children to sustain social play (Creasey et al., 1998). Although plenty of
research indicated a relationship between social competence and social play, there
is little research on the construct of playfulness and social skills. One of the studies
related to playfulness and social development aimed to explore the relationship
between children’s playfulness, play behaviors and behavioral problems (Rentzou,
2014). The researcher indicated that playfulness predicts children’s play and
nonsocial play behaviors during children’s engagement in play; also children who
seemed worried or anxious were engaged in solitary, inactive and silent play
(Rentzou, 2014). Meanwhile children’s social deficits, problem behaviors and
future problems could be predicted by their playfulness. Fantuzoo, Coolahan,
Mendez, McDermott and Sutton-Smith (1998) examined urban Head Start
preschool children’s peer-play behaviors and social skills using direct observation
and the Peer Interactive Peer Play and Social Skills Rating System scales. Their

study revealed that children who displayed “interactive play” behaviors such as

26



setting rules with other children have greater scores on social skills, whereas
solitary play or lower self -control skills stem from children’s disruptive behaviors
during play (Fantuzzo et al., 1998). Another study conducted by Fantuzzo, Sekino
and Cohen (2004) investigated children’s peer play competence, self-regulation,
autonomy, emotional and behavioral adjustment, receptive vocabulary and
classroom learning competency. Firstly, the researchers extended their previous
studies by using different sources (i.e., tester, observer) and methods (observing,
testing by individual) in assessing children’s peer play, self-regulation and
receptive vocabulary skills. Secondly, they reevaluated children at the end of the
year in order to make comparisons with their early assessments. These assessments
were applied to a large group of children who enrolled in an urban Head Start
program; the study comprised two phases of 242 and 746 children, respectively.
Results revealed that children’s self-regulation skills and language development
were significantly correlated with their interactive peer play behaviors and
classroom competencies. The researchers indicated that interactive peer play
interactions helped them to overcome barriers during play—they showed taking
turns and sharing. Meanwhile problem behaviors (i.e, temperament, aggression)
were unlikely to be seen in their classroom behaviors. The concurrent phase of the
study at the end of the year demonstrated that peer play behaviors that were
disruptive and incoherent predicted later school adjustment problems and
emotional deficiencies.

Similarly, some studies investigated relations between characteristics related
to social skills and pretend play types. Li, Hestenes and Wang (2014) observed
twenty-eight children during outdoor free play in one of the high quality childcare
centers. They observed children play for 45 minutes to an hour over two weeks.
They collected data from teachers by using the Social Skills Rating System scale to
evaluate children’s cooperation, self-control and assertiveness skills. Afterwards,
their results showed that pretend play had a significant relationship with children’s
assertiveness, abstract and advanced social skills, whereas concrete play was not

associated with other social skill components. Apart from children’s social skills,
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social competence was also investigated related to play. Lindsey and Colwell
(2013) examined children’s pretend play skills and their correlations with their
social competencies with respect to emotional expressiveness, emotion knowledge
and emotion regulation skills as a longitudinal study. They observed 116 preschool
children’s involvement in pretend play and physical play with their peers and
evaluated their social competence. Their findings displayed that children’s social
competencies were predicted by pretend play, particularly socio-dramatic play
instead of fantasy play. The distinction between these types was defined such that
fantasy play includes children’s “as if” activities for pretending an object or
movement, while children engaged with acting a social role or transforming
activities with their peers were considered to be engaging in socio-dramatic play.
Children are able to look from someone else’s point of view or feelings throughout
socio-dramatic play (Lindsey & Colwell, 2013). Further, Bodrova and Leong
(2003) explained that mature play constitutes imagination, diverse roles, clearly
defined rules, flexible themes, language and communications skills and an
appropriate length of time. Children’s social competence and self-regulation skills
are developed as long as mature play exists. Furthermore, children in peer play
show cooperation, problem solving and determining their actions (Schulz &
Bonawitz, 2007). The correlation between play and socio-emotional behaviors was
investigated through further study. Ashiabi’s study (2007) was concerned with the
role of play on socio-emotional behaviors. The researcher discussed that play
required mixed skills. While playing, children sympathize, respond to reactions and
become aware of other children’s needs. Therefore, children are expected to
demonstrate and learn emotional expression, meaning and regulation.

The aforementioned studies used correlation methodologies to investigate
relationships between play and social development. However, Walker, Chang,
Powell, Simonoff and Grantham-McGregor (2006) conducted a longitudinal,
randomized controlled trial study with 129 children initially aged 9-24 months and
followed these same participants at 17-18 years. Walker et al. (2007) developed

play sessions for supporting mother-child relations, presenting play methods and
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homemade toys. They evaluated the 17-year-old children’s self-esteem, anxiety,
depression and antisocial behaviors through questionnaires. Their results revealed
that participants, when compared to children who did not receive intervention, had
fewer depression symptoms, less anxiety and higher levels of self-esteem and
concentration. They also indicated that at school children were less likely to be
suspended or expelled, therefore it can be inferred that they seem to have fewer
antisocial behaviors.

To date most of the research has used the play concept rather than
playfulness. Even though playfulness was not identified as a construct in the scope
of these studies, a few of them have investigated the effects of playful approaches
or attitudes on children’s cooperation skills and problem-solving abilities. Ramani
(2012) investigated preschool children’s joint behavior and cooperation skills by
comparing playful and child-centered contexts with structured and adult-centered
contexts. Even if children were not directed to complete the tasks together, in a
playful context they worked on tasks together and communicated positively with
their peers. They also constructed more complicated and accurate tasks (Ramani,
2012). In addition, another work by Ramani (2005) used cues for constructing a
playful context. The findings of that study showed that children’s cooperative
behaviors—sharing and communication with each other during the activity—were
significantly higher during playful conditions. Similarly, Thomas, Howard and
Miles (2006) found that children’s problem solving performance was positively
affected when they used a playful attitude while approaching the task. Therefore, it
can be interpreted that children's social skills might be developed more effectively
when they engage in tasks or solve problems in playful conditions.

Sanderson (2010) developed a teacher-report measure, “Project Joy
Playfulness Scale” (PJPS), for the “Project Joy” study in order to evaluate
preschool children’s playfulness. The PJPS scale included four components: active
engagement, internal control, joyfulness and social connection. Social connection
was defined as when children play cooperatively, become a team member, play

collectively, try to get along with their peers, participate in play effortlessly, help
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and take actions intended by peers for playing. The findings revealed that these
components were independent and correlated with each other. However, strong
correlations were not found between social connection and joyfulness. Sanderson
emphasized that children’s social connection behaviors were assessed by preschool
teachers, and that some kinds of social play could not be observed in that
environment. This might affect the results.

In terms of the development of the construct of playfulness, various factors
are considered by investigating relationships between pretend play, playfulness and
social behaviors. Moore’s research (1985) was one of the oldest studies
investigating relations between playfulness, childrearing practices and Type A
behaviors. Type A behaviors were defined as need to excel, efforts to control,
hostility, aggression and impatience (Moore, 1985, p. 35). Moore developed the
Child Behaviors Inventory measure for assessing children’s playfulness, and
utilized questionnaires, including The Child Rearing Practices Report for Parenting
Childrearing Practices and Matthews Youth Test for Health for Type A behaviors.
Participants of the study were 83 children who enrolled in kindergarten, first and
second grade. The results of the study showed that children’s Type A behaviors
were positively correlated to their level of playfulness. In particular, Type A
students actively engaged in their play, showing more pretending than
unimaginative behaviors. On the other side, impatience and aggressive behaviors,
which are considered Type A behaviors, were seen in extrinsically motivated
children. They were also resistant to explore.

One such study (Christian, 2012) compared children’s playfulness, adaptive
behaviors, humor and temperament. The longitudinal study was employed with the
participation of 43 school-aged children throughout their fourth grade to sixth
grade years. The researcher used scales for evaluating coping, emotion regulation,
emotion expression, sense of humor and temperament, and Child Behaviors
Inventory of playfulness. According to the results, playfulness was significantly
correlated with active coping strategies, emotion regulation, intentness of

expressing emotions and the affiliation (i.e intensity for affection, showing
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intimacy) component of temperament. However, the researcher could not find any
association between early pretend play skills and children’s playfulness. Two main
reasons indicated were that children’s playfulness was rated by teachers and that
the behavior inventory of playfulness was not appropriate for assessing school-aged
children (Christian, 2012). Another point supporting the findings of the study is
that one of the characteristics of playfulness is an adaptive personality trait, so
managing emotions can be predicted by children’s playfulness.

Bundy et al., (2008) investigated the effects of an intervention plan on
Australian children’s playfulness. Participants were 20 typically developing
children whose ages ranged from 5 to 7. The researcher exchanged the play
materials of the playground with loose-part materials. The Test of Playfulness was
used during 11 weeks of children’s fifteen-minute free play in their school
playground to understand differences in playfulness. According to the results of the
study, children’s playfulness levels were increased significantly after intervention.
Researcher-conducted interviews with children’s teachers indicated that children
demonstrated more social, divergent and tolerant behaviors after intervention
(Bundy et al., 2008). Later Bundy et al., (2011) enlarged their study on using play
for improving children’s social and physical developmental skills. They conducted
3-year Sydney playground projects with 12 schools and 226 students, selected by
clustering. Researchers randomly selected 18 children from each school who were
5-7 years old. They employed a cluster randomized controlled trial methodology to
utilize play-based adult— and child-based interventions. The study included a
baseline and a post-test after 13 weeks. Children’s social skills and problem
behaviors were assessed through Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scales
(SSIS-RS) (Gresham & Elliot, 2008), and the Pictorial Scale of Perceived
Competence and Social Acceptance for Young Children (PSPCSAYC) (Harter and
Pike, 1984) was utilized to measure social competence and acceptance. They
suggested that interventions promoted children’s social skills and social

competence.
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Some of the experimental studies in this area of research have carried out
different interventions for children with special needs for improving their social
skills and playfulness. In an attempt to add to that field, Cordier, Bundy, Hocking
and Einfeld (2009, 2010) focused on play and social skills of children with
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). They compared ADHD children
with their playmates, who were developing typically with respect to their social
play skills, by using Test of Playfulness. Interestingly, they found that the absence
of empathy caused play deficits. These deficits can be seen in issues supporting
other children’s play, responding to playmate’s cues, communicating and affecting
each other. Meanwhile, children with these deficits face difficulties in sustaining
transactions and creating expressive relationships with their friends (Cordier et al.,
2010).

There was further development by Wilkes, Cordier, Bundy, Docking and
Munro (2011). The researchers developed a play-based intervention plan for
children with ADHD to improve play and social skills during free play sessions
with their peer playmates. They used Test of Playfulness to test improvement of
social play before and after intervention. The Child Behavior checklist and
Conners’ Parent Rating scales were also employed. They found significant
improvement of social play and social skills with a large effect size. Furthermore,
they saw development in peer playmates’ social play skills after intervention.
Especially the “persist” ability—to push through tough conditions and continue
play transactions— progressed; this helps to establish friendships between the
students. Improvement of prosocial behaviors was also exhibited through
interpersonal empathy items of playfulness (Wilkes et al., 2011). In addition to
investigating children’s playfulness and social play skills, researchers examined
children’s coping skills with playfulness. Saunders, Sayer and Goodale (1998)
conducted a study with 19 preschool children. The researcher utilized the Test of
Playfulness and the Coping inventory to evaluate the playfulness and coping skills
of children. Coping skills were categorized under self and environment.

Productivity, activeness and flexibility dimensions were assessed. According to
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results of the study, children’s levels of playfulness and their coping skills were
highly positive and related to each other. Interestingly, girls had higher scores than
boys considering the results of all of the measures. The researcher explained these
differences through the fact that girls experienced more pretend play, such as
modeling dressing up and housekeeping, thus sustaining their coping skills by
promoting social skills during pretend play.

Hess and Bundy (2003) investigated the links between playfulness and
coping skills in adults. They also used observation-based tools, the Test of
Playfulness and the Coping Inventory Tests, with typically developing adolescents
and those with and emotional disturbance. They found a high significant correlation
between coping skills and playfulness scores. Internal control was the component
of playfulness linked to coping skills in terms of feeling in control. Their findings
suggested that children’s coping skills could be developed by promoting
playfulness. The importance of promoting playfulness and its connection to
children’s lifetime adaptability, coping and wellbeing could be seen as a starting
point for researchers, so some studies deal with increasing playfulness of children
by developing interventions. To explore the effectiveness of one intervention
program, Boyer (1997) used sensory stimulation for affecting preschool children’s
playfulness, social-emotional, manifest joy and sense of humor. The researcher
designed the intervention to include the five physical senses in playful and
imaginative activities. The Children Playfulness Scale (Barnett, 1990) with five
components (physical, socio-emotional, cognitive, manifest joy and sense of
humor) was utilized for this study. The findings showed that children who
participated in the intervention plans had higher scores on the playfulness scale. In
particular, socio-emotional, manifest joy and sense of humor were significantly

different between the control and experimental groups.
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2.4.2 The Role of Environment in Children’s Playfulness

Extensive literature addresses the importance of playfulness and sustaining
playfulness by encouraging and preparing playful opportunities during childhood
and even adulthood. Therefore, the following section will review research showing
the crucial role of environment for children’s playfulness. Personal characteristics
and genetic inheritance might influence a person’s interactions with the
environment. However, it is important to consider whether an environment is rich,
safe or supportive (Bundy, 1999). Social and physical environment could have an
impact on children’s playfulness by means of supporting or hindering (Branson &
Bundy, 2001). If an environment does not meet the player’s needs and offer
challenges, it causes boredom. Conversely, if the environment exceeds the player’s
capacity, it leads to pressure on the individual, and anxiety could occur (Branson &
Bundy, 2001). Environment has become a first factor to be focused on when
playfulness is concerned. For that reason, playfulness needs to be observed and
followed across different environmental settings (Bundy, 1999). Rogers and
Ziviani (2006) indicated that connections between the skills and interests of a child,
obstacles, supportiveness of environment and provoking challenges of the activity
type affected children’s play performance and playfulness. They suggested that
play settings should enable children to learn rules and expected behaviors, feel safe
and approved, be active explorers and be engaged in interactive play. According to
the literature review by Fisher, Hirsch-Pasek, Golinkoff, Singer and Berk (2010),
environment pushed children’s skills and abilities into higher levels by use of
teaching. In addition, many studies proved that a playful environment and playful
teaching methods contribute to children’s literacy and math skills, social
competence and emotional development.

One of the prominent studies is Vandenberg’s (1981) study, which
investigated the effects of various environments and social and cognitive
egocentrism on the social play of preschool children. Fifteen boys and thirteen girls

aged 55 months (4 and a half years of age) participated in the study. Two different
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conditions of environment were provided to children during free play. The two
environments included either big muscle or small muscle activities and materials.
The results showed that play environments have an important role in children’s
social play and play groups scopes. In particularly, the study found that children
who engaged in the big muscle—designed room consisting of climbing, running, etc.
demonstrated more social play behavior. On the contrary, children were more
engaged in solitary and parallel play in the room that supported fine motor skills,
which was mostly focused on art activities.

Bundy (1997) views playfulness as a state and is concerned with the role of
environment for enhancing playfulness. Cooper (2000) also supported this view, as
Cooper’s model described how physical and social components can diminish or
encourage playfulness. The physical environment is regarded as space, objects and
place, while the social environment consists of caregiver, parents, peers, younger
and older children and adults. In addition to these, the role of cultural and
socioeconomic factors, as well as gender, was recognized. However, these factors’
influences are seen as too complex to fully find out.

Reed, Dunbar and Bundy (2000) conducted a study with typically developing
children and preschool children with autism for investigating an inclusive program
on children’s playfulness. One of the aims of the inclusive program was promoting
and giving an opportunity to children to engage in social and play behaviors with
their peers. The instrument of the study is the Test of Playfulness; it was used
during children’s 15-minute free play sessions. Children were observed in the
classroom setting and playground. During outdoor time, they engaged in three
types of activities: cooperative social play, gross motor play and construction play.
As children were playing in the classroom setting, they did block building, finger
painting, dramatic or imaginative play, art with a drawing board and turn-taking
games with various manipulative toys. According to the results of the study, the
inclusive program did not affect the level of playfulness of children when
compared to non-inclusive classrooms; on the other hand, researchers discussed

that the non-inclusive program helped overall scores of children’s playfulness

35



because they used a less structured environment, giving value to free play and
playful manner in teachers.

A more supportive or less supportive environment can determine children’s
behavior. They might show less playful behaviors in an unsupportive environment,
even if they have been regarded as playful (Bronson & Bundy, 2001). Therefore,
Bronson and Bundy (2001) studied the reliability and validity of The
Environmental Supportiveness test (TOES) and its correlation with the Test of
Playfulness (TOP) across different settings to fulfill the need for an assessment of
playfulness and supportiveness of environment. They observed 109 children with
special needs and 51 children who were developing typically in numerous locations
in Canada and the United States. The children in the study ranged from 15 to 180
months, with a mean age of 70 months, or just under 6 years. They found that
TOES was reliable regarding raters, however, the instrument did not give sufficient
evidence for distinguishing between supportive or unsupportive environments. On
the other hand, their results showed that playfulness and environment are
significantly related each other. Another study related to assessing environmental
supportiveness and its effect on playfulness was conducted with 265 children aged
between 15 months to 12 years (Bundy, Waugh & Brentnall, 2009). Researchers
adapted TOES and TOP assessments to create the T-TUM. T-TUM scores were
defined as playfulness; scores were adjusted according to supportiveness of
environment. Their findings revealed that more supportive environments can
influence playfulness more significantly than the less supportive environment,
which hinders children’s playfulness.

Hindmarsh-Hook (2005) conducted a case study to identify play skills in
children with individualized education plans. The researcher examined a ten-year-
old child with special needs by utilizing the Test of Playfulness, Test of
Environmental Supportiveness and Preschool Play Scales and Play History. The
implementation plan aimed to show parents, therapist and teachers how to promote
children’s playful behaviors. The study emphasized that parents’ and teachers’

safety concerns inhibit participant’s playful behaviors. Children begin to be
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motivated to learn some play and play safely with their peers with slight assistance
after six months, but the findings of study indicated that the participant was unable
to be an active player because of her sensory and physical difficulties.

Hamm’s (2006) study also supported the previous study’s findings. Hamm
investigated the reliability and validity of the TOP and TOES and the correlations
between them in children with developmental disabilities and typically developing
children. The participants of the study included 40 children whose age ranges were
6 to 36 months. The results of the study supported that both TOP and TOES are
valid and reliable instruments. Children with developmental disabilities were found
to be less playful compared with typically developing children, however they could
not find any difference between them regarding their environmental
supportiveness. Regarding the relationship between playfulness and environmental
supportiveness they found a high correlation between them, in particular for
children with developmental delays. Therefore, findings of the study suggest that
environmental supportiveness has a more significant role in playfulness of children
with special needs.

Rigby and Gaik (2007) conducted a study with children with cerebral palsy
between the ages of 4 and 8 to investigate the stability of their playfulness based on
three different environment settings: home, community and school. The Test of
Playfulness was utilized for the study. The findings showed that children’s
playfulness was higher at home than the other settings. It is interesting to note that
all of the children involved were seen as playful in at least one setting, so
researchers indicated that all children can be playful with a well-prepared and
appropriate environment. However, most environmental conditions do not support
children’s playfulness.

With respect to the physical environment, the features of a playground or
classroom need to be supportive and give opportunity for children’s playfulness.
Rogers and Ziviani (2006) indicated that ideal play settings are arranged according
to children with respect to accessibility and materials. A study by Barbour (1999)

demonstrated that various types of play behaviors occurred in different features of
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environment. The researcher compared two settings, with one setting including
various equipment and materials, and children there showed more diverse forms of
play. Especially, the playground that included loose parts gave the opportunity for
children to play cooperatively.

Fabrizi (2014) explored the influences of community playgroup interventions
on children’s playfulness. The researcher employed a quasi-experimental study
with special needs children who were 15 months to 3 years old. While children
were at their free play session with their caregivers, the Test of Playfulness was
used in measuring children’s playfulness before and after community playgroup
intervention. Community playgroup sessions included increasing participation in
playgroups, being a playful model, adjusting the environment and giving
opportunities for social play with peers in the community. The results of the study
showed that community play groups have a significant positive effect on
playfulness of children with special needs.

On the other hand, a study by Moore and Lynch (2015) reviewed research
related to accessibility and usability of playground environments for children. The
study showed that children’s playground environments do not meet the needs of all
children, including appropriate social, physical and political levels of obstacles;
they are inaccessible, disadvantageous, and not an inclusive setting for special
needs children.

Regarding children’s playground interactions in terms of types of play,
Nabors and Badawi (1997) conducted research with children aged 3 and 5 years to
identify which types of play they observed in the school playground. During free
play, 45 typically developing children and 19 children with special needs were
observed with their teachers, alone and with peers in two childcare settings using
the “snap shout” technique. The study found that children with special needs used
less comparative play with their peers, even if their playgrounds were defined as
“creative-adventure” types. The researcher indicated that teachers have an
important role in facilitating disabled children’s cooperative play with their peers.

It can be inferred that adults’ role needs to be considered as environmental factors.
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In terms of factors influencing children’s preference during their free play,
Harper and Huie (1998) worked with 244 children aged 3-5 years. The researchers
selected the participating children from 6 different preschool settings and observed
them during free play time. The results showed that children’s engagement and
openness of activities were affected by physical and social characteristics. While
children are engaging in free play, more social play behaviors are seen among
them.

With regard to adults’ role in children’s playfulness, Dodd and Wilson (1998)
also investigated the adult interactions conditions, which are either “adult directed”
or “adult assisted,” via exploratory play and the differences in their effects on
children’s playfulness. The researcher conducted a qualitative study by observing
40 toddlers aged between 18 to 24 months while playing with their teachers, and
utilized the Child Behaviors Inventory by asking parents to rate their children’s
playfulness. The findings of the study showed that in adult-assisted conditions,
children were able to reach the expected aims by various ways, created different
usages of objects and engaged in play longer than during adult-directed play. In
addition, their persistence for reaching the aims was sustained much longer in that
adult-assisted condition. Children were less engaged in pretend play during adult
directed play. Dodd and Wilson (1988) suggest that participants were seen as more
playful during adult-directed play conditions. However, there was an important
note from the researchers: the conditions’ affects were not to be extrapolated to all
age groups because at 16-24 months children are more dependent on their adults
and they need more direction and modeling behaviors.

Lobman (2001) investigated how playful environments and interactions
between children and adults could be created in childcare centers. Preschool
children were observed over a four-month period by means of field notes,
videotapes and journals. Results showed that preschool teachers for the most part
did not use improvisation while playing with children. Another important finding is
that teachers can be playful while teaching new skills and knowledge and continue

to be a leader in the activities. But it is important that teachers be aware of the
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importance of children’s participation in creation, rather than following a planned
script. Lobman (2006) continued to study teachers’ preparation in a play-based
preschool classroom by creating an intervention plan using improvisational theatre
workshops. The results demonstrated that teachers™ skills were developed for
reacting to children’s play and creating new activities collectively. Teachers
became aware of their weakness in terms of not listening or controlling the activity
(Lobman, 2006).

Kendrick (2013) also studied teachers’ influence on preschool children’s play
behaviors in the playground. Both children’s and teachers’ behaviors were
examined after a teaching training intervention; children’s play behaviors with their
teachers served as a control group and experimental group and were assessed by
observation in three phases (baseline, intervention and post). Teachers were trained
in sustaining children’s more complex play and preventing children from engaging
onlooker or un-purposeful play types. The Playfulness Assessment Profile
(Preschool Edition) (Sanderson, 2010) and Social Competence and Behavior
Evaluation scales were utilized. In addition, teachers’ behaviors while playing with
children as observed from the videotapes were coded by means of “global teacher
playground styles,” (i.e., negative, director, or rule enforcer). However, when
comparing control groups, teachers in experimental groups demonstrated more
negative influences on children’s play. The findings of the study also showed that
teachers were not willingly participating in children’s play; instead they preferred
to supervise children in the playground.

Farver and Lee-Shin (2000) investigated Korean mothers’ parenting, play
attitudes and their children’s social and play behaviors by comparing their
acculturation. The researchers conducted research with 108 Korean-American and
52 European-American mothers by administrating the Parent as Teacher Inventory
and Play Questionnaire and observing free play activities of children. The findings
showed that there was a significant relationship between mothers’ encouragement
and endorsing the importance of play and children’s self-expressions and play and

social behaviors. Indeed, separated and assimilated mothers of children were less
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interested in pretend play. In addition, children’s mothers did not endorse play as
an important part of learning. Therefore, they used play as an academic activity for
their children. It is interesting to note that 54% of Korean-American and 96% of
European- American mothers thought that children and parents should play
together. Nevertheless, they felt difficulty in sustaining their interest during play
with their children (Farver & Lee-Shin, 2000).

Sandseter (2009) conducted qualitative research by exploring a natural and
ordinary preschool outdoor environment with respect to children’s risky play.
“Risky play” is formed by including physical risk in activities that is sensational
and appealing (Sandseter, 2008). Children’s play was videotaped, and interview
methods and observation of the collected data were used to understand their
possible affordance for risky play. Most of the children stated that teachers did not
allow them to do what they wanted in the playground. The researcher indicated that
both types of playground settings contained risky play. In fact, children’s level of
risky play was found to be higher in the natural environment features because they
are more challenging, however these risks were not seen by children (Sandseter,
2009).

Although most of the study findings supported the idea that playfulness could
be changeable across settings, Ryan (2011) revealed that children’s personal
elements can be more effective than the environment. The researcher studied
differences between the home and hospital environments in terms of children’s
playfulness. The researcher intended to assess playfulness of hospitalized children
during the time they were in the hospital and then in their home using the Test of
Playfulness and the Test of Environmental Supportiveness. Finding of the study
showed that their playfulness mean scores were around .20 on Test of Playfulness
(SD=.69). Compared to Skard and Bundy’s (2008) study findings (M=.43:M=-.43),
their scores fell just between children with special needs’ and typical children’s
playfulness scores. On the other hand, children’s level of playfulness was not
changed between home and hospital. Moreover, negative or positive elements of

the environment were not related to children’s playfulness.
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Shim, Herwing and Shelley (2001) conducted a study with children aged 2 to
5 years to identify connections between children’s play behaviors with their peers
across different settings in three childcare centers located in the United States.
Although researchers did not use the Test of Environmental supportiveness for
playfulness, they focused on the quality of the indoor and outdoor environment
with respect to children’s play behaviors with their peers. The Assessment Profile
for Early Childhood Programs and the Parten-Smilansky Play Scale were utilized
for describing the environment and categorizing play behaviors. Children’s
interactions with peers were observed for five minutes during their free play by
means of videotaping with a wireless microphone. The results showed that all
centers had low quality environments for children. The results also showed that
there was a significant relationship between settings and children’s parallel
functional play. Indeed, 4 to 5 year-old children mostly used parallel functional
play in outdoor environments. Children also exhibited social behaviors during the
pretend play in the outdoors. However, classroom settings did not support child-
centered dramatic play with their objects and settings.

Chang, Hsu and Chen (2013) investigated the classroom playfulness climate
and its relationship with high school students’ creativity. They developed a class
playfulness climate scale by adapting the Adult Playfulness Scale for the study.
According to the results of the study, the student classroom atmosphere met the
expectations for playfulness. Their environment was described as “relaxed, casual,
humorous and happy.” A free atmosphere helps to sustain playfulness and positive
occurrences. Furthermore, there was a significant positive correlation between level

of playfulness of the atmosphere and students’ graphic and linguistic creativity.

2.4.3 Summary of Evidences

The previous sections have examined definitions of play and playfulness and
their importance to children. They highlighted the four elements of playfulness

behind Bundy’s theory of playfulness in order to provide a framework for
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understanding the results of Test of Playfulness and Test of Environmental
Supportiveness.

In the second half of literature review, the social and environmental factors
affecting playfulness were explored. Firstly, the examination of studies on
relationships between social skills and play behaviors showed that children
demonstrated more social play skills and fewer problem behaviors during play with
their peers and pretend play (Li, Hestenes & Wang, 2014; Lindsey &
Colwell,2013). Further, children’s play behaviors were shown to be predictive for
future social developmental deficits and problems (Walker et al., 2007). Likewise,
playground studies and play interventions make significant changes in children’s
social skills (Bundy et al., 2008, 2011). However, there is limited research on
investigating relations of playfulness and social skills. Playfulness is a state
because it can be differentiated across different environmental features; each factor
enriches or hinders playfulness (Bundy, 1997) Environment is divided into two
categories, which are social environment and physical environment. Children’s
social environment is encompassed by playmates, caregivers and community. The
role of adults in children’s play was found to significant because they can hinder
them by bounding rules, attitudes towards risky play, use of materials and directing
children’s play (e.g Hindmarsh-Hook, 2005). On the other hand, researchers found
positive changes through adults’ role in children’s play by developing intervention
programs (Nabors & Badawi, 1997; Dodd & Wilson, 1998; Lobman, 2006;
Kendrick, 2013). Some researchers also investigated physical environment effects
on children with special needs and typically developed children. Specifically,
effects of sensory materials and loose parts of the environment enhance playfulness
of children with special needs (Barbour, 1999; Bundy et al., 2008).

Finally, a few studies discussed the current issue of preschool children’s
playfulness levels and the role of environmental supportiveness in terms of social
skills and problem behaviors, yet most of them studied small samples or children

with special needs. Although children’s play behaviors can be understood by
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observation, teacher and parent reports are based on their analyses. Therefore, an

important gap could be filled by the present research.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter provides the method of the study. Specifically, it documents how the
study was conducted in terms of the data collection, participants, instruments,

procedure and data analysis.

3.1 Design of the study

This study employed a correlational design within the quantitative research
approach. Correlation design is also called associational design. It is a form of
descriptive design. Fraenkell and Wallen (2006) defined correlation research as
when “the relationships among two or more variables are studied without any
attempt to influence them” (p.328). Correlational research has two main purposes.
The first purpose of this research type is exploring relations between variables for
explaining crucial phenomena. The second is predicting a variable’s expected values
by identifying the degree of relationships between other variables (Fraenkell &
Wallen, 2006). For these reasons, the nature of correlational research was found to
be most appropriate for the purposes of the current study. Children’s playfulness
could be understood more fully by clarifying its relationships with and among other
variables like social skills and environment. The present study aimed to explore
preschool children’s playfulness levels, social skills and their school environment
supportiveness for their playfulness. This study also investigates whether a
correlation exists between children’s playfulness in different levels of
environmentally supportive schools. This study tried to discover whether there is a
connection between two or more variables, and to what extent. The design was
chosen because these variables are measured by scales and a correlational

exploration will help find significant relationships between them.
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3.2 Research Questions

The following questions guided this research.
1) What are preschool children’s levels of playfulness, social skills and
environmental supportiveness?
2) Is there a difference between preschool children’s playfulness within

different levels of environmental support for play in their preschool settings?

3) Is there a correlation between preschool children’s playfulness and social

skills?

3.3 Participants of the Study

In the current study, the target population was all five-year-old children
attending preschools of the Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Kecioren and Sincan districts of
Ankara. An accessible population was defined as five-year-old children in the 16
private and public preschools in these districts of Ankara. Selection of the sample
was based on the convenience sampling method. As Frankel and Wallen (2005)
point out, individuals cannot be selected based on implementation or circumstances.
Therefore, it would be more feasible to reach preschools who agree to participate in
the study. Some schools were not included in the study because the researcher used
video recording during data collection and some of the schools did not agree to be
taped. Therefore, the data was collected in 16 private (n=6) and public (n=10)
preschools.

The Test of Environmental Supportiveness (TOES) (Bundy & Skard, 2008)
was applied to classify the extent to which each preschool environment was
supportive of play. After grouping preschool settings into low, moderate and high
levels of environmental supports for play, the Test of Playfulness provided scores on
children’s playfulness. Then the Social Skills Rating System Scale, preschool

version (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), gave information for screening and classifying
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children’s social behaviors and behavioral problems. The SSRS scale was completed
by the children’s preschool teachers. Children’s preschool teachers (n=30) had a
certification for teaching and worked as full-time early childhood education teachers
in the private and public preschools. In this study, a Turkish Translation of the SSRS
Preschool Teacher form was administered.

Two phases of sampling procedures were performed in the data analysis.
Firstly, during data collection procedures, 221 children were observed in their
classroom in order to use the Test of Playfulness and Test of Environmental
Supportiveness. Some of the children could not observed because of their absences
during videotaping. However, teachers completed a Social Skills Rating System for
all children in their classroom (n=243). Secondly, each scale of data were analyzed
for confirming adequately to the Rasch analysis. Some of the children with the worst
fit were removed when conducting the Rasch analysis. Ultimately, a total of 212

children (94 boys, 118 girls) participated in this study.

3.4 Data Collection Instruments

The data for the present study were collected from teachers’ reports and by
direct observation by the researcher. Therefore, the instruments of the study are two-
dimensional: the first is teachers’ assessments of children’s social skills and the
second is observational assessment of playfulness. The first set was used to assess
children’s social skills using teacher ratings of the SSRS, preschool version
(Gresham & Elliot, 1990). The second set of instruments assessed children’s
playfulness using the Test of Playfulness (Bundy, 2004) and the Test of
Environmental Supportiveness (Skard & Bundy, 2008). Further, construct validity
and reliability per child and items for each instrument have been analyzed via Rasch
Analysis in the result section.

In the first set, preschool teachers filled out a demographic questionnaire that

included items asking for their basic information, such as children’s age and gender,
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SSRS was employed for gaining information about children’s social skills. The

following sub-section describes the instruments in detail.

3.4.1 The Test of Playfulness-TOP

According to an extensive systematic review of research related to play and
playfulness assessment tools, the Test of Playfulness (TOP) was found the most
reliable and valid (Okimoto, Bundy & Hanzlik, 2000; Branson & Bundy, 2007,
Feldt, 2009); thus TOP was selected for the present study. The Test of Playfulness
was developed and standardized by Bundy (2004) to assess children’s playfulness.
The TOP was designed to be scored from videotapes of children engaged in free
play. It is a 29-item observational assessment scale and administered after free play
time of children for approximately 15 minutes. Each item is rated on a 4-point scale
(0 to 3) of extent, intensity, and skill, assessing various operationalized features of
the play (Bundy, 1997). Some items, such as “is actively engaged,” are scored on all
three areas. In contrast, the item “decides what to do” is scored only under extent
Using the proposed measure of playfulness allowed an investigation of the
relationship between the children’s intrinsic motivation, internal control and
suspension of reality. The TOP was implemented by making direct observation.
Each score points out the extent, the intensity (degree) or the skillfulness observed.
These ratings demonstrate children’s activeness, joyfulness, physical spontaneity and
play forms. Moreover, gathering information about children’s playfulness profiles
helps to find out children’s needs and deficiencies, particularly in the preschool
context. Playfulness is determined by evaluating for the presence of intrinsic
motivation, internal control, freedom to suspend reality and skills related to framing
(Bundy, 1997). The TOP has high inter-rater reliability (data from 96% of raters fit
the expectations of the Rasch model); acceptable test-retest reliability (e.g., intra-
class correlation 0.67 at P <.01; Brentnall, Bundy & Kay, 2008) and provided
construct validity (e.g., 93% of the items and 98% of children and %100 raters met

Rasch assumptions; Bundy, Nelson, Metzger & Bingaman, 2001, Gaik & Rigby,
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1994; Harkness & Bundy, 2001). In the current study, the reliability of the TOP as
calculated by Cronbach alpha was .93.

3.4.2 Test of Environmental Supportiveness -TOES

The Test of Environmental Supportiveness (TOES) was developed to
investigate features of environment which are caregivers, playmates, objects and
space whether meet player motivations (Bundy, 1997). It has 17 observational items
and is administered to children aged 15 months to 12 years. The TOES tool was
developed to address the ways in which the environment influences play. It assesses
the extent to which elements of a feautures of environment support players; it was
developed to be used simultaneously with the ToP. The TOES examines caregivers,
playmates, objects, play space and the sensory environment as players seek to meet
their motivations through play. It helps educators and therapists to comprehend
children’s play behavior and the environmental impact on play, and to observe
manipulation’s effects on children’s expressions of playfulness. Items are evaluated
according to the extent of support for children’s interest. TOES items are scored on a
4-point scale (-2, -1, +1, +2). The test considers four elements of environment:
caregivers, playmates, space and objects According to studies by Bronson and
Bundy (2001) and Harding (1997), the TOES has sufficient reliability and validity
for children with a range of disabilities and for typically developing children.
Bronson and Bundy examined three aspects of reliability: inter-rater reliability,
estimated item model error and ability of the items to separate environments into
levels of relative supportiveness. Goodness of fit statistics revealed that data from
100% of raters conformed to the expectations of the Rasch model. Further, estimated
item model errors were low (<.25) for all but one item (“younger playmates read
player’s cues”; error =.26).

After getting necessary permissions from developers of TOP and TOES (A.
Bundy, Personal communication, October 2, 2013), instruments were translated into

Turkish by researcher. Further, the researcher consulted two experts who are early
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childhood education researcher with a doctoral degree and one English translator’s
opinion for translation and appropriateness of items. After modifications, final

versions of instruments were used for this study.

3.4.3 Social Skills Rating System-SSRS

The Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Stephen, 1990) is used for
screening and classifying preschool, elementary and secondary school children’s
social skills. It helps to develop intervention programs for social skills deficits. In
this study, a Turkish Translation of the SSRS (3-5 years old children) preschool
teacher form was administered to children’s preschool teachers. The instrument was
translated and adapted by Elibol-Giiltekin & Dinger (2008). The test takes 15 to 20
minutes and is filled out individually for each child. The SSRS-teacher version has
40 items (30 items for social skills with three subscales and 10 items with two
subscales for problem behavior) and uses a 3-point Likert-type scale (never,
sometimes and very often). It is divided into two subscales: social skills
(cooperation, assertion and self-control) and problem behaviors (externalizing and
internalizing). Elibol-Giiltekin and Dinger (2008) conducted a study with 341
preschoolers. The authors reported high internal consistency reliability scores for the
SRSS social skills. The reliability of the cooperation, assertion and self-control
subscales were .88, .90 and .85, respectively. Also, within the problem behaviors the
externalizing subscale was found to be .83, and internalizing behaviors was found to
be .86. The authors reported a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value of .941 and the Barlett test
results as being statistically significant at the level of .000. The three sub-scales
together explained 52.42% of the variance. In the present study, the total Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient value was .94. The sub-scales of social skills, which are the
cooperation, assertion and self-control subscales, values were .93, .91 and .99,

respectively

50



3.5 Data Collection Procedure

In this study, data collection was carried out during the 2015-2016 Spring-
Summer-Fall-Summer semesters. Data collected procedures were carried for one
year. Permission from the Research Center for Applied Ethics of METU and the
Ministry of National Education was obtained in order to conduct research in the
preschools in Ankara in 2014. Prior to each data collection process, the researcher
contacted different preschool settings depending on their size, materials and
children’s ratio. In this study, the two waves of data were collected from 16
preschools. The first wave was observing children in their classroom by videotaping.
The second wave required teachers to fill out forms on the children in their
classrooms. Because of the two phases of data collection, the approval included
permissions from schools, teachers and parents. In summer of 2014, permissions for
collection of data were gathered from the preschools’ directors. Then, preschool
teachers were asked to complete consent forms to confirm their voluntary
participation in the study. Parents of all children were asked to give permission for
their children’s participation in the study. The collection of the consent forms and
explanation of the aims and study were done before the administration of scale was
implemented. Before data collection started, the researcher visited each school and
gained necessary information about the schools. The school required that observation
occur during a specific time of day without interruptions. Therefore, their time
schedules, official holidays, field trips and special days were taken into consideration
before starting to collect data. Each school was visited approximately five times over
one year, usually in the fall and spring semesters and all final visits were completed
during the summer semester. The SSRS was filled out by teachers in an empty room
in their schools. Hence, before implementation the researcher informed teachers of
the protocols of the instruments and the classroom observation process/video
recording. Teachers who completed the forms needed to be familiar to the children
over a 6-month period. Forms were completed in less than 30 minutes on average

The TOP and TOES are designed to be used in a familiar setting with familiar toys

51



and playmates, thus making them practical for this setting. Teachers were free to
choose a time of day that was appropriate for children’s free play routine. Most of a
preschool’s morning routine is free play. Children were mostly observed in the
morning during their unstructured free play time on different days of the week.
Before implementation, the researcher introduced herself and briefly explained her
purpose to the children. Children in their 30-minute free play sessions were then
observed and videotaped by the researcher. In addition to observation of the
designated play space, the researcher collected the data herself in school settings by
using cameras Each play session was videotaped using three cameras with a zoom
lens and tripods- plus- a hand camera as well. Three of the cameras with their tripods
were placed into three sides of the classroom for recording each child's activities and
their conversations with their playmates and teacher. In order to look at their cues,
gestures and body language closely, a hand camera was used by the researcher.
During videotaping, children sometimes had to stop playing because of parent's
visits or changes in the schedule of the classroom; in this case observations were
rescheduled to another day. Teachers were free to choose their materials except table
toys or a single-player games. Sometimes children moved to different areas of the
classroom; the researcher followed them by camera without disturbing them The
researcher did not provide or give any materials to children. All of the video-
recording of the children and caregivers was conducted in children’s primary free
play areas. During the data collection process, the researcher tried to minimize the
effect of the camera on children’s and teacher’s behaviors and concentration. Due to
their ages and eagerness to play, videotaping attracted their attention only for the
first three to five minutes, then they then continued to play as if they were unaware
of the camera. Therefore, the first five minuteswere skipped in the administration of
the instruments. Some teachers showed unwillingness to be seen by the camera. To
increase the chances of observing playful behaviors, children’s needs were
considered; the researcher ensured that they were not hungry, sick or tired before

videotaping.
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After all the data recordings were taken, separate DVD formats were
prepared for each classroom and each child so that the researcher could watch them
and complete instruments. While videos were playing, the researcher took notes and
filled out the tests for 15 minutes of each child’s free play sessions. After videos of
the children at free play were scored assessing their playfulness and their
environment supportiveness for play, raw scores were entered into an Excel file and

subjected to Rasch Analysis.

3.6 Setting

Playfulness can be observed more easily when players are engaged in free
play (Bundy, 2010), so the researcher observed children during their free play
sessions in their preschool centers. After receiving a consent form for video, the
researcher started to videotape children’s free play sessions in their classroom based
the TOP (Bundy, 2010) and TOES (Bundy,1999) manuals. As suggested in the TOP
manual, children’s free play needs to be observed in the settings in which children
play safely both physically and emotionally. Children’s play environments were not
changed or interfered with by the researcher. It is recommended that young children
can be observed playing with their playmates in the presence of their caregivers.
Caregivers in the classroom were informed to behave as they would during a typical
day in their free play hours. Caregivers were expected to behave like a playmate
rather than giving directions to children’s play or interrupting. In order to give
detailed information about the setting, the following part will summarize preschool
classrooms supportiveness profiles through considering related items; caregivers,
peer playmates, objects and play space.

The Test of Environment Supportiveness was utilized for assessing children’s
classroom environmental support for playfulness. After observations and videotaping
each school classroom environment while children were at free play sessions, each
environment was classified as one of three level of supportiveness. The grouping

method was used to analyze the environments into three different groups (discussed
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in detail in the Result section). According to this grouping procedure, 3 schools were
labelled low supportive, 10 were seen to be moderately supportive and 3 were
defined as highly supportive based on scores from TOES. Each level of school
support will be described with respect to each of the elements in the following

sections.

3.6.1 Low Supportive Classrooms
3.6.1.1 Caregivers:

In this study, caregivers were the most unsupportive element of the
environment for many children. Most of the caregivers were present to observe and
supervise the children instead of assuming the role of playmates. They would
sometimes stop children’s play because of safety concerns. They gave strict
directions when children could not come to an agreement for using an object. In
addition, they did not help children to increase their responsibility by engaging in
risky play. Teachers did not maintain children’s flow of play; instead they gave
suggestions about play or following the rules of the classroom.
3.6.1.2 Playmates:

Classroom playmates in schools F, D and H provided limited support in the
classroom environment. While they were playing, they behaved illogically toward
their playmates and failed to maintain play. One of the negative issues rising from
poor peer playmates was that failures to give and read cues appropriately meant
players could miss cues or fail to understand; this could make players passive or
unaccountable (Jennings & MacTurk, 1995).
3.6.1.3 Objects:

The environment can lower the capability of players by providing
inappropriate toys and materials for their age and developmental level (Skard &
Bundy, 2008). These have negative effects on their behavior; students feel bored or
anxious when their materials are below or far beyond their abilities (Skard & Bundy,
2008). Compared to high supportive classrooms, these environmental properties

were less responsive to individual motivations. Similar to moderate-level supportive
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classrooms, players had limited choices and numbers of playthings. In the present
study, most schools included similar types of materials, such as LEGOs, wooden
blocks, puppets, puzzles, dolls and stuffed animals and housekeeping materials
(kitchen, tables, spoon etc.). None of the low supportive schools had sufficient
sensory materials; they did not provide materials for water play or objects from
nature. However, sensory materials, loose parts and risk taking-manipulative
materials have important positive effects on children’s playfulness (Boyer, 1997;
Barbour, 1999; Bundy et al, 2008, 2011).

3.6.1.4 Play Space:

Spaces were sufficiently safe in low support classroom; all schools in this
study followed the usual precautions for young children. However, like moderate
level of support classrooms, there was not adequate space for gross motor activities.
Classroom size was over 15 children and accessibility of objects was limited; not all

toys were available during free time.

3.6.2 Moderately Supportive Classrooms
3.6.2.1 Caregivers:

More supportive caregivers were seen for moderately supportive classrooms;
nevertheless, they could not assume a playmate role instead of setting rules for play.
They mostly supervised and planned group activities for the children and offered
materials to play with. They rarely showed directive behaviors through child-
initiated activities, but they had the tendency to initiate activities with one or two
children if they were seen alone or did not get along with other players.
3.6.2.2 Playmates:

Playmates sometimes made an effort to continue other players’ activities, but
their messages to players were sometimes unrelated to the activity or easily
misunderstood. Similarly, to low support classrooms, some of the children were too
bossy or directive while they were playing. In addition, they were not able to engage

fully in the activity.
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3.6.2.3 Objects:

In moderate play support classrooms, it was clearly seen that children were
very motivated with classroom materials that were not intended for play, such as
carpets, pillows or cushion. Especially when sliding or jumping on cushions and
pillows, they showed real enjoyment and interest to play. These were signs of desire
for sensory materials. On the other hand, the number of objects and toys allowed for
the whole group of children to play.
3.6.2.4 Play space:

Teachers arranged some corners for children to engage in LEGOs,
housekeeping and kitchen materials, and riding toy activities. Space was adequately
accessible but the sizes of the classrooms were not suitable for motor activities or
playing with large groups of children. Moreover, some of the classrooms were too

much noisy and colorful, thus overly stimulating the children.

3.6.3 Highly supportive classrooms
3.6.3.1 Caregivers:

Caregivers were skilled in following children’s directions and accepting
children’s leadership throughout activities. Teachers were at least occasionally
consistent with children’s game rules and non-disruptive to the flow of activities. It
was clearly seen that they showed respect to child-initiated activities and gave
importance to children’s ideas, suggestions and plans for play. Instead of interrupting
for unnecessary reasons, teachers tried to respond to children’s cues and continue
their pretend play. They rarely interrupted children’s activities to make children play
safely if they were beginning to hurt each other physically. They let children in their
classroom be free to decide the type, location, materials for and duration of play.
3.6.3.2 Playmates:

Peer playmates enjoyed each other and seemed happy and joyful. Their
reactions to a player’s activities were more likely to be supportive. They engaged
their roles intentionally but were not seen as equals while teachers were sharing roles

or giving directions.
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3.6.2.3 Objects:

Objects seemed to consider the exact motivations of children and offer
support in terms of allowing changes and offering challenges. Classrooms had
various kinds of objects, such as a child parachute or huge LEGOs and shapes.
Children were very engaged in constructing different patterns with big geometric
shapes and playing cooperatively with parachutes. Also small figures, folding
screens, and costumes gave them opportunities to pretend play and caught their

attention.

3.6.2.4 Play space:

Space was sufficient to safely play with whole groups of children. In
addition, the large space supported children in creating big structures and playing
cooperatively. Temperature, noise, cleanliness and color of the classroom adequately
met children’s needs. Loose parts and natural objects that were not designed as
toys—such as bins, stones, wood and sand—were offered in classrooms deemed

highly supportive of play.

3.7 Pilot study

Before data collection for the current study, the researcher collected data
from two different preschool centers for a pilot study during the 2013 summer
semester. She watched videos of the children’s free play several times to use
instruments and ensure appropriateness of videos. Prof. Dr. Anita Bundy also
watched and confirmed a sample of the videos (personal communication, November,
15, 2014). The researcher had substantial experience observing children and utilizing
cameras without disrupting; she participated in a project called “Levelling the
Playing Field: Starting with the School Playground” (Bundy et. al., 2014-2017) for
six months during the 2014-2015 spring and summer semesters at the Faculty of
Health Sciences at the University of Sydney, Australia. The researcher had received

training about the Test of Playfulness (TOP) manual and scored 10 video tapes for
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calibration and assured rater reliability. Raw scores were subjected to Rasch
analysis. The calibration process for rater reliability was completed by Prof. Dr.
Anita Bundy, who is the developer of the Test of Playfulness (TOP) and Test of
Environmental Supportiveness (TOES). Issues of interrater reliability were

addressed by the calibration process for using TOP fairly and rightly.

3.8 Data Analysis

The TOP and the TOES, which are observational assessments, are required to
be administered by trained raters. After the researcher received training and practices
from Prof. Dr. Anita Bundy, who is the developer of the TOP and TOES, records of
children’s play were observed while administering the instruments. Even though the
researcher was close enough to see and hear the child, she took videotapes of each
encounter. In order to rate each child specifically, the researcher watched videotapes
of each child numerous times and each item of the instruments was rated according
to descriptions of items and scoring guidelines of the manuals. After items were
scored, the Rasch analysis computer program Winsteps (Linacre, 2016) was used for
the data analysis. Since the data collected uses different instruments (TOP, TOES
and SSRYS), the researcher gathered raw data from multiple sources (child, items and
environmental supportiveness). Using Rasch analysis, it is possible to determine
simultaneously (a) whether or not the items define a single unidimensional construct,
(b) the relative difficulty of each test item, (c) the relative ability of each person
taking the test and (d) the degree of severity of each rater administering the test
(Wright & Stone, 1979). While large sample sizes (n = 2000) improve the stability of
the test model developed through Rasch analysis, it is possible to examine and
monitor the test model even with small sample sizes (n = 30). Rasch analysis yielded
two statistics. Firstly, Rasch analysis was used to estimate items’ and persons’
goodness-of-fit statistics. Secondly, measure (raw) scores, which are calibrated from
ordinal to interval data, were yielded through statistical analyses. These measure

scores represented the playfulness, environment and social skills of the children. In
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this study, all test scores were subjected to the Rasch Analysis and the calibrated
scores were used for data analysis. All item scores were entered into SPSS a
statistical analysis program (Version 23 of IBM SPSS Statistics). Correlation
between social skills and problem behaviors and the playfulness variable was
conducted using this program. Furthermore, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
applied to examine the extent to which environment related to playfulness and to

note any differences among participants enrolled in different preschool centers.

3.8 Assumptions of the Study

The following assumptions were made for the study; all the participants were
expected to fill out the instruments accurately and honestly and all the participants
were expected to answer the questionnaire to the best of their ability regarding their

knowledge and judgements about children.

3.9 Limitation of the Study

The main limitation of the study may be the design, because it would not be
possible to continue to assess children throughout their schooling in this study
context without following children until the end of elementary school. This study
would not provide information about whether children who scored higher in the
domains of playfulness were actually more academically successful or well behaved
in school. The next limitation concerning the data collection is that it was confined to
a small sample from districts of Ankara. Thus the instrument findings in the study
may differ from studies in Canada and the United States; a comparison with existing
findings of the study outside Turkey could not be undertaken in any great detail. On
the other hand, it calls for further investigation using other samples from Turkey to

allow for inclusion of socioeconomic and cultural variables.
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3.9 Threats to Internal and External Validity

External validity refers to the generalizability of the findings in studies by a
transition from a sample to a population (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2012). The selected
sample size is considered to be large enough for strong external validity in this study.
The researcher tried to control external validity by selecting a representative sample
according to the study and the population. Different preschools in Ankara were
included in the sample. However, considering that preschool is not compulsory in
Turkey, a significant number of children who do not attend preschool will not be
represented in the sample. Regarding internal validity, a subject characteristic
threat—the chance that the children may differ in unexpected or unintended ways—
may exist. The researcher tried to control for it by selecting a representative sample
according to the study and the population. In order to reduce data collector bias, all
participants filled in instruments in their own classes and all data were collected
directly by the researcher. Instrumentation decay threat can exist because there are
some concerns about indirect measures of children in terms of checklists and rating
scales. However, this instruments have high inter-rater reliability (e.g. Bundy,
Nelson, Metzger, & Bingaman, 2001 for TOP; Biilbiil, 2008; Dinger, 2011; Tutkun,
2012 for SSRS). With regard to implementation threat, teachers’ perception or bias
into children’s development could be an important issue for this study. Teachers’
bias can be raised because of the long time taken to complete forms for each child.

Using standardized measures can help teachers ignore their bias.

60



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter provides the results of the present study regarding the research
questions. In the first section descriptive information about the data set is presented.
The second section deals with the Rasch analysis for Test of Playfulness (TOP),
Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) and Test of Environmental Supportiveness
(TOES). Third, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Correlation analysis is presented.

Research Questions
Results were evaluated based on the following research questions:
1) What are preschool children’s levels of playfulness, social skills and
environmental supportiveness?
2) Is there a difference between preschool children’s playfulness within
different levels of environmental support for play in their preschool settings?
3) Is there a correlation between preschool children’s playfulness and social

skills?

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the Social Skills Rating System preschool teacher
form (SSRS) and Test of Playfulness (TOP) are presented here (see Table 4.1). In the
current study there were 212 preschool children. SSRS were administered to 30 early
childhood teachers in order to rate each of the children. The children had a mean
score of 1. 50 (SD =. 35) on the social skills test and their mean score in the test of
playfulness was 1.68 (SD =.45). Furthermore, Table 4.1 demonstrates that the total
mean score of SSRS ranged from .67 to 2.00. The total mean scores of the TOP

ranged from .45 to 2.76. However, Table 4.1 also shows the skewness and kurtosis
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values for the whole group. Those values, which are around (-1; +1), indicate that the

distributions of the SSRS and TOP scores are normal.

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Data Set

N Min. Max. Mean Std. D. Skewness Kurtosis
SSRS 212 67 200 150 35528 -367 .167 -817 .333
TOP 212 45 276 1.68 45869 -267 .167 -.159 333

4.2 Infit and Outfit Results of Test of Playfulness

In the current study, the Test of Playfulness (TOP) scores were analyzed
using the Winsteps Rasch analysis statistical program (Linacre, 2016). The Measure
scores of the Test of Playfulness and standard error were produced through this
analysis. The measure scores represent converted raw scores from ordinal to interval.
According to Skard and Bundy (2008), Rasch analyses help to interpret children’s
playfulness by discussing distance between the scores. Easy items should be easy for
all children. Difficult items represent the skills and abilities we expect from the most
playful children and under the most optimal conditions. If children gain higher
scores from difficult items can be more playful. Therefore, not only were values
focused but the distance between them is also interpreted for understanding
children’s playfulness. In the current study, the TOP scores were ranged from 4.52
to -2.84 and the mean measure score is .68 with a standard error .31.

Table 4.2 displays 8 lines representing the worst-fitting children. A few
children in the study (approximately 3.6%) were getting infit scores higher than 2.00.
Notice large mean-squares, and that problematically large mean-squares are
indicated as significant. Rasch model is sensitive to unexpected responses to easy or
difficult items. After examining children’s responses, unexpectedly these children
had higher scores for difficult items, even if they did not get low ratings from easy

items. So, the problem may be that outlying observations could change these
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observations to allow for missing data. The remaining data set, 221 children, will be

included in the final analysis.

Table 4.2 Test of Playfulness Person Statistics Misfit Order for Full Sample

Infit Outfit Pt.Corr.

Measure Model SE MNSQ  ZSTD  MNSQ ZSTD CORR. EXP. Person
-48 31 2.65 4.4 2.58 4.3 .61 56 265
2.85 36 2.08 32 2.58 29 .08 43 217
-52 29 2.16 3.6 2.19 3.7 34 57 77
1.09 .30 1.85 2.8 2.16 3.3 40 53 94
2.14 32 1.07 4 2.15 29 45 47 53
1.36 31 2.09 3.4 1.98 29 .63 .52 51
1.02 31 2.05 3.2 2.03 32 44 57 100
39 33 2.01 2.9 1.96 2.7 .69 .53 15

Table 4.3 presents the mean square (MNSQ) and the statistics and
standardized values (ZStd) for Rasch model assumption analysis. These vales
indicate that the data fit to the assumptions of Rasch model analysis (Linacre,
2002). Table 4.3 shows the item statistics based on misfit order. Infit values range
from 1.84 to .60. and outfit values range from 1.80 to .61. According to Bond and
Fox (2007), MNSQ values <1.5 related to ZStd<2 account for 95% of items within

the acceptable fit statistic values.
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Table 4.3 Test of Playfulness Misfit Order for Full Sample

Measure Infit Outfit Items
MNSQ  ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD  Corr. lItems
1.64 1.84 7.2 1.80 6.9 .50 pretends(e)
1.50 1.74 6.3 1.71 6.1 .58 pretends (s)
.10 1.54 5.2 1.52 5.0 48 shares (s)
-3.73 1.39 2.4 1.34 1.2 .29 safety (e)
-.94 1.15 1.6 1.23 2.3 48 interact with objects(i)
-23 1.15 1.6 1.16 1.7 .54 transitions (s)
.10 1.11 1.2 1.11 1.2 .59 supports(s)
-1.08 1.07 .8 1.02 2 .63 engaged(e)
-1.09 .97 -3 1.07 i .58 interact with objects(s)
-1.50 1.03 4 1.06 .6 .56 decides(e)
1.26 1.06 i 1.06 7 .61 unconventional (s)
35 1.01 A 1.01 1 .64 engaged (s)
1.66 .98 -2 1.00 A .56 unconventional ()
.04 .96 -5 95 -5 .68 enters (s)
.06 92 -9 .92 -9 71 Social Play (e)
-.98 .88 -1.4 91 -9 .54 process (e)
.28 .90 -1.1 .90 -1.1 .68 modifies(s)
22 .90 -1.2 .90 -1.2 .67 negotiates (s)
45 .90 -1.2 .89 -1.2 73 initiates (s)
.08 .86 -1.6 .86 -1.6 .69 social play (1)
-.06 .83 -2.0 .83 -2.0 .66 gives cues(e)
=22 81 2.2 .80 -2.3 .68 engaged (1)
-.49 78 -2.7 79 -2.5 .61 affect (i)
-.31 73 -3.3 74 -3.1 .67 responds (s)
49 72 -1.7 72 -1.8 .52 persist(i)
1.34 .67 -3.5 72 -2.9 Sl mischief/teasing (s)
.05 .63 -4.7 .66 -4.3 72 social play (s)
-.52 .64 -4.5 .64 -4.5 71 gives (s)
1.54 .60 -4.2 .61 -4.0 .63 clowns/jokes(s)

As can be seen from the infit and outfit values, the “pretends” (e), “pretends”
(s) and “share” (s) infit and outfit values are higher than 1.5. However, if MNSQ
values items higher than 1.5 but lower than 2, they can be kept for the analysis but
their productivity will be lower. Approximately 90% (26 items) of values are within
the acceptable range. Also, the point measure correlations (shown in Table 4.3) of

most of items were positive and highly significant. They range from .29 to .73.
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Table 4.4 summarizes the person distribution. The mean (average) person
measure is .68 logits. The (observed) Person S.D. is 1.25 logits. So the observed
variance is 1.25’=1.56. The square-root of the average error variance is the RMSE=
“root-mean-square-error.” There is one RMSE for the “Real SE”=.34. The “true”
RMSE is somewhere between. So the “model” error variance is .32°=0.10. A person
reliability of >.8 indicates that scores of persons are differentiated between high to
low scoring consistently (Bond & Fox, 2007). The person reliability for Test of
Playfulness (TOP) is high, 0.94. Person separation is expected to be divided by at
least two units (Bond & Fox, 2007). For this study the person measure classified into
3 and half distinct groups (3.84). The person separation indicates that measure
classified as more to less playful children. Person sample reliability was high. These

results have acceptable ranges.

Table 4.4 Summary of 221 Measured Person

Total Measure  Model

Score SE Infit Outfit
MNSQ ZSTD  MNSQ ZSTD
Mean  48.8 .68 31 .99 -1 1.01 -1
pPSd 132 1.25 .03 38 1.4 40 1.4
S.8d 13.3 1.25 .03 38 1.4 40 1.4
Max.  80.0 4.52 55 2.65 4.4 2.58 4.3
Min. 13.0 -2.84 .29 .33 -3.6 .33 -3.2

Real Rmse 34 TrueSd 1.20 Separation 3.50 Person Reliability .93
Model Rmse .32  TrueSd 1.21 Separation 3.84 Person Reliability .94

Table 4.5 presents a summary of the fit statistics for the TOP items. Item
reliability was found to be .99, which was high. The value of item separation was
calculated to be 9.24. The average error of items (.12 logits) was low. Therefore, in

this study, 29 measured items’ values are within acceptable ranges.
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Table 4.5 Summary of 29 Measured Items

Total Measure S.E Infit Outfit
score
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ  ZSTD

Mean 371.8 .00 12 99 -3 1.00 -3
P.Sd 108.3 1.10 .02 .30 2.9 .29 2.8
S.Sd 1103 1.12 .02 31 2.9 .29 2.8
Max. 624.0 1.66 21 1.84 7.2 1.80 6.9
Min. 91.0 -3.73 11 .60 -4.7 .61 -4.5
Real RSME .13 TrueSD 1.10  Separation 8.74 ItemReliability .99
Model RSME .12 True SD 1.10  Separation 9.24 Item Reliability .99

4.3 Rasch Analyses of the Each of the Subscales

Tables 4.6 and 4.7 show fit statistics that are a good fit to the model. Item
reliability and item separation estimates indicates that number of items and persons
for calculating person ability and item difficulty are sufficient. Each of the subscales
(item reliability is equal to or greater than .70 and item separation value greater than
2) (Table 4.7). Only the “freedom to suspend reality” subscale’s reliability value is
less than the recommended value; however, infit and outfit values (.99, .99) meet the
criteria. The person reliability values range from .75 to .86. The infit and outfit
MNSQ values are within acceptable ranges. Fit statistics for each subscale of the

SSRS scale will be presented individually below.

Table 4.6 Summary Fit Statistics for Measurement of Total Sample of Children:

Subscales
Name of subscale Person Person Infit Outfit
Separation ~ Reliability ¥ MNSQ  MNSQ
Perception of Control 2.73 .86 .99 1.02
Source of Motivation 1.74 75 1.0 .98
Freedom to Suspend Reality  1.94 .79 .99 .99
Framing 2.19 .83 98 97
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Table 4.7 Summary Fit Statistics for Items: Subscales

Name of subscale Item Item Infit Outfit
Separation Reliability MNSQ MNSQ
Perception of Control 9.59 .99 1.02 1.02
Source of Motivation 4.72 .96 .99 97
Freedom to Suspend Reality 1.13 .56 .99 .99
Framing 391 .94 .99 97

Each of the subscale item results was expressed using the Rasch software.
The analysis results of each TOP subscale have been presented on a linear
logarithmic scale (Wright map). Each Wright map will be discussed in terms of
summarizing test responses, ordering and spacing items. Items are distributed from
hardest to easiest. Difficulty order is visualized by the left side of the map, and the

right side illustrates the placements of the items.

4.3.1 Perception of Control

Figure 4.1 shows the linear logit scale (the person item map). Examination of
item scores showed that the items’ hierarchy was arranged logically. This figure
demonstrates that the items “skill of initiating new activities” and “skill of modifying
maintain challenge or fun” fall relatively far toward the internal side of the item map.
The next internal item is “extent of engaging social play.” Children’s social skills
have significant effects on expanding social play skills and their interactions.
Therefore, if children’s “social play” item falls to the internal side that means their
scores are not strong in social play.

Conversely, the item concerning the extent of playing safely is located at the
bottom of the hierarchy by far. With the exception of Item 2, which is “feeling
sufficiently safe to keep playing,” all other items were closely clustered. This item
measures that reflections of their feelings of safety in their environment. That is,
even with a small sample size, it is possible to find out that this item is the easiest in
the hierarchy of items. This is logical because individuals who do not feel safe find it

difficult to play; play requires internal control (Neumann, 1971). The results suggest
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that “decides” is also a very easy item. One interpretation is that children in
preschool settings decided the activities in which they want to take part, so while free
time activities, preschool teachers allow children’s active choices. In addition, there
is a gap between the measure scores of “skill of transitioning between activities” and
“intensity of interacting with objects.” One possible explanation is that children
perform activities one at a time because of limited time given for free time activities.
Therefore, because they focus all their attention on one toy or game, they cannot

move between activities simultaneously.

Internal Item Measure Error Selected Items
# (Logits)  (Logits)
12 97 A1 Skill of initiating new activities
3 .80 A1 Skill of modifying maintain challenge
8 .56 A1 Extent of engaging social play
6 27 A1 Skill of transitioning between activities
4 -48 A2 Intensity of Interacting with objects
5 -.64 A2 Skill of interacting with objects
%
External 2 -3.41 .19 Extent of playing safely

*Indicates that there is a huge gap between the item measures

Figure 4.1 Perception of Control Element Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale
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4.3.2 Source of Motivation

Figure 4.2 presents five items related to sources of motivation on the linear
logit scale. Among these five items, item 4 “intensity of persistence” is highly
intrinsic. That is, most of the motivation to persist in playing comes from teachers or
other adults. Therefore, this behavior is more difficult for teachers to endorse than
the other items. The following item, “intensity of being engaged” is widely spaced
from item 4. The majority of children display engagement during play but they do
not persist in their play. They focus on enjoying the activities rather than focusing on
the challenges of the activities. Moreover, “intensity of demonstrating positive
affect” falls into the approximate middle of the five items. These results suggest that
some of the children were intensely and positively engaged in activities. Items
“extent of being involved in the process” and “extent of being engaged” are the
easiest items. According to children's ratings on these items, the issue of playing is
not concerned with a product or price, they preferred to being engaged in process of
play. This item indicates that while children are playing a game, winning the game is
not to the primary reason they are playing. Generally, not knowing the winner of the
game makes children motivated, players’ fun can decrease if they know the winner
(Skard & Bundy, 2008). So these two items are close to each other because they are
relatively interrelated. Extent of engagement is significantly easier than the intensity
of engagement. While the length of time spent playing is considered for the “extent”
item, the degree of children’s concentration on the activity is also accounted for.
More playful children demonstrate a high degree of involvement with the activity
without distractions. Therefore, item measure scores suggest that intense active

engagement is much more intrinsic for playful children.
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Item Measure Error Selected Items
Intrinsic ~ # (Logits)  (Logits)

4 1.32 .26 Intensity of persistence
%
2 40 14 Intensity of being engaged
5 -.02 14 Intensity of demonstrating positive
* affect
3 -.78 14 Extent of being involved in the process
1 -.92 14 Extent of being engaged

Extrinsic

*Indicates that there is a huge gap between the item measures

Figure 4.2 Source of Motivation Element Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale

4.3.3 Freedom to Suspend Reality

The calibrated “freedom to suspend reality” subscale items are summarized in
Figure 4.3. This subscale contains the most difficult items among the scales. These
results show that objective reality bordered on these items. These items are also
affected by children’s age and engagement in the type of activities (Bundy, 2010). It
is expected that this age group can use objects or toys in a number of variable ways,
that is, different from the way the manufacturer intended them to be used or using
objects for play that are not regarded as toys. This did not happen frequently in this
study. In addition, teachers’ attitudes or risk aversion may hinder children’s
suspension of reality. The results of these five items suggest that children are more
free scores higher in “extent of using people or objects unconventionally” and “skill
of using clowning /joking” when compared to other items. The “skill of pretending”
item is at the relative middle of the scale. However, “skill of using mischief teasing”
and “skill of using people or objects unconventionally” are quite far toward the
bottom of the arrangement of the other items of this subscale. Namely as can be seen

in the scores of the freedom to suspend reality subscale, most of the children are not

free from the unnecessary constraints of reality.
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More Item  Measure Error Selected Items

Free # (Logits) (Logits)
5 A5 A2 Extent of using people or objects
unconventionally
4 13 14 Skill of using clowning /joking
3 .06 A3 Skill of pretending
1 -.17 A3 Skill of using mischief teasing
6 -35 A2 Skill of using people or objects
unconventionally
Less
Free

Figure 4.3 Freedom to Suspend Reality Element Items Displayed on the Linear Logit

Scale

4.3.4 Framing

Figure 4.4 presents four items on the linear logit scale. The framing subscale
was more difficult to operationalize than the others (Bundy, 2010), which is why
measure scores are lower than those of the other subscales. Among these four items,
item 3, “skill of being engaged” is very difficult to show in children. The ability to
maintain a play frame or the extent of giving\receiving social cues are hard-to-
understand skills. “Extent of giving cues” means allowing proportionate time for
giving out explicit messages related to how others should interact with him\her.
These messages can be given by verbal and non-verbal cues. For this item, Bundy
(2009) explained that giving cues is connected to cultural expectations, so cues can
be nonverbal or hidden. If only these abilities are absent or obviously immature,
these behaviors can be noticed and described. The remaining framing items of this
scale suggest that, contrary to this difficult to see item, item 4 “responding to cues”
and item 2 “give readily understandable cues (facial, verbal, body) that say ‘this is
how you should act toward me’” are easier to endorse. This means that these items

address how children interact with each other in expected ways.
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More Item Measure Error Selected Items
Skillfully # (Logits) (Logits)

3 .87 .14 Skill of being engaged
1 13 .14 Extent of giving cues
4 -32 .14 Skill of responding to cues
2 -.69 A5 Skill of giving cues
Less
Skillfully

Figure 4.4 Framing Element Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale

4.4 Infit and outfit results of Social Skills Rating System Scale(SRSS)

Table 4.8 shows 9 lines representing the worst-fitting children.
Approximately 3.7% of the participants, 9 children, had infit scores higher than 2.00.
Notice large mean-squares, and that obviously problematic large mean-squares are
indicated as significant. After examining children’s responses, unexpectedly these
children had higher scores on difficult items regardless of their scores on easy items.
So, the problem may be missing data. The remaining data set, 40 items and 234

children, will be included for the final analysis.
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Table 4.8 Person Statistics Misfit Order for Full Sample

Infit Outfit Ptmeasur- Child id
Measure S.E MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Al Corr.

.29 g2 211 1.5 4.16 2.7 .19 81
-2.32 31 246 5.7 2.95 6.8 42 217
-2.22 31 218 4.7 2.61 5.7 27 218
-3.76 28 2.59 5.5 2.60 5.5 A5 25
-3.25 28 245 55 2.53 5.8 .16 220
-3.25 28 226 4.9 2.34 52 13 219
-3.70 27 228 4.7 2.30 4.8 34 209
-3.09 28 2.17 4.7 2.19 4.9 .10 212
-4.45 27 213 4.2 2.13 4.2 13 216

Table 4.9 presents mean square (MNSQ) and statistics and standardized
values (ZStd) for Rasch model assumption analysis. The point measure correlations
(shown in Table 4.6) of most items were positive and moderately significant. They
range from .38 to .61. According to Bond and Fox (2007), MNSQ values <1.5
related to ZStd<2 for 75% of items within the acceptable fit statistic values. It can be
seen from the infit and outfit values that 95% (38 items) of values are within the
acceptable range. Item 31 and Item 32 infit and outfit MNSQ values are higher than
1.5. According to Linacre (2016), if an item outfit MNSQ is valued higher than 1.5
but lower than 2, it can be kept in the analysis because “it can be unproductive for
construction of measurement, but not degrading” (p. 601).

Table 4.9 Item Statistics Misfit Order for Full Sample

Infit Outfit Ptmeasure- Items
Measure S.E MNSQ ZSTD  MNSQ ZSTD Al.Corr.
-.64 15 1.42 3.8 1.83 29 38 item31
.64 13 1.81 7.5 1.65 2.7 44 item32
-.89 15 1.36 3.1 97 0 42 item37
-.87 15 1.32 2.9 1.01 1 .39 item39
.69 A2 1.23 2.5 1.30 1.4 .50 item33
-.75 15 1.25 23 .99 0 42 item35
44 13 1.21 2.2 1.05 3 Sl item3
1.12 A2 1.21 2.3 1.10 .6 .53 item12
-.24 14 1.19 2.0 .95 -1 49 item36
.19 13 1.18 2.0 1.01 1 52 item38
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Table 4.9 (Continued)

Infit Outfit Ptmeasure- Items
Measure S.E MNSQ ZSTD  MNSQ ZSTD Al.Corr
74 A2 1.15 1.7 1.05 3 .50 item24
-.56 14 1.14 1.4 .82 -7 49 item34
-44 .14 1.14 1.4 .93 -2 A48 item40
44 13 1.11 1.2 1.01 A .50 item5
.05 13 1.07 .8 1.00 .1 A48 item2
49 13 1.03 3 .98 .0 .50 item20
-.64 15 .85 -1.6 1.02 2 46 item10
34 13 .99 .0 .88 -5 51 item17
22 13 .99 .0 .88 -5 53 item25
-.15 14 97 -3 .87 -5 52 item?7
.95 A2 .93 -.8 .84 -.8 .61 item8
.66 13 92 -9 .86 -.6 57 item26
-.64 A5 .87 -1.3 91 -3 46 item6
17 12 91 -1.0 .83 -.8 58 item23
42 13 .90 -1.2 .87 -5 .55 item4
15 13 .89 -1.2 .88 -4 .54 item29
-.80 15 .87 -1.3 .84 -.6 46 item9
-.38 .14 .86 -1.5 74 1.1 52 item27
-.50 14 .85 -1.6 .79 -.8 A48 item19
-.28 14 .85 -1.6 .82 -7 .50 item22
40 13 .85 -1.8 .82 -.8 .56 item28
-42 .14 .82 -1.9 72 1.2 52 iteml15
15 13 81 -2.2 .70 1.4 .56 item11
12 13 79 2.4 .70 1.4 .56 item16
-.52 14 78 -2.5 .66 1.5 .50 item1
.00 13 7 -2.8 .68 1.5 57 item14
49 13 .76 -2.9 74 1.2 57 item13
-25 .14 74 -3.0 .61 1.8 .55 item18
-22 14 74 -3.0 .61 1.8 57 item30
-24 .14 72 -3.3 .60 1.9 .56 item21

Table 4.10 summarizes the person distribution. The mean (average) person
measure is -1.98 logits. The (observed) person S.D. is .38 logits. So the observed
variance is .38%=.14. The square-root of the average error variance is the RMSE=
“root-mean-square-error.” There is one RMSE for the “Real SE”=.61. The “true”

RMSE is somewhere between. So the “model” error variance is .46°=0.21.
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This table shows how reducible the item difficulty order is for this set of
items for this sample of persons. A person reliability >.8 indicates that scores of
persons are differentiated between high and low scoring in many cases (Bond & Fox,
2007). The person reliability for SRSS is high at .90. Person separation is expected
to be divided into at least two units (Bond & Fox, 2007). For this study, person
separation estimation suggests to classify by 3 and half district groups (2.98). The
person separation indicates that the measure is classified as more to less social
children. Person sample reliability was high. These results are within acceptable

ranges.

Table 4.10 Summary of 243 Measured Person

Total Measure Model

Score SE Infit Outfit
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
Mean 61.4  -1.98 46 92 -2 91 -2
P.Sd 13.2 1.88 38 44 1.6 Sl 1.6
S.Sd 13.3 1.88 .38 44 1.6 Sl 1.6
Max. 80.0 2.76 1.68 2.59 5.7 4.16 6.8
Min. 23.0  -5.46 27 .00 -3.8 .00 -3.8

Real RMSE .61 TrueSd 1.78 Separation 2.93 Person Reliability .90
Model RMSE .60 True Sd 1.78 Separation 2.98 Person Reliability .90

Table 4.11 demonstrates summary of the fit statistics for the items. A good
fit to the model is seen in the fit statistics analysis. Item reliability is high for the

items. (.94). Item separation is 3.87.
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Table 4.11 Summary of 40 Measured Items

Total Measure Model

Score SE Infit Outfit
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
Mean 372.8 .00 .14 1.01 -1 91 -4
P.Sd 30.4 54 01 23 2.3 24 1.0
S.Sd 30.8 .55 01 23 2.3 24 1.0
Max. 419.0 1.12 15 1.81 7.5 1.83 2.9
Min.  305.0 -.89 A2 72 -3.3 .60 -1.9

Real RMSE .14 TrueSd .52 Separation 3.68 Item Reliability .93
Model RMSE .14 TrueSd .52 Separation 3.87 Item Reliability .94

4.5. Rasch Analyses of the Each of the Subscales

Each of the SSRS subscale items have been displayed on a linear logarithmic
scale (Wright map). Each Wright map will be discussed in terms of ordering of item
difficulties, spacing and distribution of items. Items were distributed to hardest to
easiest. Difficulty order is visualized on the left side of the map, and the right side
illustrates the placements of the items. Each of the subscales was calibrated using the
Rasch rating scale model.

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 display fit statistics, which are a good fit to the model.
Item reliability and item separation are good for each of the subscales (item
reliability is equal to or greater than .87 and item separation is greater than 2) except
for the cooperation subscale (Table 13). The infit and outfit mean scores, MNSQ
(1.01) and MNSQ (.99) are within acceptable values. Fit statistics for each subscale
of the SSRS will be presented as follows. The person reliability values range from
.61 to .85. “Problem behavior” subscales reliability values are less than the

recommended value; infit and outfit values (.63, .97) meet the criteria.
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Table 4.12 Summary Fit Statistics for Measurement of Total Sample of Students:

Subscales
Name of subscale Person Person Infit Outfit
Separation Reliability MNSQ  MNSQ

Assertation 2.34 .85 1.00 .99
Cooperation 2.07 81 .98 1.01
Self -Control 1.79 76 .96 .95
External Problem Behaviour 2.80 .61 .63 .61
Internal Problem Behaviour 1.35 .64 .97 .98

Table 4.13 Summary Fit Statistics for Items: Subscales

Name of subscale Item Item Infit Outfit
Separation Reliability MNSQ MNSQ
Cooperation 1.89 78 .99 1.01
Assertation 3.60 .93 1.00 .99
Self-Control 2.64 .87 1.00 .95
External Problem Behaviour  6.02 .97 .98 1.29
Internal Problem Behaviour 2.33 .85 .99 .98

4.5.1 Cooperation Subscale

The eight cooperation subscale items are shown on the Wright map in Figure
4.5. Items at the top of the scale are easier for teachers to observe children. Among
these items, the “appropriately waiting for help” item is rarely seen in comparison to
the other items. Appropriately waiting for help is hard for preschoolers because they
are eager to satisfy their demands—they are impatient and dislike waiting for their
turn. “Taking responsibility to part of group activity” and “using free time
appropriately” are other items that are very hard to see in children. This may be
because preschool activities rarely support group work, therefore, teachers may not
endorse these skills in children. The amount of free time given to children also may
vary throughout the schools, so teachers may not see sufficient unscheduled times. In
comparison to these difficult-to-see items, “follow your directions,” “completing
classwork appropriately” and “participates games or activities” are easier to be

endorsed for children. Among these items, participation in games or activities is the
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easiest. Most of the preschoolers are willing to participate in games. Based on the
results of the Test of Playfulness, the children in this study had a moderate
playfulness level, meaning they generally participate in games and that therefore

teachers may see these skills more frequently.

More Item Measure Error Selected Items
Cooperate # (Logits) (Logits)

16 .79 17 Appropriately waiting for help
30 25 17 Take responsibility to part of a group
activity
18 .19 17 Using free time appropriately
22 .16 17 Completing class work within time
limits
15 -.05 17 Takes turns in games or group
activities
1 -.20 18 Follow your directions
10 -.39 18 Completing classwork appropriately
9 -.62 18 Participates games or activities
Less
Cooperate

Figure 4. 5 Cooperation Scale Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale

4.5.2 Assertion Subscale

There are 11 assertion subscale items shown on the linear logarithmic scale
(Wright map) (see Figure 4.6). The most difficult items required introducing
him/herself to peers, complimenting peers and initiating peer activities. Teachers
report that children are unlikely to introduce themselves or initiate activities without

teaCherS, directions SO these items and le\/els Of asserti\/eness arc \/iewed as more
s
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difficult for children. Complimenting peers is also unlikely to be seen in children. On
the other hand, the “accepting friends’ compliments item” is by far the easiest
measure in the subscale. It is likely that teachers do not encounter children ignoring
or having negative reactions to compliments from peers. “Appropriately telling when
unfairly treated” and “appropriately questioning unfair rules” are located on the same
line at approximately the middle of the map. They are also meaningfully similar and
related. These results suggest that children in preschool settings are unlikely to
perceive unfairness from their teachers, so they may not need to handle these
situations. Teacher may also be susceptible to bias in rating these items about their
fairness in the classroom. As can be seen in Figure 4.6, “volunteering help,”
“inviting others” and “easily making friends” were items children found significantly
easier to endorse. It is likely that these items may be more observable than the

others, so teachers could correctly identify children’s skills in the classroom.
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More Item Measure Error Selected Items
Assertive # (Logits) (Logits)

12 1.03 14 Introducing him/herself to others

8 .80 14 Complimenting peers

24 52 .14 Initiating peer conversations

3 A2 A5 Appropriately telling when unfairly
treated

5 A2 A5 Appropriately questioning unfair rules

17 -0.1 15 Saying complimentary things about self

11 -0.26 A5 Volunteering help

25 -0.16 A5 Inviting others

2 -0.38 15 Easily making friends

14 -0.45 15 Joining ongoing activities without teacher
direction

Less 19 -1.09 .16 Accepts friends complements

Assertive

Figure 4. 6 Assertion Scale Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale

4.5.3 Self-Control Subscale

The self-control subscale consists of 5 items, which are displayed on the
Wright map (see Figure 4.7). The most easily endorsed item is “controlling temper
when in conflict with adults.” Results suggest that this item is by far easier than the
others. This item is related to children’s relationship with their teachers, so the only

adult in question is their teacher. The reason this item is the easiest could be that it
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may be easy for a child to redirect upset feelings but difficult for a teacher to notice
because they are so adept at calming down quickly. Item 28, “controlling temper
when in conflict with peers,” on the other hand, falls more in the middle of the
subscale items. This item can be observed frequently in some of children's
behaviors, especially while playing with their peers. However, while sharing an
object or waiting one's turn, this is very difficult to show their requests in
nonaggressive ways. This skill is also rarely seen in this age group. “Accepting
ideas of peers during group activities” is relatively close to center as well. Some
children may not easily accept other children’s ideas, especially young children.
Teachers may think that children are acting more creatively by following their own
path and therefore not have many opportunities to observe this behavior. The most
difficult items are “compromising by changing ideas when in conflict” and
“accepting criticism.” The remaining items are all related to acting appropriately
when facing teasing, aggression, conflicts, criticism or peer pressure. Results for
these items illustrate that some children can be challenged by these situations but
still be part of the group activities. Teachers may think of criticism as correction or

giving suggestion, while others assume this item refers to more negative criticism.

More Item Measure Error Selected Items
Selfcontrol  # (Logits) (Logits)

23 52 16 Compromising by changing ideas when
in conflict
26 34 .16 Accepting criticism
28 -.06 16 Controlling temper when in conflict
with peers
*
Selfcontrol 7 -.92 .16 Controlling temper when in conflict

with adults
*indicates that there is a huge gap between the items measures

Figure 4. 7 Self-Control Scale Items Displayed on the Linear Logit Scale
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4.5.4 Problem Behaviors
On the problem behavior items, two factors were elicited for Rasch analyses.
Four items were included for the internal problem behaviors and external problem

behaviors were comprised of six items.

4.5.4.1 Internal problem behaviors

The responses of the internalizing problem behaviors are presented in the
Wright map (Figure 4.8). The results revealed that children showed “appears lonely”
behavior least frequently. The following item, 40, “acts sad or depressed” is
relatively close to item 36. On the other hand, there is a large difference between
measures 40, 35 and 39. These items require the teachers to decide on whole
behavior rather than frequency of internalizing behavior. Namely, item 35 and 39
relate to behaviors during group activities while 36 and 40 concern their individual
state. Teachers can easily rate with these items the frequency of a specific behavior.
Explicitly, preschoolers show fewer internal behaviors concerning anxiety about

being with a group.

More Item Measure Error Selected Items
Internal # (Logits) (Logits)

36 75 21 Appears Lonely

40 32 22 Acts sad or depressed

35 -41 22 Has low self-esteem
Internal 39 -.66 23 Shows anxiety about groups

Figure 4. 8 Internalizing Problem Behavior Scale Items Displayed on the Linear

Logit Scale
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4.5.4.2 External problem Behaviors

“Temper tantrums” and “temper to objects or people” were the most easily
endorsed behaviors for children. “Fidgets or moves excessively” and “fights with
others" were the least easily endorsed behaviors. Item difficulties showed a
difference occurs in the item about fighting to disobey the rules. This suggests that
fighting is rarely defined for preschoolers’ arguments, so disobeying the rules is
more definite classroom behavior. They can easily show this behavior. However, as
can be seen in Figure 4.10, another big difference was between “disobeying rules”
and “disturbs ongoing activities.” Teachers may identify “rules” as teacher- oriented
rules or general classroom rules. Children less frequently show problems related to
group activities. These results suggest that identifying children’s misbehaviors
concerning rules is much more difficult for teachers because children have a
tendency to participate in the group activities but to follow their own rules instead of
teacher’s rules individually. Temper problems fall below the item difficulties of
disturbing group activities. These results show that many of the items have an

appropriate difficulty level.

More  Item  Measure Error Selected Items
External # (Logits)  (Logits)
32 1.32 17 Fidgets or moves excessively
33 1.41 17 Fights with others
38 49 17 Disobey rules or requests
34 -.83 .19 Disturbs ongoing activities
31 -.98 19 Has temper tantrums
Less
External 37 -1.41 .20 Has temper to objects or people

Figure 4. 9 Externalizing Problem Behavior Scale Items Displayed on The Linear

Logit
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4.6 Descriptive Statistics for Test of Environmental Supportiveness

Table 4.9 shows that the lowest score that can be gathered from the
questionnaire is -22 while the highest score that can be gathered is 22. Children’s
total scores ranged from -5 to 22 with a mean of 8.1 (S.D=7.9). Rasch analysis
yielded a separation value of 2.64 for school environments (Table 4.14). In order to
define the levels of environment, this separation value was entered into a calculation
([4Gp + 1]/3) used in a study by Branson and Bundy (2001). Gp represents
separation value. The findings showed that environments can be separated by
approximately 3 levels. The average point was taken as the reference point and
through adding and subtracting one standard deviation (=8) from the average score
of school environment supportiveness levels categorized under three groups. The
unsupportive group, which gathered a total score between -5 and 0, was grouped as
low supportive. Schools that gathered a total score between 0 and 16 were grouped
as moderately supportive; schools that gathered a total score between 16 and 22 were

grouped as highly supportive (see Table 4.15).

Table 4.14 Descriptive Statistics of Test of Environment Supportiveness

N Min. Max. M SD Skewness  Kurtosis
TOES 16 -5 22 8.125 7.906 285 612
N 16
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Table 4.15 Scores of Schools to Each Item in the Test of Environment

Supportiveness(TOES)
Name of the Schools Raw Toes Level of Toes
Scores

School A 5 Moderately
School B 19 Highly
School C 15 Moderately
School D 7 Moderately
School E 4 Moderately
School F -2 Low
School D -5 Low
School H -1 Low
School I 20 Highly
School J 7 Moderately
School K 22 Highly
School L 13 Moderately
School M 6 Moderately
School N 5 Moderately
School R 10 Moderately
School O 5 Moderately

4.7 Infit and Outfit Results of Test of Environmental Supportiveness

Table 4.16 displays 16 lines. Of those, 14 had infit scores lower than 1.55.
Only twoschool had a Large Outfit mean-square (1.98;1.89). After examining school
environment scores, the School D and the School B had higher scores for difficult
items, even if they did not get low ratings on easy items. So, the problem may be
outlying observations or missing data. they remained because scores were lower than

2.00 The remaining data set, 14 schools, will be included for the final analysis.
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Table 4.16 School Statistics Misfit Order

Infit Outfit Ptmeasur-Al  School
id
Measure S.E MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Corr. Exp.

6.55 85  1.89 3.6 1.98 1.9 .30 46 d
2.34 ST 1.55 3.4 1.89 3.2 .30 45 b
3.87 70 1.14 5 1.75 1.2 .05 34 m
40 49  1.70 1.5 1.65 1.4 .80 A48 n
-.70 46 1.62 1.5 1.52 1.3 32 .53 k
1.43 53 1.40 1.0 1.36 9 .20 46 p
-.28 A7 .92 -1 1.00 2 .01 51 1
4.43 .80 .97 1 .80 .0 .30 29 i
40 49 .86 -2 .80 -4 .67 A48 e
2.34 57 .76 -5 81 -3 35 45 a
.89 S1 .67 -7 .67 -7 73 A7 g
-.28 A7 Sl 1.4 .60 -1.0 74 Sl c
40 49 .53 1.2 49 -1.3 38 A48 ]
.64 .50 .50 1.3 .50 -1.3 .67 A7 0
.64 .50 .39 1.8 .36 -1.9 44 47 f
-.92 46 32 23 33 -2.3 91 .54 h

The point measure correlations of all items (as presented in Table 4.17) were
positive, ranging from .35 to .78. All of these items are within the acceptable ranges
except for three. These are “peer playmate gives clear cues that support transaction”
(1.99), “amount and configuration of space supports activity of player” (1.64) and
“caregiver adheres to consistent boundaries/rules” (1.59) based on MNSQ values
<1.5 and acceptable fit statistic values. However, according to Linacre (2016), the
data can be noisy over 1.4, but not excessively if outfit scores (MNSQ<2.0) are
lower than 2. Lastly, item fit was acceptable because outfit MNSQ values for items

ranged from 0.44 to 1.99.
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Table 4.17 Measures. Outfit Mean Squares, z-Standard, and Point Measure

"Correlations for Toes Items

Measure S.E Infit Outfit Ptmeasur-Al ltem
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD CORR EXP

-1.36 S50 143 1.1 1.99 1.7 .35 .57  give clear
1.04 41 1.63 1.7 1.64 1.7 .65 .72 space
1.04 41 142 1.2 1.59 1.6 .63 .72 consistent
1.04 41 1.06 3 1.04 2 72 .72 sensory
17 43 75 -.6 .96 .0 .70 .67  accessible

17 43 .89 -2 .87 -2 T2 .67  promote

.53 42 .83 -4 .87 -2 74 .69  natural
-1.36 S50 .73 -.6 .65 -.6 .66 .57  participate

71 41 .70 -.8 .67 -9 78 .70 reasonable
-1.11 49 .69 -7 .65 -7 .66 .59 response

-.88 48 47 -1.5 44 1.4 75 .61  safe

The item reliability estimate was .78 (see Table 4.18), and the school
reliability estimate was .87 (see Table 4.19). Although the school reliability level
was above .80, item reliability considers sample size to estimate item difficulty
levels effectively. Lower reliability scores indicated that the number of schools was
not large enough to construct item difficulty (Linacre, 2016). Smith (2002) noted that
scores over .70 for reliability analysis are acceptable for tests with fewer than 20

items.

Table 4.18 Infit and Outfit Results of Test of Environmental Supportiveness for

Items
Measure S.E Infit Outfit
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
Mean .00 45 .96 -1 -1 .1
P.Sd .94 .04 .36 1.0 1.0 1.0
S.Sd .99 .04 37 1.0 1.0 1.1
Max. 1.04 .50 1.63 1.7 1.7 1.7
Min. -1.36 41 47 -1.5 -1.5 -1.4

Real RSME  True SD .81 Separation 1.71 Reliability .75
Model RSME True SD .83  Separation 1.86 Reliability .78
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Table 4.19 Summary of School Statistics

Measure S.E Infit Outfit
MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD
Mean 1.04 53 1.03 -1 1.03 -1
P.Sd 1.53 .09 .70 1.4 .67 1.4
S.Sd 1.58 .10 .73 1.5 .69 1.5
Max. 4.43 .80  3.15 34 2.89 3.2
Min. -92 46 32 2.3 33 2.3

Real RSME  True SD 1.40 Separation 2.30 Reliability .84
Model RSME True SD 1.43 Separation 2.64 Reliability .87

Rasch analysis indicated a logical difficulty order in the TOES items. First of
all, like Branson and Bundy (2001), this study found that “space is physically safe”
is one of the easiest items. One of the prerequisites of the TOP test application is that
the children’s play environment be familiar for children so that the school
environments do not threaten them or make them feel anxious. Items “peer
playmate’s response to player’s cues supports transaction” and “peer playmate gives
clear cues that support transaction” are easier than items relating to caregivers or the
play environment. This also seems logical because all players are peers and they
show similar abilities and flexibility while playing. They are all similar
developmental levels and age groups. During their free play sessions, they are
enthusiastic and used to playing with each other, therefore they find it easy to
respond and give clear cues. The most difficult items on the scale are related to the
caregiver: “caregiver adheres to consistent boundaries/rules” and “caregiver adheres
to reasonable boundaries/rules” (see Figure 4.10). This could be predicted because
generally caregivers are unwilling to participate in the children’s play; they mostly
set the rules concerning their safety or discipline their classroom behavior, neither of
which supports their play or makes them more playful. In addition, the period of
interaction between children and their caregivers was very short; their response to
children’s cues did not support the transaction. Amount and configuration of space
and natural/fabric objects, by comparison, highly increased their supportiveness. The

researcher administered the test in kindergarten settings. Considering the sensory
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environment (color, surface, noise, degree of modification they allow) and space
(wideness, objects’ accessibility) supports children playfulness, affects their
motivation to play and changes their play types. these items fell within the high-
range of difficulty, due the fact that the children’s classrooms had a lack of sensory

objects and inappropriate space arrangements in crowded classrooms.

More Item  Measure Error Selected Items
Supportive # (Logits)  (Logits)
2 1.04 41 Caregiver adheres to consistent
boundaries/rules
3 1 41 Caregiver adheres to reasonable
boundaries/rules
7 53 42 Natural/fabricated object(s) support
activity
8 17 43 Space is accessible
10 -.88 48 Space is physically safe
4 -1.11 49 Peer playmate's response to player's
cues supports transaction
Less 5 -1.36 .50 Peer playmate gives clear cues that
Supportive support transaction

Figure 4.10 Test of Environment Supportiveness Test Items Displayed on the Linear

Logit Scale

4.8 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

The second research question was “Is there a difference between preschool
children’s playfulness and social skills within different levels of environmental
support for play in their preschool settings?” To answer this question, analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was conducted in this study. The Test of Environmental

Supportiveness and Test of Playfulness were administered at each of the 16 different
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preschools and analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare the results
of the groups (Table 4.20). Preschools were divided into three groups based on their
environmental supportiveness (low, -5 to 0; moderate, 0-16 and high, 16-22). These
results indicated that there was a significant difference between levels of
environmental support for children’s playfulness F'(2,211) =7.49, p=.001. The effect
size (.066) was calculated using the eta squared formula. This showed that there was
medium effect according to Cohen’s (1988) terms. Post-hoc comparisons carried out
using the Tukey HSD (Honestly Significant Difference) demonstrated that the mean
score for the low group (M=1.06, SD=.38) and moderate group (M=1.72, SD=.44)
were significantly different from the high group (M=1.93, SD=.49); however low
and moderately group were not significantly different from each other (see Table
4.21). In addition, the TOES and Social Skills Rating System scale were
administered to each of the 16 different preschools and analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted to compare results of the groups. There was no significant
difference among the groups at the p < .05. The SSRS scores for TOES were F (2,
238) =.180, p=.836.

Table 4.20 Descriptive Statistics on Test of Playfulness between levels of

Environmental Supportiveness

Level of
Supportiveness N Mean Std. D. Min. Max.
low 37 1.6057 38 .68 2.27
moderately 110 1.7229 44 52 2.54
highly 67 1.9355 49 52 2.86
Total 214 1.7692 46 52 2.86
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Table 4.21Multiple Comparison for Levels of Environmental Supportiveness

SchoolEnvironment Mean D. Sig.

Tukey HSD low moderately -.11 363
highly -32 .001

moderately low A1 363

highly -21 .008

highly low 32 .001

moderately 21 .008

4.9 Correlation Analysis

To answer the third question, data regarding the correlation between the TOP
and SSRS were analyzed using bivariate correlations. In Table 4.22 the correlations
among the TOP and SRSS tests are presented. As shown in the table, there are
significant positive correlations among the tests (r=.146. p=.031) There is a small
correlation between the two variables (below .3). These results suggest that
playfulness is related to children’s social skills; so if children are playful, their level
of social skills could be higher. Bivariate correlations were also computed between
the four elements of the Test of Playfulness (control, motivation, freedom and
framing) and Social Skills Rating System (cooperation, assertion, self-control and
problem behaviors). The framing and perception of control elements of TOP were
associated with the self-control dimension of SSRS. The other dimensions were not
found to be related to each other (see Table 4.23).

Table 4.22 Correlation Analysis

SSRS TOP
SSRS  Pearson Correlation 1 .149
Sig. (2-tailed) .031
N 212 212
TOP Pearson Correlation .149 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .031
N 212 212
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Table 4.23 Correlations Between Elements of Playfulness and Dimensions of the

Social Skills

CooperationAssertionSelfcontrolMotivationControlFreedomFraming

Cooperation t 1 .606 752 .076 123 .079 122
p .000%* .000* 270 074 254 077
Assertion .606 1 .588 .103 132 .055 .080
p .000* .000%* 136 055 429 247
Self-control t 752 588 1 A11 163 .087 171
p .000%* .000* 107 - .018* 207  .013*
Motivation t 076 103 A11 1 756 .626 .663
p 270 136 107 .000*  .000 .000
Control t 123 132 163 756 1 672 819
p 074 .055 018* .000* .000*  .000*
Freedom r .079 .055 .087 .626 672 1 572
p 254 429 207 .000*  .000* .000*
Framing t 122 .080 171 .663 819 572 1
p 077 247 013* .000*  .000* .000*
*p<0.05
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this part the major findings of the present study will be discussed. An in
depth discussion of children’s playfulness in terms of internal control, intrinsic
motivation, suspension of reality and framing will be provided. The discussion will
continue to look at the relations between children’s social skills, playfulness and
environmental supportiveness in more detail. The implications of the findings from
the current research will be presented. In the final section, suggestions for future

research will be given.

5.1 Preschool Children’s Playfulness

Rasch analysis was performed for all of the items and participants. The
findings of the goodness of fit Rasch analysis showed that items and participant
scores met the assumptions. After examining Rasch analysis outputs, MNSQ values
were found to be within acceptable ranges, so the Test of Playfulness was
determined to be productive. Another benefit of Rasch analysis is that the location of
items and their level of difficulty was compared according to playfulness as a state
theory and the essence of other studies’ findings.

To address the question of preschool children’s playfulness in Turkey, the
overall playfulness scores from the TOP showed that after Rasch analysis, mean of
measure scores are .68, with a standard error of .31. In other study findings, total raw
mean scores of playfulness for typically developing children were .90, measure
scores were .43 through using same instruments (Skard & Bundy, 2008). In addition,
according to Saunders, Sayer and Goodale's study (1998), the mean of 19 randomly
selected preschool children's playfulness scores were -.093. Bundy et al. (2008)

investigated playfulness of 5-7 year-old 20 children who were typically developing
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after an intervention in their school playground. Their results showed that children's
mean playfulness scores were .58 and after intervention 1.09. according to these
stuies findings, current study findings were within the acceptable ranges. The
children’s scores were seen higher but they videotaped children during outdoor and
indoor environment. Children could perform better in playground environment than
indoor. Therefore, it can be seen that the playfulness level of children in Turkey was
relatively high. The scores were located in between typical and atypical children’s
playfulness scores. There could be several explanations for the increased playfulness
score in this study. In the first place, participants in the study were typically
developing children, and most of them had received at least two years of early
childhood education. Other findings suggested that children with special needs get
lower scores in playfulness than their typically developing peers (Reed, Dunbar &
Bundy, 2000; Skaines, Rodger & Bundy, 2006). Another reason could be the time
and location of the observations. They were observed in free time sessions. Children
were assessed during unstructured play, in their naturalistic environments and mostly
after breakfast time or at the beginning of the day. These factors could have positive
effects on increasing their playfulness scores. According to Bundy (1993) and Skard
and Bundy (2008), playfulness can be influenced by several interrelated factors
which are regarded as a frame of play. Therefore, each dimension’s findings need to
be discussed separately. In order to understand the logic of the items’ hierarchy, it is
important to note that within the scope of playfulness literature higher values of

items indicate observed difficultly.

5.1.1 Perception of Control

Perception of control has been identified as the most important dimension of
playfulness (Neuman, 1971; Bundy, 2012). If players have the ability to control play
internally, they can choose the scope of play, players, and how they begin and end
their play time (Bundy, 2012). Skard and Bundy (2008) reported that the absence of

certain characteristics inhibits feelings of control over play. In Figure 4.1 (the person
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item map), items were placed in a relatively logical hierarchy. Despite the fact that
the items were placed logically, there was a huge gap between the item “skill of
initiating new activities” (located on the top of the hierarchy) and the item “extent of
playing safely” (at the bottom). Developing new items for bridging the gap could be
suggested (Smith et al., 2002). To begin with, items such as “skill of initiating new
activities” and “skills of modifying maintain challenge or fun” were observed to be
most difficult. Each of these items were tied to children’s own desire and feelings of
accomplishment (Bundy, 1993). The current research showed that preschool children
in Turkey demonstrated difficulty in internally controlled skills such as initiating
activities, sharing control with their playmates and engaging in social play.
Therefore, these results suggest that children face difficulty in creating new activities
on their own. According to the relevant literature, children’s level of engagement to
play, cognitive development, learning behaviors or an unsupportive environment
might hinder the creation of new activities. These results might be explained by
means of a study by Mischel, Zeissand Zeiss (1974) which found that children’s
active engagement to play is related to their belief in their chances of accomplishing
a task or ending successfully. Therefore, their internal control is connected to their
positive outcome of active engagement. Alternatively, Sanderson (2010) viewed
internal control as part of children’s perceptions of self-efficacy. Indeed, children’s
concentration on the activity and ability to maintain their engagement might be
connected to their self-regulation levels during their play. Internal control means that
as children are playing, they take initiative with other players, continue to play even
if it is challenging, and change roles between leader and follower willingly
(Sanderson, 2010). These skills might be supported by social interactions with
others. Control over play is not the only requirement of internal control; they also
need to share control with other children. Nevertheless, this can be explained by the
fact that they are in crowded classrooms with adult supervision; they have more
opportunity to share control over play with other children. On the contrary, they
easily choose to interact with objects. As mentioned in the results section, feeling

safe during play is not difficult for preschool children without special needs. Safety
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is the one of the first important requirements for children to play (Skard & Bundy,
2008). As the literature suggests, fear while playing might decrease children’s’
playfulnesstherefore, children need to feel trust in their environment in order to be
engaged in independent play (Mitchell, Cavanagh & Eager, 2006; Bundy, Tranter,
Naughton, Wyver & Luckett, 2008; Brussoni, Olsen & Sleet, 2012). Furthermore,
TOP was also used in familiar environments. It could be the reason for high

playfulness scores of the children in the present study.

5.1.2 Source of Motivation

Source of motivation asks about the various motivations when children are
engaged in a particular activity (Bundy, 2012). Intrinsic motivation is regarded as
one of the most critical and independent characteristics of play (Rigby & Rodger,
2006). Children’s occupation is separated from leisure or work and described as play
when intrinsic motivation activity is seen (Bundy, 1991). Children could be
motivated by individual motivations in activities that enable social interaction,
sensation or accomplishment (Bundy, 2012). Children’s internal control basically
depends on their own desire to play; children can be motivated even in adult-directed
play environments or manipulated environment (Sanderson, 2010).

Examination of the items in the light of the linear logit scale as demonstrated
in Figure 4.5 revealed that “intensity of persistence” appeared as the most difficult
item when compared to other items. Specifically, “intensity of being engaged,”

29 ¢¢

“intensity of demonstrating positive affect during play,” “extent of being involved in
the process” and “extent of being engaged” followed in the difficulty level. The
hierarchy of items-person overlapped partially; the items related to persistence and
engagement though harder were easier to endorse. These results meet the
expectations that these items have appropriate levels except for the item regarding
intensity of persistence. It is located a long distance from the other items. Findings

suggest that children struggle to find ways to persist in an activity if they encounter

challenging situations or barriers within the activity. Alternatively, they did not seek
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challenge during free play in their classrooms. One reason intensity of persistence
was rarely seen during children’s activities in the present study is that the children
who participated did not have any physical or mental disabilities. Considering the
studies’ findings, children who have special needs encounter difficulties because of
their inabilities and barriers from their social and physical environment (Reed,
Dunbar & Bundy, 2000). It is evident that scores of children in this study on intrinsic
motivation dimensions were relatively high; on the other hand we cannot be sure
about the source of their motivation based solely on observation (Bundy, 2012). It
could simply be a sign of becoming attracted to the activity without reward or
reinforcements, only freedom and creativity (Grolnick, Gurland, Jacob & Decorcey,
2002). Even the free play activity itself may have been a source for their motivation;
the pressures of academic success in schools lead to decreased free play times in
their schedule. Children might be motivated by the opportunity for free play time. It
is clear that signs of children’s intrinsic motivation are observed during their free
play times when they explored by themselves without directions (Bundy, 1991). On
the contrary, some of the children in the current study failed to engage in activities
with intensity; one possible reason could be that structured, teacher-oriented
activities were conducted in the daily program of the preschool centers so external
motivations, directions and warnings could diminish the persistence of internal
engagement of activity (Poulsen & Ziviani, 2006). In addition, according to meta-
analytic review of Deci, Koestner and Ryan (1999), extrinsic, tangible rewards have
serious negative effects on developing intrinsic motivations of children. It is worth
noting that the meaning of intrinsic motivation should be understood considering
their autonomy, skill of persistence, wellbeing and success, as well as their social

and cognitive development (Ryan, 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
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5.1.3 Freedom to Suspend Reality

Freedom from unnecessary constraints of reality is described as “players . . .
can choose how closely their play will reflect objective reality” (Bundy, 2012, p. 32).
Indeed, a child can choose to play with an object as intended or create different ways
to use it. For instance, a child might decide to play with puzzle pieces as if they are
cookies. Freedom to suspend reality can be seen in many conventional—pretending,
teasing, joking and clowning— and unconventional forms (Bundy, 2012). In the
present study, the line of “freedom to suspend reality items” was described by Rasch
analyses. It allowed the researcher to differentiate children’s pretending, joking,
clowning and teasing behaviors on the item-person-maps (see Figure 4.6). The
results show that children have difficulty manifesting the constraints of reality in
their free play interactions. It found that the usage of objects in unconventional ways
occurred very rarely. Similar to the study of Bundy, Nelson, Metzger & Bingaman
(2001), “engages in mischief,” “pretends” and “use play things in imaginative ways”
seemed the most difficult items. These difficult items would be expected to be
observed in most playful children with optimum supportive conditions (Bundy,
Nelson, Metzger & Bingaman, 2001). However, while giving ratings for “using
unconventional objects in play,” it is difficult to agree on a definition of
“unconventional” (Bundy, 2008).

One of the apparent characteristics of playfulness is pretending among others
(Bundy, 2012). Based on “skill of pretending” item scores, children occasionally
engage in pretending. Two reasonable explanations might be suggested: their ages
and their engaging types of activities could have roles in the extent of pretend
behaviors during observations (Bundy, 2008). Their ages may affect the results of
the current study because children start to pretend play at the edge of two years of
age, but pretend play is most frequently seen in three to five year-old children (Fein,
1981; Pellegrini & Smith, 1998). Further, children’s creativity and divergent
thinking skills are also found to be related to pretend play abilities (Boyer, 1997,
Barnett & Kleiber, 1982; Trevlas et al., 2003). Hence their creativity and divergent
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thinking skills could be a factor for the use of their imagination in creating their roles
in pretend play. Using clowning and joking are other ways of suspending reality.
Children exhibited these behaviors occasionally in the current study. Joking and
clowning factors are bound to children’s activeness and implications of energetic
behavior (Zachopolulou, Trevlas & Tsikriki, 2007). Therefore, physical activeness or
inactiveness may lead to increase or decrease in children’s joking and clowning
scores on the TOP. Mischief and teasing behaviors are expected to bring joy and fun,
however, they are difficult to accept and differentiate from obtrusive behaviors if
they are not skillful (Bundy, 2012). From observations, children were more likely to
show misbehaviors when they intended to be joking, teasing or engaging in mischief.
As noted in Tyler’s (1996) study, one of the reasons could be that these behaviors are
significantly affected by children’s cognitive and language development. As
anticipated, most of the preschool children were not able to tell jokes or tease

without disturbing easily.

5.1.4 Play Framing

Play framing constitutes giving and receiving cues and a continuum of
engaging play. The meaning of cues is explained as players expressing how they are
expected to behave\treat one another (Bundy, 2012). For example, while a child is
pretending in the role of a doctor, she gives cues to treat her like a doctor or other
players are expected to act as patient. To continue to play, children need to give
understandable cues and receive the other players’ cues. Results of ratings in the
framing component suggested that preschool children were more skillfully engaged
in framing than in the other items. Although this item had less proportion of time
observed among children, it is seen as the most difficult item and children were
skillful in responding. Interestingly, while the extent of giving cues was hard to
observe, skill of giving cues was commonly seen. However, it is more important to
obtain a skill. Considering the intent of the items, a child was expected to be able to

give cues for turning a situation into play. It appears that children might sometimes
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respond to cues inappropriately because of their observant personality. In other
words, children have high skills for receiving and giving cues even if they do not
read or cues are not suited to their wishes (Bundy, 2010). Therefore, some children
appeared to apply these skills incorrectly, but they were observed frequently.
Children’s participation in other players’ play and ability to make sense of
norms and expectations which enable them to be socially appropriate (i.e., follow
rules, share, be aware of people’s emotions and be honest and confidential) is
constructed by reading and giving social cues clearly (Rigby & Roger, 2006). In
growing, children show progress in trying to understand the cues of others. Children
are able to receive nonverbal cues from their playmates by improving
communication. Children also develop the ability to identify clues from their
environment, gestures and facial expressions as they age (Hoff, 2001). Thus,
considering these children’s ages, the results of the analyses meets expectations
regarding receiving and giving cues. Specific behaviors such as eye contact, smiling
and physical contact have been taken into account during observation; however,
these behaviors sometimes cannot be caught on camera. Furthermore, some of
children chose to play alone, therefore, rating these behaviors became impossible for

the observer.

5.2 Preschool Children’s Social Skills and Problem Behaviors with their
Playfulness

Analysis of the data demonstrated that many of the Turkish preschool
children were more cooperative in waiting for help appropriately, taking
responsibility and using free time appropriately, however these skills were the least
seen among the cooperation subscale items. Children have a tendency to seek
guidance and immediate instructions. Similar to Atkins-Burnet’s (2001) findings,
these behaviors were less observed among kindergarteners in the Rasch analysis.
Taking a different angle, other studies in Turkey investigated the influence of

demographic factors on preschool children’s cooperative skills. Studies of Elibol
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Gultekin (2008) and Mavi Dervisoglu (2007) found that children’s gender, mother’s
education and schooling age correlated with a significant difference in their
cooperation skills. For instance, girls had significantly higher scores on cooperation,
self-control and assertive scales, whereas external problem behaviors were rated
higher for boys. Ratings of social skills might be influenced by many factors.

Regarding the assertion scale, the most difficult items assess the frequency of
introducing oneself to others, complimenting peers and initiating peer activities.
These three items were observed to be more difficult for preschool children when
comparing across the first and second grades (Atkins-Burnet, 2001). As a result of
adjusting school environments, older children show more assertive skills in school.
Further, teachers are moreable to see these behaviors throughout the school years,
which allows them to increase their scores (Atkins-Burnet, 2001).

“Appropriately telling when unfairly treated” and “appropriately questioning
unfair rules” were expected to be the most difficult behaviors for the children. Other
researchers found that children need to have social problem-solving skills and
communication skills for dealing with unfair situations appropriately.

Results of the self-control subscale suggested that preschool children were
less likely to exhibit “compromising by changing ideas when in conflict” and
“accepting criticism” than they were to control their temper with adults. It is possible
that in some crowded classrooms, teachers might have limited opportunities to
observe these skills for each child. In addition, it is possible that children consent
frequently so there are no situations in conflict.

The items on the internalizing behavior problems scale were more sensitive
to subjectivity of teachers (Atkins-Burnet, 2001). If some of the items were observed
for the individual child, teachers could have decided more easily. Otherwise they are
difficult to decide in crowded classrooms. In addition, teachers’ ratings can be
influenced by cultural expectations because expectations for children’s behaviors
regarding their ages may be changeable across various cultures (Lynch & Hanson,

1992).
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The externalizing problem behavior subscale items revealed that fighting is
rarely defined for preschooler’s arguments, so disobeying the rules is the more
definite classroom behavior. Preschool children’s external problem behaviors were
mostly temper to objects and people. It is likely that preschool children showed
tempering and disturbing ongoing activities. They face difficulty in controlling their
anger. When a child is able to control their frustrations, their personal conflict might
have a role in showing externalizing behaviors (Atkins-Burnet, 2001). One of the
important factors in problem behaviors is friendships. The need for friends can be
seen to make a significant difference in their well-being and the stability of their
behaviors. Good friendships might support them to overcome difficulties in
communicating with their social environment (Petersen, 2002).

External behavioral problems, which are threatening or bullying others, is
less typically seen in preschool children. However, if these behaviors are observed in
preschool children, it is urgent to take precautions through interventions because

these behaviors are considered important clues for their future aggressiveness.

5.3 Associations between children’s playfulness and social skills and within

different levels of environmental supportive

This study focused on understanding how a supportive environment
influences children’s playfulness. An ANOVA analysis revealed that there was a
significant difference between levels of environmental support for children’s
playfulness. In this study, low and moderately supportive preschool environments
significantly differed from highly supportive environments in terms of children’s
playfulness. These findings suggest that when preschool children have more
appropriate conditions in their schools, their playfulness levels could be increased.
The reason for having higher playfulness scores in highly supportive environments
may be understood by the extent of environmental supportiveness. Children were
observed in classrooms that had unstructured toys such as LEGO sets and sensory

motor materials like musical instruments; even if all the schools did not have those
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items, the majority of the preschool classrooms had kitchen and household materials.
These are important for supporting children’s pretend behaviors. The findings of the
study have, in accordance with similar studies, demonstrated that supplying the
children’s environment with developmentally appropriate materials could promote
children’s level of playfulness significantly (Ryan, 2011; Gariepy & Howe, 2003;
Haiat et al., 2003).

According to the results of the Rasch analysis on the Test of Environmental
Supportiveness, peer playmates positively supported other children’s playfulness,
whereas the item assessing caregivers’ roles in play were seen as the most difficult
item. According to Gagnon and Nagle (2001), good communication between peer
playmates has important effects on children’s playfulness. Gagnon & Nagle (2004)
investigated how peer play was related to children’s social and emotional
development. While preschool children were playing with their peers, they showed
positive social relationships and fewer problem behaviors. However, results showed
that the teacher’s role in children’s playfulness was very limited. Similarly, a study
by Lobman (2001) showed that preschool teachers mostly did not use playful
methods of engagement while children were playing except to teach new things. In
addition, Kendrick (2013) supported the finding that teachers were not willingly
participating in children’s play; instead they prefer to be an observer during
children’s play in the playground. This is highly important because for shy children,
a caregiver or teacher could help them to activate in play with other children
(Skaines, Rodger & Bundy, 2006).

Results of the correlation analyses for this study demonstrated that there was
a significant correlation between children’s playfulness and their social skills.
However, the magnitude of this correlation was not found to be large. Similarly,
Sanderson (2010) found that there were not strong correlations between social
connection and joyfulness. Specifically, the framing and perception of control
dimensions of TOP were associated with the self-control dimension of SSRS. These

results suggest that increasing children’s playfulness might develop their self-
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control. Similarly, Ramani (2005) found that preschool children’s cooperation skills
were connected to their playfulness climate.

As was expected, the findings of this study could not show any relationship
between environment and children’s social skills. These results are expected because
all participants’ social skills were rated by teachers within the preschool
environment. However, the findings of previous studies showed that parents and
teachers gave significantly different scores on children’s social skills in the home
and school environment (Gresham & Elliot, 1990). These differences may be
explained by environmental characteristics: materials, teacher and playmates. Plus,
children face difficulties paying attention in highly structured classroom

environments.

5.4 Implications

Since the primary purpose of the Test of Playfulness (TOP) and Test of
Environmental Supportiveness (TOES) is to help consult occupational therapists,
parents and teachers, the findings of this study may support their implementations
and design of the children’s environment, and help to understand what is supporting
or hindering their playfulness.

This study aimed to investigate children’s playfulness levels and social skills,
as well as their associations within their environmental support level. The results
indicated that participants of the study have relatively high levels of playfulness,
except in their abilities to suspend reality and frame. Their playfulness is affected by
environmental supportiveness; they get higher TOP scores in highly supportive
Turkish preschool environments. Moreover, the current study found that their social
skills are related to their playfulness.

Firstly, with respect to the results of the study, we can learn about Turkish
children’s approach to play and how well their preschool environment supports their
play. One of the important benefits of the TOES is help to learn the strengths and

weaknesses of preschool classrooms in supporting children’s playfulness. By
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gathering information about the peers, caregivers, space and materials’
supportiveness, teachers might notice deficiencies. This helps them to take
precautions and plan accordingly.

Owing to the study findings, there could be several interventions in their
physical environment for enhancing children’s playfulness. First of all, increasing
the variety of sensory materials in the classrooms could be helpful. Likewise, three
important study findings supported that sensory-motor materials have the greatest
effects in supporting children’s playfulness (Barbour, 1994; Boyer, 1997; Bundy et
al., 2008). Sensory-motor materials could be water/sand play, loose materials,
pillows, riding toys, etc. (Bundy, 2012).

With respect to internal control, children had lower scores on items which
reflect the ability to initiate new activities, share control with their peers and engage
in social play. In accordance with social skills ratings, they have the tendency to seek
guidance from their teachers and difficulty in controlling their temper. Their
cooperation and communication skills need to be supported to increase their internal
control. While children must feel safe to keep playing, they need chances to
overcome difficulties. To foster their decision-making process, teachers might
increase the level of challenges of the activities by means of mastery motivations
from objects or classroom activities.

Participants in the study received high scores on motivation. One possible
explanation is that their motivation could be regarded as relatively intrinsic because
they were observed while active and intensely engaged. The important point is
finding out the exact source of motivation, with results of the TOES showing that
children could be motivated by the environment in terms of their peers. It is
indicated that peers are the most supportive element in their environment. Children’s
social environment is one of the important indicators for their intrinsic motivation to
play. Another plausible explanation—White (1959) indicated that children’s source
of motivation stems from the mastery of the environment, and according to Caillois
(1979), activities become their exact drive for their motivation (as cited in Bundy,

2012). Hence, their engaged activities could be their sole source of motivation,
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owing to the fact that children’s free time activities are mostly created by themselves
because they really do what they intended to do. For this reason, in order to increase
playfulness, it is important to give children more free time in their daily classroom
routines. In spite of the fact that children’s playfulness shows known linkages to
social-emotional growth, divergent thinking and coping skills, creativity and
psychological well-being, degrees of free time and child-centered activities are often
lowered (Elkind, 2007; Pellegrini & Bohn, 2005).

It is clearly seen that children’s transactions mostly suspend objective reality
instead of being free of it completely. These results argue that children’s age can be a
factor decreasing the extent of joking and clowning during free time; however, they
are expected to use objects in more variable and unconventional ways than was
observed in this study. To overcome these deficiencies, teachers should not interrupt
children while using objects out of purpose or acting different roles. During
observations, teachers were seen to mostly take precautions for children’s safety and
interrupt children’s play or time spent creating different ways of using objects in the
classroom. One other aspect of suspension of reality is pretending. Teachers could be
pursuing children’s imaginative roles by getting involved in their play. This study
showed that there is a need for teachers’ participation in children’s play, but not as a
director or observer. Moreover, one of the important roles of parents and teachers is
evaluating and responding appropriately to children’s cues (Jennings & MacTurk,
1995). Therefore, while playing with children, teachers are expected to provide more
challenges, help and respond and give more cues as playmates.

This study suggests that pre-service teachers need to have knowledge
regarding children’s playfulness and factors which limit and encourage children's
playfulness. Early childhood teacher education programs have strong effect on pre-
service teachers' views in terms of instructional instruments, contents and methods
(Sicim, 2011). Therefore, it is essential that their awareness for importance of
children’s playfulness and its relations with their social skills in classrooms need to
be increased. Teachers could have confusion about interpretation of children's play

behaviors. Hence, there is a requirement to determine children whether they are
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playful or not. It is possible to assess children's playfulness by using Top and Toes
instruments. In order to prevent this gap, these assessment tools could be taught and
practiced in college and university courses of pre-service early childhood teachers.

Preparation of teacher education program needs to consider that teachers can
be informed about allowing children more free time, appreciating their playful ideas,
respecting to their rules of play and their choices, and preparing playful environment.
According to study of Tegano, Groves and Catron (1999), teachers™ playfulness and
ambiguity tolerance characteristics are related each other so playful teachers are also
more tolerant, changeable and open. This study indicates that it is more important
that teachers need to be joyful, motivated, mischievous, teased, joking and
imaginative. This could be achieved by allowing pre-service teachers to gain
experience in observing and participating children’s activities without directing and
interrupting them.

The TOP and TOES provide valuable information to understand the extent,
intensity and skillfulness of children’s playful behaviors and how supportive their
surrounding social and physical environment is. Using these instruments, difficulties
and limitations of playfulness can be understood to design better interventions. For
generalizability of this study, using these instruments allows researchers to control
environmental variables without developing strict laboratory conditions and be
aware of differences in features of the environment and their effects on children’s
playfulness. Another benefit of the current study is its exploring the associations
between children’s social skills and playfulness; these explorations may have
implications on theory and practice. Although playful children might be labeled as
mischievous, active or problematic, playful children have better social skills. With
this information, instead of limiting their jokes, mischief behaviors or pretending,
teachers and parents can support these behaviors. Lastly, in support of the reliability
and goodness of fit of these items, the findings of the study suggest that therapists,
researchers and teachers who received training could administer the Test of
Playfulness and Test of Environmental Supportiveness to Turkish preschool

children.
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In conclusion, play is a medium for understanding children’s behavior and
promoting the improvement of their lives. Therefore, playfulness should be taken
seriously into consideration. As Bundy (1993) indicated, playfulness needs to be
examined systematically by means of measures. In accordance with this study's
findings, playfulness may not be stable and just a trait of children; it can be
changeable within different environments and conditions. This information could
change and develop our interactions with children and our ability to look at
children’s play behaviors through their own window. This study highlighted the need
to be aware of the social and physical environment for children’s play. Teachers also
have an important role providing opportunities by means of creating ways to
integrate playfulness into their daily programs and implementations. This study
found that there is a relationship between children’s social skills and playfulness.
Specifically, preschool children’s framing and internal control elements are
associated with their self-control dimensions of social skills. Therefore, occupational
therapists, teachers and parents could act as facilitators for controlling and sharing
responsibilities. Supporting connections and initiating conversations by modeling
and being playmates could support children’s playfulness. There is a need to train
teachers about how to be good playmates for children without interrupting. Lastly,
the value of play should be understood by society and families. The community and
government have an important responsibility to give equal opportunities to different
backgrounds, needs and skills of children in terms of giving motivations,
encouragement, time and safe environments for child-centered play. According to
experimental, correlational and longitudinal studies, playfulness is highly important

throughout a person’s entire life

5.5 Recommendations for further studies

Further studies could examine associations between different variables (e.g.,
mastery motivation skills, academic skills, school readiness) and children's
playfulness. By investigating these links could be beneficial for understanding of

potential barriers and supportiveness for children's playfulness. In addition,
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empirical studies empower to the meaning of playfulness in preschool children's
development and wellbeing. Playfulness is also not limited to children, there are also
limited studies done for investigating adults’ playfulness, in the reviewed literature,
related to parents’ playfulness has not found any research.

Another recommendation could be creating intervention plans for children,
parents, teacher and schools for increasing children’s playfulness. In terms of the
present study findings, the teacher's role in children's play was found to be limited.
An experimental study could be useful for finding out an intervention effects on
teacher's playfulness. Besides, for community and school need to be arranged for
sustain children's playfulness, therefore, future research might benefit from the
views of school administrator and policy makers for creating necessary changes on
the preschool curriculum.

In the current study, observations were conducted in the indoor settings of the
preschool centers. Synthesis of empirical studies related to playfulness showed that
children's playfulness can be differentiated depend on home, school, laboratory,
indoor and outdoor environment. Therefore, children need to observed while playing
with their parents and siblings in their home to understand these effects on their play.
In addition, playfulness could be higher in different types of landscapes such as
natural areas, water settings.

Lastly, it was known from the literature review that parent's, teacher's and
therapist's ratings were differentiated from each other while assessing children's
playfulness. Because of the use of tests based on observation, have specific limited
time and location, it is strongly recommended that extensive research need to gather
information from multiple sources and instruments. Further research would
investigate differences between them and reliability and validity of these assessments

within different cultures.
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Appendix B. Turkish Summary-Tiirkce Ozet
OKUL ONCESI DONEMI COCUKLARININ OYUN SEVERLIKLERININ
CEVRE VE SOSYAL BECERILERI ILE ILISKILERININ ARASTIRILMASI

1. GIRIS

Cocuklarin yaptiklar1 ve tercih ettikleri asil isleri ve temel aktiviteleri oyundur.
Cocuklarin hayatinda bilissel, fiziksel, sosyal, duygusal ve dil gelisimine oyunun
onemli bir katkis1 bulunmaktadir (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, Fisher. 1992). Oyun
cocugun oyuna yaklasimi, (oyun severlik), oyun tercihleri, oyun becerileri,
motivasyon kaynaklari ve ¢evreleri agilarindan degerlendirilmektedir (Bundy, 2005).
Oyun severlik(¢cocugun oyuna yaklasimi) bu degerlendirme boyutlar1 arasinda en
onemli faktorlerden biridir (Bundy, 2005, 2012). Bundy (1993) oyun severlik
olmadan biitiin aktivitelerin is olarak goriilecegini belirterek 6zel olarak oyun
severlikle ilgilenilmesi gerektigine dikkat ¢ekmistir. Bir¢cok c¢alisma cocuklarin
oyunseverliklerinin zihinleri hakkinda bilgi edinmek i¢in yeni bir pencere agtigini
gostermektedir (i.e  Bjorklund & Pellegrini, 2000, Diamond et al., 2007).
Oyunseverlik sadece bir davranmis bi¢imi olmak disinda egilimlerinin, bilissel
becerilenin, psikososyal sagliklarinin da bir gostergesidir (Lieberman, 1965, 1966,
1977; Barnett & Kleiber, 1982).

Onceki arastirmalarda genis bir perspektifle bakildiginda oyunseverligin
problemlerle basa ¢ikma becerileri, uyum davranislart gibi kisisel nitelikleri ile
iliskili bulunmustur (Lieberman, 1977; Barnett, 1991). Barnett (1991) okul 6ncesi
donemdeki ¢ocuklarla yaptig1 calismalarda giiven, hayal giicii, yaramazlik, siddet,
neselilik merak, aktiflik gibi karakteristik 6zellikleriyle oyunseverlilik arasinda iligki
bulmustur. Calismasinin sonucunda, oyunseverlik 6zelligi tagimayan g¢ocuklarin
bagimli, kendi kendini ifade edemeyen, spontan olmayan kisilik 6zellikleri tagidigi
bulunmustur. Okul 6ncesi egitimde cocuklarda bu davranislarin degistirilmesinin

erken miidahale ile mimkiin oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle c¢ocuklarin
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oyunseverlik davraniglarinin 6l¢iilmesi okul 6ncesi egitimide kalitenin saglanmasi
acisindan gereklilik gosterir. Bu agidan c¢ocuklarin oyunlari sirasinda oyun
becerilerini 6lgen bircok degerlendirme 6l¢egi bulunmaktadir. En bilinen o6lgekler
arasinda Knox Preschool Play Scale, Knox (1997), Play History; Takata (1974), Peer
Play Scale; Howes (1980)’dir. Fakat kullanilan 6l¢eklerin arasindan en giivenilir ve
gecerli olarak test edilen Children Playfulness Scale (CPS) (Barnett, 1990; 1991) ve
the Test of Playfulness (ToP) (Bundy, 1997, 2001, 2006) ve Environmental
Supportiveness (Bundy ve Skard, 2007) kullanilmaktadir.

Ilgili literatirde oyun severligin iki kabul goren tanimi bulunmaktadir.
Birincisi kisisel karakteristik 6zelligi olmasidir (playfulness as trait) (Barnett &
Kleiber, 1982, 1984; Lieberman, 1965, 1966, 1977; Rubin ve ark.,1983; Singer &
Rummo, 1973; Singer & Singer, 1980). Oyun severlik bir karakter o6zelligidir
seklinde yapilan tanimlamalarda espirili olma, 1raksal diisiinme ve yaraticilikla ilgili
ozellikleri kapsadigr goriilmektedir. Bu degiskenler oyunsever bireylerin ilk
beklenen karakter ozellikleri olmaktadir. Bu tanimlamalar ile oyunseverlik
tanimlanirken i¢sel oyun oynama kapasitesi ortamin etkisi gdz Oniine alinmadan
oyunseverlik psikolojik yap1 ve gozlenlenebilen karakter o©zelligi olarak
goriilmektedir (Rubin ve ark.,1983).

Ikinci yaklasim ise oyun severligi egilim, durum (Playfulness as state) olarak
degerlendiren bakis agis1 olmaktadir (Bundy, 1993, 1997). Bu yaklasimda ¢ocuklarin
oyunseverliginin egitim ve cevrenin diizenlenmesi ile gelistirilebilecegi savunulur.
Oyunseverlik ii¢ faktorle agiklanir; igsel motivasyon, i¢sel kontrol, gercekligin disina
cikma oOzgiirligli. Bundy (2007) cer¢eve ismini verdigi dordiincti faktorii de
ekleyerek tanimlamasini gelistirmistir. Oyun sever bir ¢ocuk sozel ve s6zel olmayan
ipuglarin1 verir ve alir ve ¢cocuk bu ¢ercevede oynar. Oyun davranislarinin sikligi,
yogunlugu ve beceriye dayali olmasi olarak tanimlanarak ¢ocugun oyun severligi
degerlendirilir. Bireysel farkliliklarin oyun ortaminda etkisi oldugu bilinmekle
birlikte ortamin, diger oyuncular ve O6gretmenleri agisindan arastirilmasi gerektigi
savunulur (Bundy, 2009). Cevrede yapilan uygun degisikliklerle ¢ocuklarin daha

oyun sever oldugu, Ogretmenleri ve akranlariyla daha etkili iletisim kurdugu
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gozlenmistir (Jennings & Macturk, 1995). Bu ¢alismada Cooper (2000)’1n oyun
severligin cocugun kendi sosyal ¢evresi ve fiziksel ¢evresi ile sekillendigini savunan

yaklasimi baz alinmstir.

1.1 Calismanin Onemi

Gegmis calismalarda oyun severligin ¢ocuklarin duygusal 6z diizenleme,
ozgiiven ve alic1 dile gelisimleri ile ilgili oldugunu bulmuslardir (Fantuzzo, Sekino
& Cohen, 2004; Zeman, Shipman, & Suveg, 2002; Cole, et al., 1994). Sosyal
gelisimleri igerisinde sosyal becerilerinin bir¢ogunu oyun deneyimleri sirasinda
Ogrenirler (Saracho & Spidek, 1998; Singer, Golinkoff & Hirsh-Pasek, 2006). Bu
etkilesimi nedensel veya tek yonlii olarak degerlendirmek yerine sosyal becerilerinin
ve oyun davranislarinin ¢ocukluk boyunca birlikte gelistikleri bulunmustur (Fisher,
1992; Rogers & Ziviani, 2006; Renthozu, 2012, 2014). Cocuklar oyun igersinde
dogru yardim istemek/6nermek, konusmay1 baslatma ve dogru zamani bekleme gibi
bir¢ok sosyal becerileri gelistirmeleri beklenir (Spence, 2003). Bu sosyal becerilerin
gelisimi hayatlarindaki en onemli gelismelerden biridir dolayisyla bu becerilere
sahip olmadiklar1 zaman dezavantaj olurlar. Buna neden olan faktorler arasinda
biligsel, duygusal ve cevresel bircok etmen g6zoniine alinabilir (Gresham, 1997,
Spence, 2003; Rogers & Ziviani, 2006). Bu nedenle ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerinin
degerlendirilerek ve ilgili degiskenleri hakkinda arastirma yapilarak bilgi edinilmesi
onemlidir. Gresham ve Elliot (1990) bu amagla “Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme
Sistemini  (The Social Skills Rating System, SSRS)” gelistirmislerdir.
Standardizasyon c¢alismalarindan sonra ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerini ve problem
davraniglarint 6lgemede gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek oldugunu bulmuslardir.
Cocuklarin sosyal becerileri ile cinsiyet, sosyo ekonomik statiileri, aile yapilar1 gibi
demografik ozellikleri ile iliskilerini ortaya koyan calismalar yapilmustir (Elliott,
Barnard, & Gresham, 1989; Powless & Elliot, 1993; Oprea, 1998; Cessna, 2000).
Ayrica Piaget (1951) ve Vygotsky (1976), oyunun ¢ocuklarin sosyal ve duygusal
gelisimlerinde ¢ok onemli oldugunu vurgulamistir. Dolayisiyla oyun ve sosyal

beceriler arasinda iliski oldugu ile ilgili arastirmalarin temeli atilmistir. Ornegin
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bununla ilgili olarak ¢ocuklarin kooperatif, 6z denetim ve giriskenlik sosyal
becerileri ile sembolik oyun becerileri arasinda iliski bulunmustur (Li, Hestenes,
Wang, 2014). Cocuklar sosyal rolleri ve empati becerilerini mis gibi davranarak
oynadiklar1 oyunlar araciligiyla kendilerini bagkalar1 yerine koyarak fark ederler
(Fisher, 1992). Oyun aktiviteleri aracilig1 ile yeni davraniglar ve anlamlar kazanirlar
(Rogers & Ziviani, 2006).

Oyun becerileri ile sosyal becerileri yanisira bulunduklar1 ¢evre faktorlerinin
iliskili olabilecegini bazi ¢alismalar gostermektedir. Bu ¢alismalarin temelinde oyun
severligin karakter 6zelligi olarak kabul edilmesinin yani sira ¢evrenin degisimi ile
zaman igerisinde farklilik gosterecegi ile ilgili teoriler bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Reed,
Dunbar ve Bundy (1999) bir yillik Head Start programi sonrasinda ¢ocuklarin oyun
severlik puanlarinda artis bulmustur. Ote yandan oyun severligi karakter o6zelligi
olarak goren teoriye karsi olarak Bundy kisinin karakter 6zelliklerinin ve ¢evrenin
etkisinin oyun severlik diizeyini belirledigini savunmaktadir. Ayrica kisinin
karakterini degistirmek cevreyi degistirmekten ¢ok daha zordur ve cetrefilli bir
stirectir. Bireysel farklilikarin oyun severlikle iligkisinin arastirilmasi gibi ¢evreninde
rolliniin arastirilmasi gerekmektedir (Bundy, 1999). Deneysel arastirma sonuglari;
cocuklarin oyun oynarken i¢inde bulunduklar1 oyun arkadaslari, 6gretmenleri, ailesi
ve bakicisindan olusan sosyal c¢evreleri ile oyun materyallerinin ulagilabilirligi ve
fiziksel  ¢evresinin  kullanilabilirliginin ~ ¢ocuklarin ~ oyun  severliklerini
engelleyebilecegini veya destekleyici rol oynayabilecegini gostermistir (Rigby &
Gaik, 2007). Cocugun sosyal ¢evresi ve oyun severligi ile ilgili yapilan arastirmalar
akranlar1 ile iyi iliski kuran ¢ocuklarin oyun ile daha ¢cok mesgul olduklar1 ve sosyal
duygusal gelisimlerinin iyi diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir (Gagnon & Nagle,
2001). Ayrica yetiskinin ¢ocugun oyun severliginin gelisiminde sadece g¢evreyi
diizenleyici roli ile degil oyununa katilis sekli ile de onemli bir etkisinin oldugu
bilinmektedir (Fisher et al., 2011; Lilard et al., 2013). Cocuklarin duyusal, sosyal ya
da dramatik oyunlara katilimi, ¢evreden saglanan olanaklarla sekillenir. Bugiine
kadar bircok degerlendirme araglar1 c¢evre kalitesinin saglanmast ve diger

degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi kesfetmek igin tasarlanmistir. Ornegin, Knox
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(2008)’un biitlin olarak ¢ocugun dogal ortamina dayali gelistirdigi ¢evre dlgegi ve
cocugun ¢evresinin kalitesini 6lgen “Okul oncesi Egitim Ortami Degerlendirme
Olgegi (the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Third version (Harms,
Clifford, Cryer, 2014) gibi olcekler kullanilmaktadir. Bundy (1997), oyunun
cevrenin yetiskin, oyun arkadasi, materyal ve alan agisindan nasil etkiledigini
degerlendirmek amaciyla “Cevrenin oyun severlie destegi testi (Test of
Environmental Supportiness for Playfulness) gelistirmistir. Ayrica ilgili ¢aligmalarda
cevre ile oyunun iligkili oldugunu bulmustur (Boyer, 1997; Branson & Bundy, 2001;
Rigby & Gaik, 2007). Oyun severligi kisilik 6zelligi olarak goren bir ¢cok ¢aligma
yapilmistir (6rn. Barnett, 1990,1991a,1998, 2007;Taylor & Rogers, 2001; Trevlas,
Matsouka & Zachopolou, 2003; Zachopoulou, Trevlas, & Tsikriki, 2004; Ramani,
2012; Chang, 2013; Rentzou, 2014) ama bu calismada ¢evre ve oyun severlikle ilgili
oyun severligi davranis olarak goéren Bundy ve arkadaslarinin g¢alismalari baz
almmistir (Bundy, 1997, 1999, Bronson & Bundy, 2001; Bundy, Waugh &
Brentnall, 2009, Skard & Bundy, 2008). Bu c¢alismalarin sonuglari 1s18inda ¢evrenin
cocuklarin oyun severligini kisitlayabilecek ya da destekleyebilecek belirgin bir
etkisi olmus olabilecegini goriilmektedir. Ancak onceki arastirmacilar 5-7 yas grubu
cocuklarin ev, laboratuvar, hastane ve okul bahgelerindeki ¢evre degiskenlerine ve
yogunluklu olarak ©zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklarla farklarini karsilastirdiklar:
arastirmalar yiiritmislerdir. Bu nedenle, okul ¢evresinin okul oncesi donem
cocuklarin1 nasil etkiledigi ile ilgili daha ¢ok calisma yapilmasi gerekir. Bes yas
grubu okul 6ncesi egitim alan ¢ocuklarin siniflarinin oyun severliklerine etkisini
arastirilmasinin 6nemli bilgiler edindirecegi diistintilmektedir. Ayrica Bundy ve
arkadaslarinin (2008) yiriittigti proje sonuclar1 dikkate alindiginda ¢ocuklarin sosyal
beceri diizeyleri ile oyun severliklerinin agiklanabilecegini, 5 ile 7 yas arasindaki
sosyal, yaratict ve esnek ¢ocuklart gelistirmek i¢in oyun sever bir ¢cevre saglanmasi
gerektigini goriilmiistiir. Bu calisma ile degiskenlerin ¢ocuklarin hayatindaki 6nemi
gbz Oniine almarak aktivitelerinin planlanmasi ve ¢evreyi organize etmek i¢in bu
iliskiyi kanitlamak adma katki saglanacagi diisiilmektedir. Okuldncesi dénem igin

oyun severligin 6nemini anladik¢a, okullar, topluluklar ve aileler ¢ocuklarin serbest
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oyun oynamalarini kisitlamaktan ve ¢evrelerini manipiile edilmis oyun malzemeleri,
sinirli alan ile sinirlandirmaktan kaginan uygulamalar yapmaya baslayabilir.
1.2 Calismanin amaci

Yapilan ¢alismalarla, oyunun ¢ocuklarin gelisim alanlarinuin tiimi i¢in
oneminin anlasilmasina ragmen, “oyunun hangi yonii ¢ocuklarin gelisimlerini daha
cok destekler?” ve “oyunu 6nemli kilan 6zellikler nelerdir?” sorular1 hala tam olarak
cevaplanamamistir (Bundy et.al., 2008). Bu c¢alisma ¢ocuklarin oyun severlik
diizeylerinin sosyal becerileri ile iligskisinin hangi yonlerden bulundugunu
arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu c¢alisma sayesinde ¢ocuklarin oyunseverlilik
profilleri hakkinda bilgi alinarak okul 6ncesi donemdeki ¢ocuklarin ihtiyaglar1 ve
eksikliklerinin ortaya c¢ikarilmasinda yardimci olunmasit hedeflenmektedir.
Arastirmaci tarafindan cocuklarin oyun severlik diizeyleri, sosyal becerileri ve
cevreleriyle iliskilerinin ne yonde olacagim1 ve olas1 degiskenleri ortaya ¢ikarmak
amactyla nicel bir arastirma yapilmasi amag¢lanmaistir.

Bu amag 151831nda asagidaki aragtirma sorularini cevaplanmasi amag¢lanmaktadir;

1. Okul oncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin oyun severlik, sosyal beceri seviyeleri ve
cevrelerinin destegi nedir?

2. Okul oncesi donem c¢ocuklarinin oyun severlik diizeyi farkli destek
seviyelerindeki okul 6ncesi sinif ortamlari ile farklilik gosterir mi?

3. Okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin oyun severlik diizeyleri ile sosyal becerileri

arasinda iliski var midir?

2. YONTEM

2.1 Calismanin Deseni

Bu arastirma nicel yontem araciligiyla iligkisel aragtirma olarak
desenlenmistir. iliskisel desen iki veya daha ¢ok degiskenin herhangi bir miidahale
olmadan aralarindaki iliskinin arastirilmasi olarak tanimlanmistir (Fraenkell &

Wallen, 2006). Bu ¢alismada nicel iliskisel arastirma deseni kullanilarak 5 yasindaki
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212 ¢ocugun oyun severlik, sosyal beceri degerlendirme ve ¢evrenin oyun severlige
destegi testlerinden elde edilen nicel veriler kullanilarak aralarindaki iliskiye

bakilmustir.

2.2 Orneklem

Bu ¢alisma 5 yas grubundan 16 farkli okul 6ncesi egitim kurumuna devam
eden 212 (94 erkek ve 118 kiz) ¢ocuk katilmistir. Katilimc1 ¢ocuklar Ankara’nin
Cankaya, Yenimahalle, Ke¢ioren ve Sincan ilgelerinden 16 farkli 6zel ve resmi okul
oncesi kurumundan seciilmistir. Arastirmada ayrica katilimci ¢ocuklarin sosyal
becerileri okul oncesi dgretmenleri (n=30) tarafindan “Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme

Sistemi” testi kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir.

2.3 Veri Toplama Araglari

Veri toplama yontemi olarak arastirmacinin dogrudan gézlemi ve okul 6ncesi
Ogretmenlerinin ¢ocuklari hakkinda doldurduklart 6lgek uygulanmistir. Arastirma
kapsaminda ii¢ adet Olgek uygulanmistir. Asagida olgekler detayli bir sekilde

acgiklanmaktadir.

2.3.1 Oyun Severlik Testi (OST)

Bundy (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen Oyun severlik Testi (OST) (Test of
Playfulness-TOP) (Dérdiincii versiyon) 29 maddeye sahip test dort boyuttan
olugsmaktadir. Gozleme dayali olan test, cocuklarin okul 6ncesin ortaminda serbest
oyun oynamalar1 sirasinda uzman kisinin puanlamasiyla uygulanmaktadir. “Oyuna
devam edecek kadar kendisini giivende hisseder” ve “Oyuna devam edebilmek i¢in
online c¢ikan engelleri agsmaya calisir” gibi maddelerden olusan o6l¢ek siklik,

yogunluk ve beceri boyutlarina gore degerlendirilerek puanlanir.
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2.3.2 Cevrenin Oyunseverlige Destegi Testi (CODT)

Cevrenin Oyunseverlige Destegi Testi (Environmental Supportiveness
Assessment) (Skard & Bundy, 2008) 17 gozleme dayali maddeden olusmaktadir.
Test, ¢ocuklarin okul oncesi sinif ortaminda serbest oyunlari sirasinda 15 dakika
boyunca ve oyun severlik testi ile eslenik zamanda uygulanmaktadir. 4 lii likert tipte
yetiskin, oyun arkadasi, materyal ve oyun alani olmak iizere dort faktorden olusur.
Ornek olarak “Akran oyun arkadasinin oyuncunun yonlendirmelerine tepkisi oyunun
isleyisini bozar.” ve “Dogal/ fabrika yapimi objeler aktiviteyi yada oyuncuyu
desteklemez” gibi maddelerden olusur.

Oyun Severlik ve Cevrenin Oyunseverlige Destegi Olgekleri arastirmaci
tarafindan Tirkce’ye ¢evrildikten sonra okul 6ncesi alanindan iki uzman ve ingilizce
alaninda uzman gorisleri alinarak Tiirkge’ye adapte edilmistir. Testlerin gegerlilik ve
giivenilirlik analizleri Rasch analiz programindan yararlanilarak yapilmis olup,
sonuclar kisminda ayrintili agiklanmastir.

2.3.3 Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme Sistemi (SBDS)

Gresham ve Stephen (1990) tarafindan gelistirilen Sosyal Beceri
Degerlendirme Sistemi (Social Skills Rating System — SSRS): okul o6ncesi,
ilkogretim ve lise donemi ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerini tarama ve simiflama amaglt
kullanilmaktadir. Ogretmen, 6grenci ve aile formu olarak {i¢ versiyonu bulunan
testlerden bu arastirmada okul oncesi donem c¢ocuklar (6gretmen-3-5 yas) icin
gelistirilen versiyonu kullanilmistir. Tiirk¢eye cevirimi ve adaptasyon calismasini
Elibol-Gtiltekin ve Dinger (2008) tarafindan yapilmistir. 40 madde ve 3’lii likert
tipten olusan formun 30 maddesi sosyal beceriler 6lgegi isbirligi, kendini ifade
etme/atilganlik ve 6z denetim olmak iizere 3 alt boyuttan olusur. Ayrica 10 maddesi
problem davranis Olg¢eginin digsal ve igsel problemler olarak iki alt boyutla
degerlendirilir. Ornek olarak “Oyunlara ya da grup etkinliklerine katilir” “Siif

islerinde akranlaria goniilli olarak yardim eder” maddelerden olusmaktadir.
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2.4 Ortamlar

Oyun severlik en kolay ¢ocuklarin serbest oyun zamanlarinda
gozlemlenebilmektedir (Bundy, 2010). OST ve CODT testleri uygulanirken
cocuklarin fiziksel ve duygusal olarak giivende hissettikleri, bildikleri bir ortamda
gozlemlenerek degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle gozleme ge¢gmeden
once kameraya aligmalari i¢in siire verilerek, 6gretmenlerinin siniflarinda bulunmasi
saglanmistir. Ortam1 oyun severlik agisindan daha detayli degerlendirebilmek i¢in
CODT testi kullanilarak yiiksek, ortalama ve diisiik diizeyli ¢evreye sahip okullar
olarak smiflandirilmistir. Ayrica okullarin ozellikleri 6gretmen, oyun arkadasi,

materyal ve oyun alani agisindan betimsel olarak ac¢iklanmustir.

2.5 Veri Toplama ve Veri Analiz Siireci

Veri toplama siireci 2015-2016 bahar, yaz ve sonbahar donemini siirecinde
gerceklestirilmistir. Calismanin ilk asamasinda Elibol-Giiltekin, Dinger (2008) ve
Bundy (2003, 2008)’ den gerekli izinler alinmis olup, testlerin okul oncesi
kurumlarinda pilot ve asil uygulamalarmin yapilabilmesi igin Universite etik
kurulundan ve Milli Egitim Bakanligindan gerekli izinler alinmistir.

Arastirmact ¢alismaya baglamadan oOnce iletisime gectigi okullarin
miidiirtinden ve Ogretmenlerinden izin aldiktan sonra, velilerden goniilli katilim
formunu doldurmalarini isteyerek, 6l¢eklerin uygulanmasi ile ilgili olarak ¢alismanin
amact ve isleyisi hakkinda okullar1 ziyaret etmistir. Oyunseverlik ve c¢evrenin
oyunseverlige desteginin o6l¢iildigli testlerin uygulanabilmesi icin 6ncelikle
cocuklarin yabanci olmadiklart okul oncesi smif ortaminda ve serbest oyunlar
sirasinda gozlemlenmesi esas alinmistir. Aragtirmacin dort farkli kamera kullanarak,
30 dakikay1 gegmeyen video ¢ekimi ile gézlem yapmistir. Siif ortamlarinda ¢ekilen
video gorintiileri her sinif icin simiflandirildiktan sonra oyun severlik (OST) ve
cevrenin oyun severlige destegi (COSD) testlerinin her bir ¢ocuk i¢in doldurularak

arastirmaci tarafindan testlerin manuelleri kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica
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cocuklarin sosyal beceri degerlendirme sistemi formlarida okul 6ncesi 6gretmenleri
tarafindan doldurularak uygulanmistir. Her ¢ocuk i¢in ayr1 doldurulan testlerden elde
edilen veriler excel dosyasina kaydedilerek ilgili analizlerin yapilabilmesine hazir
hale getirilmistir.

Aragtirmact OST ve COST testleri i¢cin Prof. Dr. Anita Bundy’den egitim
almis olup, 10 farkli ¢gocuktan olusan videolar: testler i¢in degerlendirerek gecerli ve
giivenilir bulunmustur. Ayrica Avustralya Sidney Universitesinde gergeklestirilen
proje cercevesinde c¢ocuklarin oyun ortaminda goézlem yapma ve video ¢ekimi
tecriibesi edinilmistir. Calisma baslamadan 6nce iki farkli okulda yapilan pilot
calisma ile cocuklarin serbest oyun ortami hakkinda bilgi edinilerek testler
uygulanmis olup, kameralarin kullanilabilirligi denenmistir.

Veri analiz yontemi olarak Rasch analizi programindan yararlanilmistir. Analiz
programi ti¢ farkli testin birbiri igerisinde degerlendirilebilmesini saglamasi ve
verinin sonucunda ¢ocuklarin test maddelerinin kolay ya da zorluk derecesine bagh
olarak oyun severlik, sosyal becerileri ve ¢evrelerinin destegi profillerini ortaya
cikarmasindan dolayi tercih edilmistir. Test maddelerinin puanlar1 excel dosyasina
girildikten sonra Winsteps bilgisayar programi ile uygulanarak Rasch analizi
yapilmistir. Rasch analizi yonteminin sayiltilarini verilerin karsilayip karsilamadigi
uyum 1iyiligi degerlerine (goodness of fit statistics) bakilarak incelenmistir. Uyumu
bozan madde ve c¢ocuklar sonraki analizlerden c¢ikarilmistir. Ham sonuglara
uygulanan Rasch analizinden elde edilen Rasch degerlerinden ileriki Anova ve
Korelasyon analiz yontemlerinde yararlanilmistir. Anova ve Korelasyon analiz

yontemleri kullanilarak degiskenler arasindaki iliski ortaya konmustur.

3. BULGULAR VE TARTISMA

Maddelerin hiyerarsisini sekiller agisindan anlamak i¢in, maddelere arasindaki
bosluklar ve logit degerlerine bakilarak yorumlanmasi gerekir. Ornegin, maddelerin
zorluk seviyesinin artmasi, o becerilerin ¢ocuklarda az goériilmesine sebep olurken, o

maddelerin diger maddelere gore daha zor oldugu anlamma gelmektedir. Diger
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durumda ise maddelerin zorluk seviyesinin azalmasi, daha ¢ok ¢ocuk tarafindan o
becerilerin gosterildigine isaret etmektedir ve o madde daha kolay bir madde olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Bazi maddeler daha ¢ok beceri gerektirmesi nedeniyle 6l¢ek
icerisinde diger maddelere gore esit uzaklikta degillerdir. Bu nedenle sadece puanlari
baz almarak degil maddelerin birbirlerine uzakliklar1 dikkate alinarak
yorumlanmalidir. Ileride verilecek olan sekillerde maddlerin birbirleri ile olan

mesafeleri gosterilecektir.

3.1 Oyun Severlik Testi Uygunluk Degerleri

Rasch analiz modeli i¢in ¢ocuklarin ve maddelerin degerlerinin analizin
yapilabilmesi i¢in uyum gostermesi test edilmistir.. Maddelerin arasindaki zorluk
derecelerine gore kisinin becerisi ile arasindaki farklar uyum test sonuglarina (Infit
ve Outfit) bakilarak belirlenir. Uygunluk i¢i (Infit) ve Uygunluk disi (Outfit)
araliklart icin MNSQ degerleri <1.5 ve ZStd<2 olmas1 gerekmektedir (Bond and
Fox , 2007), Rasch analizi sonucunda elde edilen i¢ uygunluk (Infit) ve dis uygunluk
(Outfit) degerleri incelendiginde sekiz kisiden elde edilen veriler uygunluk
degerlerine uymadigi i¢in analizden ¢ikarilmistir. Madde analizleri sonucunda teste
ait biitin maddelerin uygunluk degerleri arasinda oldugu bulunmustur. Rasch
analizinden sonra (measure score) testin ortalama degeri .68 standard sapma .31
bulunmustur Oyun severlik testi ¢ocuklar i¢in .94, maddeler i¢cin .99 degerleri

oldukca yiiksek giivenirlik degeri elde edildigini gostermektedir.
3.2 Oyun Severlik Testi Alt Boyutlar1 Sonuglar1

Dort farkli alt boyuttan olusan test sonug¢larinin her biri Rasch yazilimi
kullanilarak ifade edilmistir. Her alt boyutun analiz sonuglar1 dogrusal bir logaritmik

Olcekte Wright haritasinda sunulmustur. Her Wright haritasi, test yanitlarini

Ozetleme, maddeleri siralamak ve araliklandirmak agisindan tartisilacaktir. Test
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maddeleri en zordan en kolaya kadar dagilmaktadir. Zorluk sirasi haritanin sol

tarafindan gorsellestirilir ve sag taraf 6gelerin yerlesimlerini gosterir.

3.2.1 Kontrol algis1

Maddelerin puanlarinin incelenmesi, maddenin hiyerarsisinin mantiksal
olarak diizenlendigini gostermektedir. Sekil 1 incelendiginde genel olarak ¢ocuklarin
konrol algisi ile ilgili maddelerden “yeni aktivte baslatma™ ve “aktiviteyi zorlagtirma
ve eglenceli hale getirme becerisi” en c¢ok zorlandiklar1 davranislar oldugu
goriilmektedir. “Giivenle oynama becerisi” davranigini daha siklikla ve kolay olarak

gosterdikleri goriilmektedir.

Icsel  Madde Logit Hata  Segili maddeler

degeri
12 97 A1 Diger ¢ocuklarin biraktigi bir oyunu
3 20 11 baglatir.
Oyunu daha zor veya daha eglenceli hale
getirmek i¢in degisiklik yapar.
8 .56 A1 Sosyal oyun igerisine dahil olur.
6 27 A1 Bir oyundan diger oyuna geger.
*
4 -48 A2 Nesnelerle yogun etkilesime geger.
5 -.64 12 Nesnelerle beceri olarak etkilesime gecer.
2 -3.41 .19 Oyuna devam edecek siklikta kadar
kendisini giivende hisseder.
Dri$sal

* Madde olgiileri arasinda biiyiik bir bosluk oldugunu belirtir.

Sekil 1 Kontrol algist boyutu maddelerinin logaritmik 6l¢ekte dagilimi
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3.2.2 Motivasyon Kaynagi

Sekil 2 de ¢ocuklarin motivasyon kaynagi alt boyutu ile ilgili maddelerin
zorluk diizeyi ve dagilimlart gorilmektedir. Sekil 2 incelendiginde elde edilen
sonuca gore ¢ocuklarda oyun sirasinda en zor gozlemlenen madde “Oyuna devam
edebilmek icin Oniine ¢ikan engelleri asmaya calisir” aralarinda biiyiik bir agik
bulunan “Siklikla etkin bir sekilde katilir” maddeside en kolay gosterdikleri davranis
olmaktadir. Cogu cocugun, oyun sirasinda etkin bir sekilde katildig1 ama oyunlarda
cikan engelleri agmakta 1srar etmedikleri goriilmektedir. Etkinliklerin zorluklarina
odaklanmak yerine eglenmeye odaklanirlar. Ayrica "Oyun sirasinda olumlu duygular

gosterir." bes madde arasinda yaklasik olarak ortasinda goriilmektedir.

Icsel Madde  Logit Hata Secili maddeler
degeri
4 1.32 26 Oyuna devam edebilmek i¢in Oniine
* cikan engelleri asmaya ¢aligir.
2 40 14 Etkin bir sekilde yogunlukta katilir.
5 -.02 14 Oyun sirasinda olumlu duygular
* gosterir.
3 -.78 14 Aktivitenin sonucundan daha ¢ok
stirecine odaklidir
1 -.92 14 Etkin bir sekilde siklikla katilir
Extrinsic

* Madde olgiileri arasinda biiyiik bir bosluk oldugunu belirtir.
Sekil 2. Motivasyon kaynag alt boyutu maddelerinin logaritmik 6l¢ekte dagilin

3.2.3 Gergekligin Disina Cikma Ozgiirliigii

Bu alt boyut, diger alt boyutlar arasinda en zor maddeleri igermektedir. Bu
bes maddenin sonuglar1 arasindan, c¢ocuklarin "Nesneleri veya diger insanlari
alisilmadik bigimde veya farkli yollarla oyuna dahil eder." ve " Soytarilik ya da saka
yapar." Maddelerinin zorluk bakimindan daha yiiksek puanlar aldigim

gostermektedir. Ozetle; gercekligin disma ¢ikma ozgirligii alt boyutunun
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puanlarindan goriilebilecegi gibi, ¢ogu cocugun gercekligin kisitlamalarindan

bagimsiz davraniglar gostermedigi anlagilmaktadir.

Daha ¢ok Madde Logit Hata Secili maddeler

ozglir degeri

5 A5 A2 Nesneleri veya diger insanlari
alisilmadik bi¢imde veya farkl yollarla
siklikla oyuna dahil eder

4 A3 14 Soytarilik ya da saka yapar

3 .06 A3 Oyun sirasinda bagka birisi ya da bagka
birseymis gibi davranir, nesneyi bagka
bir nesne gibi ya da aktiviteyi bagka bir
aktivite gibi goriir

1 -.17 A3 Oyunda yaramazlik yapar ve
arkadaslarina saka yollu konusur.

6 -.35 A2 Nesneleri veya diger insanlar1
alisilmadik bigimde veya farkl yollarla
becerikli oyuna dahil eder

Daha az 6zgiir

Sekil 3. Gergekligin disina ¢ikma 6zgiirliigi alt boyutu maddelerinin logaritmik

olgekte dagilim

3.2.4 Oyun Cergevesi

Dort madde ile karsilastirildiginda Etkin bir sekilde katilir (beceri diizeyi
yiiksek)’mn en zor goriilen davramis oldugu goriilmektedir (Sekil 4). Bir oyun
cercevesi icinde “sosyal ipuglarini vermenin ve almanin”anlasilmasi gii¢ becerilerdir.
Ipuclar1 vermenin siklig1 baskalarmin kendisiyle nasil etkilesim kurmasi gerektigine
iliskin agik mesajlar vermek i¢in orantili bir zamana izin vermek demektir. Bu
mesajlar sozlii ve sOzstiz isaretlerle verilebilir. "Bana karsi nasil davranmaniz

gerektigini" sOyleyen anlasilabilir ipuglar (yliz, sozli, viicut) verilmesi daha kolay
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oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu maddeler ¢cocuklarin birbirleriyle nasil beklenen sekillerde

etkilesime girdiklerini gosterir.

Beceri Madde Logit Hata Secili maddeler

dizeyi degeri
yliksek
3 .87 14 Etkin bir sekilde katilir
1 13 14 Yz ifadeleriyle, sozlii olarak ya da
viicut diliyle “kendisine nasil
davranilmasi gerektigini” anlagilir
sekilde siklikla belirtir.
4 -32 .14 Bagkalarmin isteklerine cevap verir.
2 -.69 15 Yiiz ifadeleriyle, sozlii olarak ya da
viicut diliyle “kendisine nasil
1 | davranilmasi gerektigini” anlasilir
Beceri sekilde belirtir.
dizeyi
disuk

Sekil 4. Oyun ¢ergevesi alt boyutu maddelerinin logaritmik 6l¢ekte dagilimi

3.3 Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme Testi i¢in Maddelerin Rasch Analiz Modeline
Uyumu

Analizde kullanilan verilerin Rasch analiz modeli ile uyumulu olabilmesi i¢in
Uygunluk i¢i (Infit) ve Uygunluk dis1 (Outfit) araliklar1 icin MNSQ degerleri <1.5
ve ZStd<2 (Bond and Fox, 2007) degerlerine bakilarak incelenmistir. Cocuk
verilerine bakildiginda dokuz kisinin verisinin uygunluk degerleri disinda kaldig:
icin analizden ¢ikarilmistir. Uygunluk degerleri i¢in maddeler incelendiginde %95
verinin kabul edilen degerler araliginda oldugu bulunmustur. Rasch analizinde testin

ortalama degeri -1.98 standard sapma .38 bulunmustur. Sosyal Beceri
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Degerlendirme testi ¢ocuklar icin giivenirlik degeri .90, maddeler i¢in .94 degerleri

oldukga yiiksek degerler saptanmustir.

3.4 Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme Testi Alt Boyutlar1 Sonuclari
3.4.1 Isbirligi Altboyutu

Isbirligi alt boyutu altindaki sekiz madde Sekil 5°de goriilmektedir. Seklin en
tstindeki maddeler, Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarint goézlemlerken daha kolay
degerlendirebildigi davranislardir. Bu maddeler arasinda, "uygun bir sekilde yardim
bekler" maddesinin, diger maddelerle karsilastirildiginda ¢ocuklar arasinda nadiren
goritildiigii dolayistyla daha zor bir madde oldugu bulunmustur. “Grup etkinliginin
bir bolimiinde sorumluluk aliyor" ve "bos zamanlarii uygun bir bigimde kullanma"
cocuklarda goriilmesi ¢ok zor olan maddeler olarak bulunmustur. “Yonergelerinize
uyar", "smnifi ¢aligmasmi uygun bir sekilde tamamlamasi" ve"oyunlara veya
etkinliklere katilma" cocuklara daha sik goriilmektedir. Bu maddeler arasinda,

oyunlara veya etkinliklere katilim en kolay madde olarak bulunmustir.
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Daha Maddeler Logit Hata Segili Maddeler
isbirlik¢i degeri
16 .79 17 Yardiminizi beklerken zamani uygun
bicimde degerlendirir.
30 25 .17~ Oyunlara ya da grup etkinliklerine
katilir.
18 .19 17 Serbest zamanlarin1 uygun bir sekilde
degerlendirir.
22 16 17 Sinifla ilgili gorevlerini belirlenen
zamanda bitirir.
15 -.05 .17 Oyunlarda ya da diger etkinliklerde
strasin1 bekler.
1 -.20 .18  Yonergelerinize uyar.
10 -.39 18 Okuldaki etkinlikleri istenilen sekilde
yerine getirir.
Daha az 9 -.62 .18  Oyunlara ya da grup etkinliklerine
isbirlik¢i katilir.

Sekil 5 Isbirligi alt boyutu maddelerinin logaritmik 6lgekte dagilimi

3.4.2 Kendini ifade Etme/Atilganlik (Assertation)Altboyutu

“Kendisine soylenmeksizin, kendini yeni bir kisiye tanitir” ve“Akranlarina
iltifat eder /giizel sozler sOyler” davraniglarinin g¢ocuklarda goriilme olasiligt
diisiiktiir. Bu nedenle sekilde goriildiigii iizere en zor maddelerden biridir. Ote
yandan, “Akranlarindan gelen 6vgii ya da iltifatlar1 kabul eder” kendini ifade etme
altboyutundaki en kolay maddedir. Sekil 6'da goriildugti gibi, "goniilli yardim",

"digerlerini davet etme" ve "arkadas edinmek" maddeleri daha kolay sahip olunan

beceriler arasinda yer almaktadir.
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Daha  Madde Logit Hata Secili Maddeler
cok degeri
atilgan
12 1.03 .14  Kendisine sdylenmeksizin, kendini yeni bir
kisiye tanitir
8 .80 .14 Akranlarna iltifat eder /giizel sozler soyler
24 52 .14 Bagkalariyla konusmak i¢in girisimde
bulunma,
3 A2 .15 Ona haksiz sekilde davrandigimiz1 distindagt
zaman bunu size uygun bir sekilde soyler.
5 A2 .15 Adil olmadigimi diistindtigti kurallari uygun bir
sekilde sorgular.
17 -0.1 .15 Kendisi i¢in giizel seyler yapma ve sdyleme,
11 -0.26 .15  Smnif islerinde akranlarina goniillii olarak
yardim eder.
25 -0.16 .15  Digerlerini etkinliklere katilmaya davet
eder.
2 -0.38 .15  Kolaylikla arkadas edinir
14 -0.45 .15  Devam eden bir etkinlige ya da 6nceden
olusturulmus bir gruba kendisine
* sOylenmeksizin katilir.
Daha 19 -1.09 .16  Akranlarindan gelen 6vgi ya da iltifatlart
Az kabul eder
Atilgan

* Madde olgiileri arasinda biiyiik bir bosluk oldugunu belirtir.

Sekil 6 Atilganlik alt boyutunun maddelerinin logaritmik 6l¢ekte dagilimi

3.4.3 Oz Denetim Altboyutu

Sekil 7 goriilen Oz Denetim Alt Boyutu 5 maddeden olusur. En kolay gériilen

madde "yetiskinlerle c¢atisma halinde ofke kontroli" seklindedir. Sonuglar, bu

maddenin digerlerinden ¢ok daha kolay oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ote yandan,

"akranlarla catisma halindeyken oOfke kontrolii", alt 6lcek madde siralamasinda

ortada goriilmektedir. Bu madde bazi ¢ocuklarin davraniglarinda, 6zellikle akranlari

ile oynarken daha zor goriilen beceriler arasindadir.
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Daha ¢cok Madde Logit Hata Secili Maddeler

0zdenetim Degeri
23 52 .16 Anlasmazlik durumlarinda kendi
fikirlerini degistirerek uzlasma saglar.
26 34 .16 Elestirilere olumlu bigimde yaklagir
28 -.06 16 Akranlartyla anlagmazlik durumlarinda
ofkesini kontrol eder.
*
Daha az 7 -.92 .16 Yetiskinlerle anlasmazlik
Ozdenetim durumlarinda 6fkesini kontrol eder.

* Madde olgtileri arasinda biiytik bir bosluk oldugunu belirtir.

Sekil 7 Oz denetim alt boyutunun maddelerinin logaritmik 6lgekte dagilimi

3.4.4 Problem Davranislar Alt Boyutu
3.4.4.1 i¢csel Problem Davranislar

Icsel problem davramislarmin madde degerleri Sekil 8’de sunulmaktadir.
Sonuglarda ¢ocuklarin "yalniz goriintir" davranisini en az siklikla gosterdiklerini
goriilmektedir. incelendiginde okul oncesi donem ¢ocuklarmin “Bir ¢ocuk grubuyla
birlikte olmaktan kaygi duyar” maddesi ile ilgili daha az i¢sel davranis sergiledikleri

sOylenebilir
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Daha cok Madde Logit  Hata Seg¢ili Maddeler
i¢sel Degeri
36 75 21 Yalniz goriiniir
40 32 22 Uzgiin ya da depresif davranr.
35 -41 .22 Hig kimsenin onu sevmedigini soyler.
1 39 -.66 .23 Bir ¢ocuk grubuyla birlikte olmaktan kaygi
Daha az duyar
i¢sel

Sekil 8 Igsel problem davranuslar alt boyutunun maddelerinin logaritmik 6lgekte

dagilim1

3.4.4.2 Digsal Problem Davranislar

“Ofke nobetleri vardir."ve "Insanlara ve nesnelere karsi saldirgandir."

[fadelerinin ¢ocuklar icin en kolay kabul edilen davranislar arasinda yer aldig1 Sekil

9’da goriilmektedir. "Yerinde duramaz ya da asir1 hareketlidir" ve "Digerleriyle

tartigir”" problem davranislari daha zor ve ayirt edici 6zellik tagir. Bu nedenle bu

davranis bi¢imine sahip olmayan ¢ocuk sayisinin daha az oldugu soylenebilir.
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Daha ¢cok Madde Logit Hata  Secili Maddeler

dissal Degeri
32 1.32 17 Yerinde duramaz ya da asir1 hareketlidir
33 1.41 17 Digerleriyle tartigir
38 49 17 Kurallara ya da isteklere uymaz.
34 -.83 .19 Devam eden etkinlikleri bozar.
31 -.98 19 Ofke nobetleri vardir
Dahaaz 37 -1.41 .20 Insanlara ve nesnelere kars1 saldirgandir.
dissal

Sekil 9 Digsal problem davranuslar alt boyutunun maddelerinin logaritmik 6l¢ekte

dagilimi

3.5 Cevrenin Oyun Severlige Destegi Testi I¢in Maddelerin Rasch Analiz Modeline

Uyumu

Uc¢ madde haricinde biitin madde uygunluk degerleri referans araligi
icerisinde bulunmustur. “Akran oyun arkadasi net yonlendirmeler verir”, oyunun
isleyisini destekler (1.99)”, “Alanin genisligi ve bi¢imi oyunun ¢esidini
destekler(1.64) ” ve ” Yetiskin kurallarin-sinirlarin siirekliligine baghdir (1.59)”
maddelerinin MNSQ<2.0 degerinin altinda ama MNSQ <1.5 dan yukarida oldugu
icin verimliligi diismesine ragmen analize dahil edilmesi uygun bulunmaktadir
(Linacre, 2016).

3.6 Cevrenin Oyun Severlige Destegi Testi Sonuclari
Sekil 10 Rasch analizi sonucunda, TOES maddeleri arasinda anlamli bir

zorluk siralamasi oldugunu gostermektedir. Analiz sonucunda bu g¢alisma "Alan
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fiziksel olarak giivenli” en kolay madde oldugu saptanmistir. “Akran oyun
arkadasinin oyuncunun yonlendirmelerine tepkisi oyunun isleyisini destekler” ve
“Akran oyun arkadasi net yonlendirmeler verir, oyunun isleyisini destekler”
maddeleri diger maddelere oranla daha sik rastlanan ve ¢evre ve yetiskin boyutlarina
gore daha kolay goriilen maddeler olmustur dolayistyla ayirt edici 6zellikleri azaldig:

icin daha az destekler.

Daha Madde Logit Hata Secili Maddeler

destekler degeri

2 1.04 41 Ogretmen kurallari-sinirlarin
sirekliligine baghdur.

3 g1 41 Ogretmenvmantikli sinirlara / kurallara
baglidir.

7 .53 .42 Dogal/ fabrika yapimi objeler aktiviteyi
yada oyuncuyu, ve oyuncunun belirgin
bir motivasyonu destekler.

8 17 43 Alan ulasilabilir.

10 -88 .48  Alan giivenli.

4 -1.11 .49  Akran oyun arkadasinin oyuncunun
yonlendirmelerine tepkisi oyunun
isleyisini destekler.

| 5 -1.36 .50  Akran oyun arkadasi net yonlendirmeler
Daha az verir, oyunun igleyisini destekler.
destekler

Sekil 10 Cevrenin oyun severlige destegi test maddelerinin logaritmik olgekte

dagilimi

3.7 Anova Testi Sonuglari

Ikinci arastirma sorusu olan ”Okul &ncesi dénem cocuklarmin oyun severlik

diizeyi farkli destek seviyelerindeki okul oncesi sinif ortamlari ile farklilik gosterir
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mi? Sorusunu yanitlamak amaciyla ANOVA testi uygulanmistir. Cevrenin oyun
severlige destegi test sonuglarindan elde edilen bulgular okul o6ncesi sinif
ortamlarinin yaklasik 3 seviyeye ayrilabilecegini gostermistir. Ortalama puan,
referans noktasi alinarak ve ti¢ grupta smiflandirilan okul ortami destekleyicilik
diizeylerinin ortalama puanindan bir standart sapmanin (=8) eklenmesi ve
cikartilmasi yoluyla hesaplamistir. -5 ile 0 arasinda toplam puani toplayan az
destekleyen grup, diisiik destekleyici olarak gruplandirilmistir. Toplam skoru 0 ile 16
arasinda bulan okullar orta derecede destekleyici olarak; 16-22 arasinda toplam puan
toplayan okullar yiiksek destekleyici olarak gruplandirilmistir. CODT ve OST 16
farkli okul oncesi kurumundaki smif ortaminda uygulanarak 3 seviyeye ayrilan
gruplar arasinda oyun severlik diizeyleri arasinda fark Anova test sonucunda
istatiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (F (2,211) =7.49, p=.001). Eta
Square formiilii ile etki blytikligli .066 olarak hesaplanmistir. Cohen (1988)
siiflandirmasina gore ortalama etki diizeyindedir. Diisiik ve ortalama cevre destegi
diizeyindeki gruplar yliksek gruba gore anlamli derecede farkli bulunmustur (Post
Hoc karsilastirmasi) (Bkz. Tablo 1).

Table 1 Okul oncesi sinif ¢evrenin destegi ile Oyun severlik arasindaki ¢oklu

karsilagtirma

Siif ¢evresi Ortalama Sig.

Tukey HSD diisiik orta -.11 363
yiiksek -.32 .001

orta distik A1 363

yiiksek -21 .008

yiiksek dusiik 32 .001

orta 21 .008
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3.8 Korelasyon Analiz Sonuglari

Uclincii arastirma sorusunu “Okul éncesi dsnem c¢ocuklarinin oyun severlik
diizeyleri ile sosyal becerileri arasinda iliski var mudir? yanitlamak i¢in Oyun
Severlik Testi (OST)ve Sosyal Beceri Degerlendirme Testi (SBDS) arasindaki
korelasyona iligkin veriler iki degiskenli korelasyon kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
Tablo 2 de gorildigi lizere testler arasinda pozitif anlamli bir iliski bulunmustur
(r=.146. p=.031). Altboyutlar arasindaki iliskilere bakildiginda oyun severligin alt
boyutlarindan oyun ¢ercevesi ve kontrol algist ile Sosyal beceri testindeki 6z

denetim alt boyutu ile anlamli bir iligki bulunmustur.

Tablo 2. Korelasyon Analizi

SSRS Tor
SBDS Pearson Correlation 1 .149
Sig. (2-tailed) 031
N 212 212
OST Pearson Correlation  .149 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .031
N 212 212

4. Tartisma ve Oneriler

4.1 Okul éncesi Ogrencilerinin Oyun Severlik Diizeyleri

Tiirkiye'de okul o©ncesi donemdeki cocuklarin oyun severlik egilimini
belirlemek i¢in OST genel ortalama puani .68 ve standart sapma olarak .31 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu degerler diger arastirmalar sonucunda elde edilen puanlarla
karsilagtirildiginda yaklasik olarak ortalamanin dstiinde oldugu sdylenebilir.
Ornegin, Saunders, Sayer ve Goodale (1998)’ in ¢alismasinda okul éncesi 3-5 yas
araligindaki ¢ocuklarin oyun severlik ortalama degeri -.093. olarak belirtilmistir.
Ayrica, Bundy ve arkadaslarinin (2008) de proje kapsaminda yaptig1 arastirmada 5-7
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yas araligindaki c¢ocuklar i¢in .58 ve deneysel calisma sonunda 1.09 olarak
bulunmustur.

Bundy'ye (1993) ve Skard ve Bundy'ye (2008) gore oyun severlik bir oyun
cergevesi igerisinde birgcok birbiriyle iligkili faktérden etkilenebilir. Bu nedenle, her

boyutun bulgular1 ayr1 ayri tartisilmaktadar.

4.2 Kontrol Algist

Bu arastirma ile Tiirkiye'de okul 6ncesi ¢cocuklarin, etkinlik baslatma, oyun
arkadaglariyla kontrol paylasimi yapma ve sosyal oyuna girme gibi igsel olarak
kontrol edilen becerilerde giicliik cektikleri bulunmustur. Ilgili literatiire gore,
cocuklarin oyuna giris, bilissel gelisim, 6grenme davraniglar1 ya da destekleyici bir
ortam yeni etkinliklerin olusturulmasini engelleyebildigini gostermektedir (Bundy,
1993; Skard & Bundy, 2008). Bununla birlikte, diger bir nedenide yetiskin denetimi
ile kalabalik siniflarda olduklar: i¢in kontrolii siklikla yetiskinin alma durumu ile
aciklanabilir. Kalabalik smiflarda olan ¢ocuklar, oyun kontroliinii bagka ¢ocuklarla
daha ¢ok paylasabildikleri i¢in i¢sel kontrollerini daha kolay saglama egiliminde

olurlar.

4.3 Motivasyon Kaynagi

Elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, c¢ocuklarin serbest oyun sirasinda
etkinliklerini zorlastirmadiklar1 veya eglenceli hale getirmek i¢in fazla caba
gostermedikleri bulgusuna ulasilmistir. Ozellikle etkinligin siirekliligini az ¢ocugun
basarabildigi goriilmiistiir. Ayrica oyuna baslama ve katilma davraniglarinin daha sik
basarildig1 goriilmiistiir. Bunun nedeni de serbest oynama etkinliginin ¢ocuklarin
motivasyonu i¢in bir kaynak olabilmesidir. Okullarda akademik basar1 baskisi,
programlarindaki serbest oyun siirelerinin azalmasina neden olmaktadir. Cocuklarin

kendine 06zgili motivasyonunun isaretleri, serbest oyun zamanlarinda kendileri
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tarafindan disardan miidahale olmadan goriilebilmektedir (Bundy, 1991) (Bundy,
1991). Dolayisiyla, c¢ocuklar, serbest oyun vakti icin daha motive goriinebilirler.

4.4 Gergekligin disina ¢ikma ozgurlugi

Sonuglar, ¢ocuklarin serbest oyun etkilesimlerinde gerceklik kisitlamalarini
ortaya koymada giicliik ¢ektigini gostermektedir. Nesnelerin alisiilmamis sekillerde
kullaniminin ¢ok nadir oldugu goriilmektedir. Bundy, Nelson, Metzger ve Bingaman
(2001)’mn calisma sonuglara benzer olarak, taklit etme, objeleri yaratici sekilde
kullanma ve dalga gecme becerilerinin daha az goriildiigii bulunmustur. Bu
davranislar dogasi geregi zor ve nadir gézlemlendigi i¢cin en destekleyici ortamda ve

en oyun sever ¢ocuklarin basarmasi beklenebilir.

4.5 Oyun Cergevesi

Cerceveleme, ipuglar1 vermek ve almak ve oyun oynamak i¢in bir stireklilik
olusturur. Ipuclari ¢ocuga, karsisindaki oyuncunun ona nasil davranmasi gerektigi ve
oyunun nasil sekillenecegini gosteren bir ¢erceve cizer (Bundy, 2012). Cocuklarin
oynamaya devam etmeleri i¢in anlasilir ipuglar1 vermeleri ve diger oyuncularin
ipuglarin1 almalar1 gerekir. Okul 6ncesi ¢ocuklarin ¢erceveleme maddelerini diger
boyutlardan daha ustaca kullandiklarin1 ortaya koymustur. Cocuklarin oyuna aktif
katilimi daha kolay ve siklikla gozlemlenmistir. Dolayisyla, serbest oyun oynarken
cocuklarin kendi tercihlerine gore 6zgiir oynamalarini sagladigi icin aktif katilimlari

yiiksek olmaktadir.

4.6 Sosyal Becerileri

Verilerin analizi, Tiirk okul 6ncesi ¢ocuklarin ¢ogunun uygun sekilde yardim
beklemek, sorumluluk almak ve bos vakitlerini uygun bir sekilde kullanmada daha
isbirlikei oldugunu gostermistir. Ancak ¢ocuklarin yardim ve yonlendirme ihtiyacina

daha ¢ok egilimli oldugu bulunmustur. Cocuklarin atilganlik alt boyut becerilerinde
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zorlanma sebeplerinden biride okul dncesi doneminde olmalar1 olarak agiklanabilir.
Ornegin, bilyilk cocuklar okulda daha iddiali davranislar gosterirler. Ayrica,
ogretmenler bu davranislari okul yillarinda daha fazla gorebilirler ve bu da
puanlarini arttirmalarini saglar (Atkins-Burnet, 2001).

Okul oncesi ¢ocuklarin digsal problem davranislart cogunlukla cisimler ve
insanlara karsit oldugu bulunmustur. Kiiciik ¢ocuklar 6fkelerini kontrol etmekte
zorluk cekerler. Bir ¢ocuk kendi hayal kirikliklarini kontrol edebildiginde, kisisel
catismalarinin disa dontik davranislar1 gostermede rolii olabilir (Atkins-Burnet,

2001).

4.7 Oyun Severlik ve Cevrenin Rolii

Bu ¢alismada; diisiik, orta ve yiiksek derecede destekleyici okul dncesi egitim
kurumlar karsilastirlldiginda, yiiksek ile diisiik seviye destekleyici siiflar arasinda
cocuklarin oyun severlik degerleri agisindan anlamhi farkliliklar bulunmustur. Bu
bulgular, okul o©ncesi ¢ocuklarin okullarinda daha uygun kosullara sahip
olduklarinda, oyun oynama diizeylerinin artabilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Bununla
birlikte, sonuglar, 6gretmenin ¢ocuklarin oyun severlik” diizeyleri i¢in roliiniin ¢ok
sinirli oldugunu gosterdi. Benzer sekilde, Lobman (2001) tarafindan yapilan bir
arastirma, okul oncesi Ogretmenlerinin, yeni seyler Ogretmek disinda cocuklar

oynarken ¢ogunlukla eglenceli oyun yontemleri kullanmadigini ortaya koymustur.

4.8 Oyun Severlik ve Sosyal Becerileri

Okul oncesi donem cocuklar1 akranlar1 ile oynamaya calisirken, olumlu
sosyal iliskiler ve daha az problem davranislari gosterdikleri bulunmustur. Ozel
olarak, oyun ¢ergevesi ve kontrol algis1 alt boyutlar1 ile 6z denetim alt boyutunun
iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Bu sonuclar ¢ocuklarin oyun severlik diizeylerinin

arttirllmasinin 6z denetim kontroliinii gelistirebilecegini gosterebilir.
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Bu ¢alisma, Tiirk okul 6ncesi donem g¢ocugunun oyun oynamaya yaklasimi ve
okuldncesi ortaminin oyunlarii ne kadar iyi destekledigi ile ilgili bilgi edinilmesine
katki saglamistir. Cevrenin Oyun Ortamina Destegi Testi kullanilarak c¢ocuklarin
oyuna egilimleri, davranig ve becerilerini nelerin destekledigini ve olumsuz
etkilebilecegi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olunmasina yardimci olmustur.  Ayrica,
cocuklarin 6z denetim becerilerinin gelistirilerek oyun severlikleri i¢in oyun kontrolii
ve oyun c¢ergevelerinin olumlu etkilebilecegi dolayisiyla oyun severlik diizeylerinin
arttirilmasiyla sosyal becerilerinin de olumlu etkilenecebilegini gostermistir.

Bu calismanin sonuglarina dayanarak, ileriki arastirmalar, 6gretmenler ve
aileler i¢in asagidaki 6nerilerde bulunabilir.

Cocuklarin oyun severliginin arttirilmasi i¢in giinliik siif rutinlerinde serbest
zamanlarinmn genisletilmesi onemlidir. Ogretmenlerin, cocuklarin nesneleri amag dis1
kullanirken veya farkli roller oynarken onlar1 engellemek yerine onlara destek olmasi
gerekmektedir. Ogretmenler, cocuklarm oyunlarindaki yaratici rollerini siirdiirmeleri
veya kurulan oyun igerisinde katilimci rollerinin artmasmi saglamalari
gerekmektedir. Bu ¢alisma, ogretmenlerin ¢ocuk oyunlarina katilimina ihtiyag
oldugunu, ancak yoneten, baskin bir rolii olmadan veya sadece gozlemci olmadan
katilmas1 gerektigini gostermektedir.

Ogretmen egitim programimin hazirlanmasi sirasinda, 6gretmen adaylarinin
cocuklara daha ¢ok risk almalar1 i¢in destekleme, eglenceli fikirlerini takdir etme,
oyun kurallarina saygi gosterme ve tercihlerine saygi duymalar1 ve oyun sever ¢evre
hazirlama konusunda bilgilendirilmesi gerekmektedir.

Cocuklarin oyun severliklerinin anlasilmasi i¢in kardesleriyle ve anne-
babalariyla oynarken gozlemlenmesi onerilir. Dogal alanlar, su alanlar1 gibi farkl
acik alan tiirlerinin ¢cocuklarin oyun severlik diizeylerine etkisi arastirilabilinir.

Sonug olarak, oyun severlik sadece bir kisilik 6zelligi disinda bazi ¢ocuklarda
icinde bulunan durum nedenyle olusan bir 6zellik olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle oyun
severlikleri farkli ortamlar ve kosullar altinda degistirilebilir. Cocuklarin oyun
egilimlerini gelistirmek i¢in oyun sever Ogretmenlerle daha duyusal ve dogal

materyaller kullanilarak siif c¢evreleri diizenlenebilir.  Bu bilgiler 1s18inda
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cocuklarin  kendi penceresinden oyun davraniglarina bakma yetenegini

gelistirebiliriz.
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Appendix C: Tez Fotokopisi izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Sicim Sevim

Adi : Berna

Boluimii : Temel Egitim Boliimii

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Investigating The Association Between
Playfulness, Environment And Social Skills Of Preschool Children

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans I:I Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIiHI:
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